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APPENDIX 1-1

AGENCY LETTERS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

Appendix 1-1, Agency Letters and Communications, contains a record of communications to and from 
representatives of federal, state, tribal, and local agencies. An initial contact list used for the purposes of 
agency scoping is included along with copies of agency letters and responses (when appropriate) received 
during the preparation of the DEIS and prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Letters and responses are 
grouped by federal, state, tribal, and local agency, followed by consultant inquiries and responses, and then 
organized in chronological order.
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To:FHWA 
FHW A Headquarters NASSIF Bldg, 400 7th Street S.W. Washington DC 20590 

• :Nfary A Peters (FHW A Highway Administrator) 
• Frederick G Wright ( FHW A Executive Director) 
• Cynthia J Burbank (FHW A Planning & Environmental Program :Nfgr) 
• Kenneth Davis ( District Engineer ) 
• David Nelson 
• Steve Thomas 

EPA 
US EPA Region 9, 75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 

• Wayne Nastri (Regional EPA Administrator) 
• Blaze Nova 
• LisaHanf 
• GR West 
• Tom Sovic 

Arizona Dept of Transportation 
AZ DOT 206 17th Ave, Room 135, Mail Drop lOOA Phoenix 85007 

• Victor M Mendez 
• Thor Anderson 
• Ralph Ellis 

Concerned Families Along South Mt Loop 202 had its first meeting 
February 6th at 7:30PM. During this meeting our group discussed the health concerns of 
living near a highway. Some of the concerns were about the health of our school children 
that are attending Lagos Elementary School, which will be right alongside this South Mt 
Loop 202. Other areas of discussion were about the health effects of continually 
breathing in P:Nf-10 and PM-2.5, Asthma along with other lung ailments including the 
increased chance of getting lung cancer. We feel that this highway will mostly serve as a 
commercial bypass due to its location and the location of some of the commercial and 
industrial land surrounding it. So when answering these questions please show the levels 
of vehicles cars/commercial traffic separately to get a proper analysis when answering 
our questions. As we investigate and research the human health effects especially 
concerning our children with Ahwatukee AZ being so densely populated we can only 
think that ADOT should consider alternatives to proposed South Mt Loop 202. The 
attached list below is some of the questions that we want included in the Environmental 
Impact Study. 

1. What level ofPM-10 and PM-2.5 can the individual person living along side this 
highway (within 250ft) South Mt Loop 202 expects to ingest in his lungs over a 
20-year period? 

2. What level ofPM-10 and PM-2.5 can the individual person living within Y2 
kilometer of South :Nit Loop 202 expect to ingest in his lungs over a 20-year 
period? 

3. What % increase in getting lung cancer if any will the average person have when 
living within 200 ft and at Y2 kilometer of South Mt Loop 202? This question was 
asked due to recent findings from studies on people living in polluted areas and 
the American Lung Associations Web Page report on diesel soot being a possible 
carcinogen 

4. What percentage of children attending Lagos Elementary School (which will sit 
right alongside proposed South Mt Loop 202) will be affected by asthma from the 
exhaust coming from this highway? 

5. Will the children who already have asthma have a worsened condition from 
attending a school so close to this highway ( South Mt Loop 202)? 

6. Vit"ill existing air filtration systems in schools protect our children? 

7. Will a person living alongside at 200 feet and Yz a kilometer of South Mt Loop 
202 have increased levels of chemicals found in commercial vehicle and 
automobile exhaust in his/her blood? 

8. lflevels of chemicals from auto/commercial vehicle exhaust do in fact increase 
from living 200 feet and within % kilometer from South Nit Loop 202. Then 
please state chemical name and at what levels will they be at for a person's blood. 

9. Are some birth defects more prevalent from living close to a highway (250 feet­
'12 kilometer) due to highway pollution and if so what type of birth defects would 
they be? Please use the American Journal ofEpidemiology as one of your 
sources. 

10. What percent increase would people living close to proposed South Mt Loop 202 
expect to see in birth defects is any at all? 

11. Will vehicle exhaust (gasoline/diesel) chemicals from exhaust at actual traffic 
flow rates both commercial and automobiles show up in a persons urine who lives 
at distances of200 feet and up to 1h a kilometer from South Mt Park 202? If so 
what would these chemicals be and at whet level? 

12. Will the level ofMTBE increase in a person's urine and blood living within 200 
feet to Yz a kilometer from proposed South Mt Loop 202 and if so what will the 
levels were compared to normal levels? 

Please include and answer these questions in the Environmental 
Impact Study for proposed highway South Mt Loop 202. Copies of this request will be 
mailed via US certified/registered mail to the above stated recipients. Thank you. 

David Folts 
Concerned Families Along South Mt Loop 2
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SAMPLE
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Urban Giff, Gila River Indian Community, Community Manager
Ms. Pat Mariella, Gila River Indian Community, Department of environmental Quality
Mr. John Ravesloot, Gila River Indian Community, Cultural Resource Management Program
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Lee Thompson, Gila River Indian Community
Mr. Dean Weatherly, Director of Economic Development, Gila River Indian Community
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Bob Woodring, Maricopa Department of Transportation
Mr. Jeff Fairman, CED, Economic Development Director, City of Avondale
Mr. Robert, Franco, Acting Community and Economic Development Director, City of Phoenix
Mr. Ralph Velez, City of Tolleson



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A81



A82  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A83



A84  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A85



A86  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A87



A88  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A89



A90  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A91



A92  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A93



A94  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A95



A96  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A97



A98  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A99



A100  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A101



A102  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A103



A104  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A105



A106  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A107



A108  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A109



A110  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A111



A112  •  Appendix 1-1



	 Appendix 1-1  •  A113

This graphic was included as an enclosure to the four letters that follow in this appendix
(Coover, Burke, Nowicki, Spencer-Snider).  
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638104.2 

RESOLUTION NO. 2554-306

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF AVONDALE, 
ARIZONA, SUPPORTING THE PROPOSED ALIGNMENT OF THE SOUTH 
MOUNTAIN FREEWAY ALONG 55TH AVENUE. 

WHEREAS, the City of Avondale (the “City”) has been presented with information by 
the Arizona Department of Transportation (“ADOT”) and its consultants, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
(“HDR”), regarding various alignments of the planned South Mountain Freeway, including 
proposed alignments that would connect the South Mountain Freeway with Interstate 10 at its 
intersection with the Loop 101 Freeway near 99th Avenue in Avondale (the 99th Avenue 
Alignments”); and 

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of Avondale (the “City Council”) is the planning 
authority for the City and has planned the future of the area around 99th Avenue according to the 
best interest of the community, which does not include a freeway along 99th Avenue; and 

WHEREAS, the citizens of Avondale overwhelmingly approved the 2002 General Plan 
for the City, clearly indicating a vast majority of business park and light industrial uses along 
99th Avenue and specifically not including a freeway; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed 99th Avenue Alignments would seriously impact (i) the City’s 
ability to develop 99th Avenue as a key commercial corridor, as is currently planned, and  (ii) 
newly constructed, high sales tax generating businesses adjacent to 99th Avenue that provide an 
important revenue stream to the City that funds essential City services; and 

WHEREAS, the Regional Transportation Plan adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments has consistently shown the alignment of the South Mountain Freeway such that it 
would intersect with Interstate 10 near 55th Avenue (the “55th Avenue Alignment”); and 

WHEREAS, the City of Phoenix, the city of Tolleson and the City of Avondale have 
planned for growth in their respective jurisdictions over the past two decades relying upon the 
55th Avenue Alignment. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
AVONDALE as follows: 

SECTION 1.  That the City hereby adamantly opposes the 99th Avenue Alignments for 
the South Mountain Freeway. 

SECTION 2.  That the City hereby supports ADOT moving forward with the 55th 
Avenue Alignment as included in the adopted Maricopa Association of Governments Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

638104.2 
2

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Avondale, March 20, 2006. 

Marie Lopez-Rogers, Mayor 

ATTEST:

Linda M. Farris, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Andrew J. McGuire, City Attorney 
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CITY OF LITCHFIELD PARK 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 06-228 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF LITCHFIELD PARK, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, SUPPORTING 
THE PROPOSED ALIGNMENT OF THE SOUTH MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
ALONG 55TH AVENUE. 
 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Litchfield Park (the “City”) has been presented with information 
by the Arizona Department of Transportation (“ADOT”) and its consultants, HDR 
Engineering, Inc. (“HDR”), regarding various alignments of the planned South Mountain 
Freeway, including proposed alignments that would connect the South Mountain 
Freeway with Interstate 10 at its intersection with the Loop 101 Freeway near 99th 
Avenue in Avondale (the 99th Avenue Alignments”); and  
 
WHEREAS, the proposed 99th Avenue Alignments would seriously impact (i) the City 
of Avondale’s ability to develop 99th Avenue as a key commercial corridor, as is 
currently planned, and (ii) newly constructed, high sales tax generating businesses 
adjacent to 99th Avenue that provide an important revenue stream to the City that funds 
essential City services; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Regional Transportation Plan adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments has consistently shown the alignment of the South Mountain Freeway such 
that it would intersect with Interstate 10 near 55th Avenue (the “55th Avenue 
Alignment”); and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson and the City of Avondale have 
planned for growth in their respective jurisdictions over the past two decades relying 
upon the 55th Avenue Alignment. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
LITCHFIELD PARK as follows: 
 

SECTION 1. That the City hereby adamantly opposes the 99th Avenue 
Alignments for 
the South Mountain Freeway.   
 

SECTION 2. That the City of Litchfield Park hereby supports ADOT moving 
forward with the 55th Avenue Alignment as included in the adopted Maricopa 
Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Litchfield Park, April ______, 
2006. 

 
 
_________________________    ATTEST: 
J. Woodfin Thomas, Mayor 
 
        _______________________ 
        Mary Rose Evans, City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_______________________ 
Curtis, Goodwin, Sullivan, Udall & Schwab, P.L.C. 
City Attorneys 
By Susan D. Goodwin 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S:\DOCS\LGL\RES\06-228 south mtn freeway support Res.doc 
Page 2 of 2 
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This letter was also sent to Mr. Floyd Roehrich, Jr., PE, Project Manager, South Mountain 
Corridor Study, Arizona Department of Transportation 
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RESOLUTION NO.  937 
 

 A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
 TOLLESON REAFFIRMING THE 61st AVENUE ALIGNMENT 
 OF A PORTION OF THE SOUTH MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
 (STATE ROUTE LOOP 202), BETWEEN INTERSTATE 10 
 WEST AND 51st AVENUE. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Phoenix City Council recommended the alignment of the South 
Mountain Freeway (State Route Loop 202) in early 1985, which included the 61st 
Avenue alignment; and 

 WHEREAS, the alignment recommended by the Phoenix City Council was 
approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments as part of the Long-Range 
Transportation Plan in July, 1985; and 

 WHEREAS, voters of Maricopa County approved a sales tax in October 1985 to 
fund new freeways in Maricopa County, including the South Mountain Freeway; and 

 WHEREAS, the information supplied to voters prior to the election showed the 
South Mountain Freeway on the 61st Avenue alignment; and 

 WHEREAS, subsequent adoptions of the Long-Range Transportation Plan since 
1985 have continued to show the 61st Avenue alignment for the north/south portion of 
this freeway; and 

 WHEREAS, the adopted Phoenix General Plan has consistently shown the 61 
Avenue alignment for this freeway; and 

 WHEREAS, the land uses shown on the Phoenix General Plan are entirely 
consistent with, and dependent upon, the 61st Avenue alignment; and 

 WHEREAS, the City has approved numerous development plans since 1985 
along and adjacent to the 61st Avenue alignment; and 

 WHEREAS, the current study of this freeway includes the 61st Avenue 
alignment as one alternative; and 

 WHEREAS, the Phoenix City Council deems the 61st Avenue alignment to 
provide the best traffic service to the citizens of Phoenix and the region, of the 
alternatives now under study; now, therefore, 

 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TOLLESON 
that it fully supports and endorses  the 61st Avenue alignment, between Interstate 10 
West and 51 Avenue south of Elliot Road, as the most effective and efficient route for the 
South Mountain Freeway 

 PASSED by the Council of the City of Tolleson this 23rd day of March, 2004. 
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      __________________________________ 

      Adolfo F. Gámez, Mayor 

 

ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 

__________________________  ____________________________________ 

Chris Hagen-Hurley, City Clerk  Scott W. Ruby, City Attorney 
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CITY OF TOLLESON 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  978 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF TOLLESON, MARICOPA COUNTY, 
ARIZONA, SUPPORTING THE ORIGINAL ALIGNMENT 
FOR THE SOUTH MOUNTAIN FREEWAY (HIGHWAY 
101 SOUTH EXTENSION) NEAR 55TH AVENUE IN THE 
CITY OF PHOENIX. 

 
WHEREAS, in 1988 the Arizona Transportation Board approved (the 

"Approval") a north and south alignment of the South Mountain Freeway (Highway 101 South 
Extension) between 55th and 63rd Avenues in the City of Phoenix (the "55th Avenue Alignment"); 
and 
 

WHEREAS, since the Approval and in reliance on the 55th Avenue Alignment, 
the City of Phoenix ("Phoenix") and the City of Tolleson ("Tolleson") have made long term land 
planning decisions and have expended substantial amounts of public funds assuming that a major 
freeway would be located in the vicinity of 55th Avenue and not at 99th Avenue; and  

 
WHEREAS, based on the Approval and the land use decisions made by Phoenix 

and Tolleson, private businesses have located in the region and expended hundreds of millions of 
dollars assuming that a major freeway would be located in the vicinity of 55th Avenue and not at 
99th Avenue; and  

 
WHEREAS, Tolleson is comprised of approximately six (6) square miles, several 

of which are already utilized by the I-10 Freeway; and  
 
WHEREAS, an alignment of the South Mountain Freeway in or near 99th Avenue 

would have devastating impact on Tolleson, including but not limited to:  
 
 A. Economic and functional destruction of one of only three 

major commercial north-south corridors in Tolleson, 
 
 B. Destruction of many of Tolleson's largest businesses which 

would result in a substantial loss of assessed valuation and jobs,  
 
 C. A lowering of Tolleson's assessed valuation would result in 

a significant increase in Tolleson's tax rate to be levied on the remaining residents 
and businesses in Tolleson, 

 
 D. An increase in the noise level in nearby Tolleson 

neighborhoods and schools, and  
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 E. The possible taking of two or three Tolleson wells and the 
water treatment plants associated with the wells and the taking of other significant 
local and regional utility facilities. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND 

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TOLLESON, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 

Section 1. The Mayor and Council after careful examination of the potential 
impact of all proposed north-south alignments for the South Mountain Freeway, strongly 
endorses and supports the 55th Avenue alignment of the South Mountain Freeway made by the 
Arizona Transportation Board in 1988. 
 

Section 2. The Tolleson Manager and Clerk are hereby directed to disseminate 
this resolution to the Arizona Department of Transportation, City of Phoenix, Federal Highway 
Administration and any other entities or agencies involved in the process of selecting the 
alignment of the South Mountain Freeway. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Tolleson, 

Arizona, on this ______ day of December, 2005. 
 
 

_____________________________________ 
 Adolfo F. Gamez, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Chris Hagen, City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Scott W. Ruby, City Attorney 
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CERTIFICATION 

 
 

I, Chris Hagen, the duly appointed and acting Clerk of the City of Tolleson, 
Arizona, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing Resolution No. _______ was duly 
passed by the City Council of the City of Tolleson, Arizona, at a regular meeting held on 
December ______, 2005, and the vote was ____ aye's and ___ nay's and that the Mayor and ___ 
Council Members were present thereat. 
 

DATED:   December 13, 2005. 
 
 
 

______________________________________ 
 Chris Hagen, City Clerk 
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This letter was also sent to John Ravesloot, Gila River Indian Community, Cultural Resource 
Management Program 
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APPENDIX 2-1

SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

Appendix 2-1, Section 106 Consultation, contains a record of communications pertaining to the Section 
106 Consultation process pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act. Correspondence is generally 
organized in chronological order by original inquiries with the exception of responses to original inquiries. 
Responses to original inquiries, regardless of the date, immediately follow the original inquiries. The 
reader is referred to the Cultural Resources section of Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation and Chapter 2, Gila River Indian Community Coordination.
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Garry Cantley, Archaeologist, Bureau of Indian Affairs
Ms. Connie Stone, Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management
Ms. Carol Heathington, Bureau of Reclamation
Mr. Todd Hileman, City Manager, City of Avondale
Mr. Pat McDermott, City Manager, City of Chandler 
Mr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix
Ms. Barbara Stocklin, Historical Preservation Office, City of Phoenix
Mr. Ralph Valez, City Manager, City of Tolleson
Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River Project
Mr. David Jacobs, Ph.D., Compliance Specialist, State Historic Preservation Office
Mr. Terry Enos, Chairman, Ak Chin Indian Community
Mr. Richard Narcia, Gila River Indian Community
Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Cultural Preservation Office, Hopi Tribe
Ms. Joni Ramos, President, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
Mr. Pete Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Tohono O’odham Nation 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Affairs Office, Tohono O’odham Nation
Mr. Vincent Randall, Chairman, Yavapai-Apache Nation
Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
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September 8, 2003 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 
U.S. Department ofTransportation 
FHW A- Arizona Division 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

City of Phoenix 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

Re: HA-AZ, NR-202(ADY), 202L MA 054 H5764 01 L, Loop 202, South Mountain, Initial Section 106 
Consultation 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

Your office recently forwarded a "Class I" report to my office regarding the proposed Loop 202 freeway 
corridor. The purpose of the report as explained in your letter is to identifY "previously recorded cultural 
resources" to help with the process of identifYing feasible project alternatives for the proposed freeway. 

I have a number of concerns regarding this report. They are as follows: 

+It does not appear that this initial study attempted to identify non-archeological historic properties that 
have been previously identified through historic surveys or determined National Register eligible by the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). I am aware of at least several known National Register 
eligible historic properties located within the corridor area, including the Webster Farmstead at 75th 
A venue and Baseline Road (previously determined National Register eligible by the SHPO), South 
Mountain Park (may or may not be partially in the boundaries of the corridor study), and potentially 
historic canals and canal laterals (need to confer with Bureau of Reclamation and Salt River Project). 

+ A search of the National Register and Sectiop 106 files of the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office and the survey files of the City Historic Preservation Office is needed to locate any historic non­
archeological properties in the project corridor and "to identifY previously recorded cultural resources" as 
stated in your letter. We highly recommend that the cultural resources "Class I Overview" by amended 
at this time to incorporate a records search of surveyed and designated historic buildings, structures, 
districts and objects. 

+My office also recommends that all further cultural resources identification efforts for this project 
include a qualified architectural historian on the identification team. This is needed given the high 
potential to locate other historic non-archeological properties within the project's area of potential effects. 

If I can provide additional information, please feel free to contact me at ( 602) 262-7468. 

Sincerely, 

cjS~ -
Barbara Stocklin, City Historic Preservation Officer 

cc: Kae Neustadt, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Jim Garrison, State Historic Preservation Office ~ 

200 West Washington Street, 17th Floor • Phoenix, Arizona 85003 • 602-261-8699 FAX: 602-534-4571 

Recycled Paper 

Katherine Neustadt 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Barbara.Stockl1n@phoenix.gov 
Tuesday, September 09, 2003 7:19 PM 
KNeustadt@dot.state.az.us 

Cc: SLaine@dot.state .az.us; jgarrison@pr.state.az. us: bcollins@pr .state .az.us 
Subject: RE: Loop 202, South Mountain, HA-AZ, NH-202-D(ADY), 202L MA 054 H5764 01 L 

Thanks for the information Kim. I continue to recommend that a "records search" effort occur for historic non­
archeological properties at this stage in the project prior to selection of alternatives just as it has for archeological 
resources. Identification efforts for archeological and non~archeological historic resources should parallel one another. If 
archeological resources and other environmental resources/impacts are being identified at this preliminary stage prior to 
selection of alternatives, then the same level of identification effort should be ocurring at the same time for non~ 
archeological cultural resources. I don't understand why they would be treated differently. 

My office would desire that non-historic cultural resources show up on the same constraints map on which archeological 
resources appear when ADOT draws/decides on its selection of alternatives to consider further. If ADOT sees a known 
National Register historic property on their constraints map, then hopefully they would think twice before even drawing an 
alternative that might include that resource. 

l don't recommend that a programmatic agreement be executed prior to ADOT at least doing a records search for non­
archeological cultural resources so that all parties have at least a conceptual idea as to the extent and type of historic 
resources that may be impacted by the project. 

As previously noted, there are known National Register eligible/listed historic properties in the project corridor. I don't 
forsee the suggestion that ADPTdo a records search of known historic resources prior to executing a Programmatic 
Agreement as an unreasonable request. This should be a relatively easy and routine request for a large public agency as 
ADOT who carries out Section 106 responsibilities on a regular basis. However, l will defer to the SHPO for their opinion. 

Thanx. 

Barbara Stocklin 
City of Phoenix, Historic Preservation Officer 

KNeustadt@dot.state.az.us 

09/0912003 10:00 AM 

To: Barbara Stocklin/MGRIPHX@PHXENT 

cc: 
Subject: H5764 01L 

Thank you for your response. The Class I inventory of historic properties 
for the South Mountain Corridor was a very preliminary document prepared by 
the Gila River Indian Community for planning purposes. Once the corridor is 
examined in light of the information provided in the Class I inventory and 
reviews done to address other environmental concerns, alternatives will be 
selected for further, more in-depth review. FHWA and ADOT recognize that 
the Class I overview was not complete with to non-archaeological 
historic sites, but are waiting until more is known on the 
possible alternatives before conducting an in-depth cultural resources 
survey, including complete review of all historic property records, such as 
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SHPO, AZSITE and ASM, as well as pedestrian survey of the proposed 
alternatives. 

I hope this addresses some of your concerns. I have forwarded your email to 
Serelle Laine, Historic Preservation Team Leader, so she may address your 
general concerns with the reports you have been receiving from ADOT. Please 
let me know if you have any further concerns and if the City of Phoenix will 
concur with the recommendation to develop a Programmatic Agreement for the 
South Mountain project to outline the process of dealing with adverse 
effects to historic properties that are likely to occur as a result of the 
project. 

Thank you, 
Kae 

Kae Neustadt, MA 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
ADOT EEG 
205 S. 17th Avenue, MD619E 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
602/712-8148 (phone) 
602/712-3066 (fax) 
kneustadt®dot.state.az.us 

-----Original Message-----
From: Barbara.Stocklin®phoenix.gov [mailto:Barbara.Stocklin®phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2003 4:19 PM 
To: kneustadt®dot.state.az.us 
Subject: Loop 202 , South Mountain, HA-AZ, NH-202-D(ADY), 202L MA 054 H5764 
OlL 

Hi Kim. 

My office received a Class I overview report of the proposed Loop 202 
freeway corridor to identify previously identified cultural resources. 

I have a number of concerns regarding this report: 

+ There does not appear to be any efforts undertakens to identify 
non-archeological historic properties that have been previously identified 
or designated. I am aware of at least several known National Register 
eligible historic properties located within the corridor area, including the 
Webster Farmstead at 75th Avenue and Baseline Road (previously determined 
National Register eligible by the SHPO) , South Mountain Park (may or may not 
be partially in the boundaries of the corridor study) , and historic canals 
and canal laterals (need to confer with Bureau of Reclamation and Salt River 
Project). 

+ A search of the National Register files of the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office and the City Historic Preservation Office for historic 
non-archeological properties does not appear to have occurred, and is needed 
"to identify previously recorded cultural resources" as stated in the cover 
letter. 

+ In recent months, I have received various cultural resource reports from 
your office to review, and am concerned in general regarding the consistent 
lack of information on historic non-archeological resources - including 
buildings, structures, objects and districts in particular - in the front 
end of the planning process. 

In summary, prior to completing a "Class I overview of the freeway to 
identify previously recorded cultural resources", I am recommending that 
additional work be done to identify previously identified historic 
non-archeological resources. 

2 

Thanx. 

Barbara Stocklin, City Historic Preservation Officer 

3 
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TH.E 
OPI TRIBE 

Hopi Cultural Preservation Office 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
·u.s. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
400 E. Van Buren St., Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Re: Loop 2Q2,'·South Mountain 

Dear Mr. Hollis, 

September 10,2003 

Wayne Taylor, Jr. 
Chai.rman 

Caleb Johnson 
Vlce Chairman 

f-\\': 
\\\ 

This letter is in response to your correspondence dated August 20, 2003, regarding the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) planning to -
construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (1-1 0) west of Phoenix to 1-10 south of Phoenix. As you 
know the Hopi Tribe appreciates FHWA's and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our input andyoufefforts 
to address our concerns. 

~he Ho~i Cult~ral Preservation Office und~rstarids that the project area has not y~t b1~®·~~ned, 
and we have reviewed the enclosed A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway CorriqoF'study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona, by the: Gila River Indian Community Cultural ResourcesMan.agem~nt 
Program. We further understand that 301 cultural resources were identified as being within the proposed 
corridor, including two prehistoric sites listed on the National Register, 27 sites recommended as eligible, 
15 sites recommended as ineligible, and 136 sites not evaluated. - ' 

'i.}" 

. Therefore we concur that the Jikefih~od is high that historic properties would be affected b/this 
prop'os~l. and ldok'forward to further consultations once surveys of the preferred alternatives are 
completed and a Programmatic Agreement is being developed to address impacts. We also ·s'uppOrt · 
ADOT's continuing use of the Gila River Indian Community Cultural Resources Management Program for 
the identification and mitigation of historic properties that will be adversely affected by this project. 

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again for y~JUr consideration. · · 

xc: John Ravesloot, Barnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community Cultural Resources Management Program 
Kae Neustadt, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. Box 123 KYKOTSMOVI._, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 

:rvfr. Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 
USDOT, FHWA, Arizona Division 
One Arizona Center, Suite 41D 
400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

September 10, 2003 

RE: HA-AZ, NH-202-D (ADY), 202L MA054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202, South Mountain 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

r--;.3 ! 

B• 
....,_,' 
C.:'?: 
.:::=:-; 
-:::;:' 

f;9: 

N· 
.c: 

We have review~d your letter dated August 20, 2003 regarding the above named project. 
Since this project lies in the South Mountain area we will defer to the tribes nearer to that 
area. If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact our Tribal Culture 
Research Director, Nancy Lee Hayden at (928) 445-8790 ext. 135. · 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Ernest Jones, Sr. · 
President 

EJS:lj:2003 

530 E. MERRITT PRESCOTT, AZ 86301-2038 Phone 928-445-8790 FAX 928-778-9445 
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Ms. Carol Heathington 
Bureau of Reclamation 
P.O. Box 81169 
2222 W. Dunlap, Suite 330 
Phoenix, Arizona 85069-1169 

Dear Ms. Heathington: 

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF TRA.l'l"SPORTATION 
. FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMIN1STRA TION 

ARIZONA DIVISION 
One Arizona Center, Suite 4 I 0 

400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85004 

August 20, 2003 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202, South Mountain 

Initial Section 1 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-10) west ofPhoenix to the I-10 south 
of Phoenix. As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 
review. Because alternatives have not yet been decided, land ownership of the project area is not yet 
known. Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Western Area 
Power Administration (W AP A), the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), the Cities ofPhoenix, Avondale, Tolleson and Chandler, the Salt River Project (SRP), 
Roosevelt Irrigation District, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Ak Chin Indian Community, 
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O'o<lhrun Nation, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe and the Yavapai Apache Nation. 

The ofthis project would involve the construction of.a Tic;;c;;wa.y to connect I-10 south ofPhoenix· 
to I-1 0 west of Phoenix. The project team is in the process of identifYing potential project alternatives, 
but the area of potential effect (APE) has not yet been defined. 

The GRIC Cultural Resources Management Program performed a Class I overview ofthe freeway 
corridor to identify previously recorded cultural resources. The results of the Class I overview are 
presented in a draft report entitled "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway Corr.idor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002) and is enclosed for your review. 

A total of301 cultural resources were identified as being within the proposed project corridor. Two of 
these cultural resources, sites AZ T: 12:9(ASM), the Villa Buena site, and site AZ T: 11 :39(ASM), the 

2 

Cashion site, are listed on the National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP). An additional27 sites were 
previously recommended as eligible for the NRHP. Fifteen (15) sites were identified as being previously ...,. 
recommended as ineligible to the NRHP. One hundred thirty-six (136) sites either were not evaluated 
for the NRHP eligibility or would require additional information in order to determine their NRHP 
eligibility. The Class I overview aclmowledges the presence of prior survey data for the South Mountain 
corridor area and the need for further investigations into the eligibility of the historic properties 
identified within the corridor. FHW A recommends that future cultural resource survey and eligibility 
determinations be made once potential project alternatives are identified. 

As a cultural resources survey has not yet occurred for this project, FHW A is not currently making any 
recommendations of project effect. As additional information regarding the project alternatives, project 
scope, and historic properties becomes available, it will be provided to your agency through continued 
Se-ction 1.06 co!'lsu~t:ltion .. Howev~r, because t~e likelihood is high that historic properties would be· 
affected, FHW A proposes that a Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address the effects of 
the project as they become known. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with FHWA's 
recommendation that this report serve as consultation initiation and that consultation regarding 
eligibility, area of potential effect, and project scope as well as effect, be continued once surveys ofthe 
preferred alternatives are completed and that a P A 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 Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist at 602-712-8148 or 
emaillmeustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~D;L 
~ Robert E. Hollis 

Division Administrator 

II~ O'S 
Date 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A229

Mr. Todd Bostwick 
Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington 
Phoenix,Arizona 85034 

Dear Mr. Bostwick: 

U.S. DEP2\RTME~rf oii'rr:it<\.NSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINTSTRA TION 

ARIZONA DIVISION 
One Arizona Center, Suite 41 0 

400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85004 

August 20, 2003 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
,Loop 202, South Mountain 

I:r>itial Section l 06 Consu!tati0n 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are planning to construct a loop highway between futerstate 10 (I-10) west ofPhoenix to the I-10 south 
ofPhoenix. As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 
review. Because alternatives have not yet been decided, land ownership of the project area is not yet 
known. Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau offudian Affairs (BIA), the Western Area 
Power Administration (W AP A), the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), the Cities of Phoenix, Avondale, Tolleson and Chandler, the Salt River Project (SRP), 
Roosevelt Irrigation District, the Gila River fudian Community (GRIC), the Ak Chin Indian Community, 
the Sait River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe and the Yavapai Apache Nation. 

The scope ofthis project would involve the construction of a freeway to connect I-10 south ofPhoenix 
to I-1 0 west of Phoenix. The project team is in the process of identifying potential project alternatives, 
but the area of potential effect (APE) has not yet been defmed. 

The GRIC Cultural Resources Management Program performed a Class I overview of the freeway 
corridor to identify previously recorded cultural resources. The results of the Class I overview are 
presented in a draft report entitled "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002) and is enclosed for your review. 

2 

A total of301 cultural resources were identified as being within the proposed project corridor. Two of 
these cultural resources, sites .AZ T:12:9(ASM), the Villa Buena site, and site .AZ T: 11 :39(ASM), the 
Cashion site, are listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). An additional27 sites were 
previously recommended as eligible for the NRHP. Fifteen (15) sites were identified as being previously 
recommended as ineligible to the NRHP. One hundred thirty-six (136) sites either were not evaluated 
for the NRHP eligibility or would require additional information in order to determine their NRHP 
eligibility. The Class I overview acknowledges the presence of prior survey data for the South Mountain 
corridor area and the need for further investigations into the eligibility of the historic properties 
identified within the corridor. FHW A recommends that future cultural resource survey and eligibility 
determinations be made once potential project alternatives are identified. 

As a cultural resources survey has not yet occurred for this project, FHWA is not currently making any 
recommendations of project effect. As additional information regarding the project alternatives, project 
scope, and historic properties beeomes available, it will be provided to your agency th..rough continued 
Section 106 consultation. However, because the likelihood is high that historic properties would be 
affected, FHW A proposes that a Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address the effects of 
the project as they become known. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with FHW A's 
recommendation that this report serve as consultation initiation and that consultation regarding 
eligibility, area of potential effect, and project scope as well as effect, be continued once surveys of the 
preferred alternatives are completed and that a P A 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 Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist at 602-712-8148 or 
email kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. · 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Division Administrator 

Si~~ for City of Phoenix Concurrence Date 

Enclosure 
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City of Phoenix 

Report RevieW Form 

Project No.: ADOT 

Archaeology Section 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington St. 

Phoenix, AZ. 85034 

Date Report Submitted: 9-5-03 

Report Title: A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona. 

XDraft Final 

Author: Damon Burden Firm: GRlC 

Action: Accepted More Information Requested XRevise & Resubmit 

Comments: On the abstract page under agency, it should read Phoenix Parks and 
Recreation Department. Library is now its own separate Department. On page 2-14, third 
paragraph, please add river after lower salt and before valley. On page 2-15, first 
paragraph, the second sentence should read like this, For example, habitation sites 
comprised of courtyard groups focusing on a mutual extramural work areas become a 
common settlement organizational pattern. In figure 5.3 does the legend explain what the 
colors of the sites stand for or for the colors of their boundaries? Please add something in 
the legend to explain this. Figure 5.4 and 5.5 need the same clarification that figure 5.3 
does. On page 5-14, last paragraph, please add river between Salt and Valley. Also on the 
same page please replace is with are after examples. Please add Bostwick (2002) and 
Stubing et al (2000) to your references cited section. Also add these references and 
projects to the table you have on previous research in section 3.1. 

Recommendations: Please revise report accordingly and send the City Archaeol~st 
one final bound copy. ~ 

r/J 
r--1 
-o 

Reviewed By: Robert A. Serocki Jr. and _...,_ u 
Todd W. Bostwick, Ph.D. \ D 

Date: 9-17-03 

N 
f'0 

'...t::: 1 

References to be added: 

Stubing, Michael, ChrisT. Wenker, John M. Lindly, Ph.D., and Douglas Mitchell 
2000 Archaeological Testing at Site AZ T:12:117 (ASM) for the Foothills Reserve 

Development, Phoenix, Arizona. SWCA Cultural Resource Report No. 00-91. 

Bostwick, Ph.D., Todd and Peter Krocek 
2002 Landscape of the Spirits: Hohokam Rock Art at South Mountain Park. University 

of Arizona Press. 
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David Jacobs, Ph.D. 
Compliance Specialist · 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300W. Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

ARIZONA DMSION 
One Arizona Center, Suite 41 0 

400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85004 

August 20, 2003 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202, South Mountain 

Initial Section 106 Consultation 

. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (l-1 0) west of Phoenix to the I-1 0 south 
ofPhoenix. As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 
review. Because alternatives have not yet been decided, land ownership of the project area is not yet 
known. Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau ofLand Managenient (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Western Area 
Power Administration (WAPA), the Bureau ofReclamation (BOR), the Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), the Cities ofPhoenix, Avondale, Tolleson and Chandler, the Salt River Project (SRP), 
Roos~velt Irrigation District, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the.Ak Chin Indian Community, 
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe and the Yavapai Apache N?-tion. 

The scope of this project would involve the construction of a freeway to connect I-10 south of Phoenix 
to I-10 west of Phoenix. The project team is in the process of identifying potential project alternatives, 
but the area of potential effect (APE) has not yet been defined. 

The GRlC Cultural Resources Management Program performed a Class I overview of the freeway 
corridor to identify previously recorded cultural resources. The results of the Class I overview are 
presented in a draft report entitled "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002) and is enclosed for your review. 

I I f 

""' 
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/A total of301 cultural resources were identified as being within the proposed project corridor. Two of 
>/ these cultural resources, sites AZ T:12:9(ASM), the Villa Buena site, and site AZ T:ll :39(ASM), the 

(! Cashion site, are listed on the National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP). An additional27 sites were 
previously recommended as eligible for the NRHP. Fifteen (15) sites were identified as being previously 
recommended as ineligible to the NRHP. One hundred thirty-six (136) sites either were not evaluated 
for the NRHP eligibility or would require additional information in order to determine their N"RHP 
eligibility. The Class I overview acknowledges the presence of prior survey data for the South Mountain 
corridor area and the need for further investigations into the eligibility of the historic properties 
identified within the corridor. FHW A recommends that future cultural resource survey and eligibility 
determinations be made once potential project alternatives are identified. 

As a cultural resources survey has not yet occurred for this project, FHW A is not currently making any 
recommendations of project effect. As additional information regarding the project alternatives, project 
scope, and historic properties becomes available, it will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 cqnsultation. However, because the likelihood is high that historic properties would be 
affected, FHW A proposes that a Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address the effects of 
the project as they become known. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with FHWA's 
recommendation that this report serve as consultation initiation and that consultation regarding 
eligibility, area of potential effect, and project scope as well as effect, be continuecronce surveys of the 
preferred alternatives are completed and that a P A 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 Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist at 602-712-8148 or 
email kneustadt@dot.state.az. us. Thank you . 

Sincerely, 

~b~ 
~~~~~~:·,Hollis 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Enclosure 

7f Cu'(~ sd;vh,-t\Rl ~'~~~ ~ JJ'{Y'Q, s~~\-lrJ~b ~ 
_\N~\1\.. (§:J--r<"'L~~·-. 

Cc~ '?-'fu<_~~at ftu~ 
) 
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Ms. Connie Stone, Archaeologist 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix Field Office 
21605 N 7th Ave 
Phoenix,Arizona 85027 

Dear Ms. Stone: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT A TlON 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINIS~{[OAli 

ARIZONA DIVISION r 

One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
400 E. Van Buren St. 

Phoenix, AZ. 85004 

August 20, 2003 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202, South Mountain 

Initial Section l 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-10) west of Phoenix to the I-1 0 south 
of Phoenix. As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 
review. Because alternatives have not yet been decided, land ownership of the project area is not yet 
known. Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau ofLand Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), th.e Western Area 
Power Administration CW AP A), the Bureau ofReclamation (BOR), the Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), the Cities ofPhoenix, Avondale, Tolleson and Chandler, the Salt River Project (SRP), 
Roosevelt Irrigation District, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC)~ the Ak Chin Indian Community, 
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe and the Yavapai Apache Nation. 

The scope of this project would involve the construction of a freeway to connect I -10 south of Phoenix 
to I-10 west ofPhoenix. The project team is in the process of identifying potential project alternatives, 
but the area of potential effect (APE) has not yet been defined. 

The GRIC Cultural Resources Management Program performed a Class I overview of the freeway 
corridor to identify previously recorded cultural resources. The results of the Class I overview are 
presented in a draft report entitled "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002) and is enclosed for your review. 

A total of 301 cultural resources were identified as being within the proposed project corridor. Two of 
· these cultural resources, sites AZ T: 12:9(ASM), the Villa Buena site, and site AZ T: 11 :39(ASM), the 

2 

Cashion site, are listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). An additional 27 sites were 
previously recommended as eligible for the NRHP. Fifteen (15) sites were identified as being previously 
recommended as ineligible to the NRHP. One hundred thirty-six (136) sites either were not evaluated 
for the NRHP eligibility or would require additional information in order to determine their NRHP 
eligibility. The Class I overview_ acknowledges the presence of prior survey data for the South Mountain 
corridor area and the need for further investigations into the eligibility of the historic properties 
identified within the corridor. FHW A recommends that future cultural resource survey and eligibility 
determinations be made once potential project alternatives are identified. 

As a cultural resources survey has not yet occurred for this project, FHW A is not currently making any 
recommendations of project effect. As additional information regarding the project alternatives, project 
scope, and historic properties becomes available, it will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation. However, because the likelihood is high that historic properties would be 
affected, FHW A proposes that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of 
the project as they become known. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with FHWA's 
recommendation that this report serve as consultation initiation and that consultation regarding 
eligibility, area of potential effect, and project scope as well as effect, be continued once surveys of the 
preferred alternatives are completed and that a P A 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 Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist at 602-712-8148 or 
email kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for BLM Concurrenc 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Garry Cantley, Archaeologist 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
BIA-WRO/EQS 
P.O. Box 10 
Phoenix,Arizona 85001 

Dear Mr. Cantley: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRA. TION 

ARIZONA DIVISION 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 

400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85004 

August 20, 2003 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202, South Mountain 

Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-1 0) west of Phoenix to the I-1 0 south 
of Phoenix. As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 
review. Because alternatives have not yet been decided, land ownership of the project area is not yet 
known. Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau ofLand Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Western Area 
Power Administration (WAPA), the Bureau ofReclamation (BOR), the Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), the Cities ofPhoenix, Avondale, Tolleson and Chandler, the Salt River Project (SRP), 
Roosevelt Irrigation District, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Ak Chin Indian Community, 
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe and the Yavapai Apache Nation. 

The scope of this project would involve the construction of a freeway to connect I-10 south of Phoenix 
to I-1 0 west of Phoenix. The project team is in the process of identifying potential project alternatives, 
but the area of potential effect (APE) has not yet been defined. 

The GRIC Cultural Resources Management Program performed a Class I overview of the freeway 
corridor to identify previously recorded cultural resources. The results of the Class I overview are 
presented in a draft report entitled "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002) and is enclosed for your review. 

A total of301 cultural resources were identified as being within the proposed project corridor. Two of 
these cultural resources, sites AZ T:l2:9(ASM), the Villa Buena site, and site AZ T:ll:39(ASM), the 

Cashion site, are listed on the National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP). An additional27 sites were 
previously recommended as eligible for the 1\TR.HP. Fifteen (15) sites were identified as being previously 
recommended as ineligible to the NRHP. One hundred thirty-six (136) sites either were not evaluated 
for the NRHP eligibility or would require additional information in order to determine their NRHP 
eligibility. The Class I overview acknowledges the presence of prior survey data for the South Mountain 
corridor area and the need for further investigations into the eligibility of the historic properties 
identified within the corridor. FHW A recommends that future cultural resource survey and eligibility 
detern1inations be made once potential project alternatives are identified. 

As a cultural resources survey has not yet occurred for this project, FHW A is not currently making any 
recommendations of project effect. As additional information regarding the project alternatives, project 
scope, and historic properties becomes available, it will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation. However, because the likelihood is high that historic properties would be 
affected, FHW A proposes that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of 
the project as they become known. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with FHW A's 
recommendation that this report serve as consultation initiation and that consultation regarding 
eligibility, area of potential effect, and project scope as well as effect, be continued once surveys ofthe 
preferred alternatives are completed and that a P A 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 Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist at 602-712-8148 or 
email kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

.w/)~ 
-r;-~~~,~~: Hollis 

. Division Administrator 

OCT 2 7 2003 

Date. 
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Mr. Rick Aiduze 
Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
M.S.PAB 355 
P.O. Box 5625 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 . 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRAJ.'I"SPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

ARIZONA DMSION 

Envir~>nmcntal Compliance 
Environmental Services 

One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85004 

August 20, 2003 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202, South Mountain 

Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-10) west of Phoenix to the I-10 south 
of Phoenix. As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 
review. Because alternatives have not yet been decided, land ownership of the project area is not yet 
known. Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, ·the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau ofLand Management (BLM), the Bureau oflndian Affairs (BIA), the Western Area 
Power Administration (W AP A), the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), the Cities of Phoenix, Avondale, Tolleson and Chandler, the Salt River Project (SRP), 
Roosevelt Irrigation District, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Ak Chin Iri.dian Community, 
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe and the Yavapai Apache Nation. 

The scope ofthis project would involve the construction of a freeway to connect I-10 south of Phoenix 
to I-1 0 west of Phoenix. The project team is in the process of identifying potential project alternatives, 
but the area of potential effect (APE) has not yet been defined. 

The GRIC Cultural Resources Management Program performed a Class I overview ofthe freeway 
corridor to identify previously recorded cultural resources. The results of the Class I overview are 
presented in a draft report entitled "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, lvfaricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002) and is enclosed for your review. 

2 

A total of 301 cultural resources were identified as being within the proposed project corridor. Two of 
these cultural resources, sites AZ T:12:9(ASM), the Villa Buena site, and site AZ T: 11 :39(ASM), the 
Cashion site, are listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). An additional27 sites were 
previously recommended as eligible for the NRHP. Fifteen ( 15) sites were identified as being previously 
recommended as ineligible to the NRHP. One hundred thirty-six (136) sites either were not evaluated 
for the NRHP eligibility or would require additional information in order to determine their NRHP 
eligibility. The Class I overview acknowledges the presence of prior survey data for the South Mountain 
corridor area and the need for further investigations into the eligibility ofthe historic properties 
identified within the corridor. FHW A recommends that future cultural resource survey and eligibility 
determinations be made once potential project alternatives are identified. 

As a cultural resources survey has not yet occurred for this project, FHW A is not currently making any 
recommendations of project effect. As additional information regarding the project alternatives, project 
scope, and historic properties becomes available, it will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation. However, because the likelihood is high that historic properties would be 
affected, FHW A proposes that a Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address the effects of 
the project as they become known. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with FHW A's 
recommendation that this report serve as consultation initiation and that consultation regarding 
eligibility, area ofpotential effect, and project scope as well as effect, be continued once surveys of the 
preferred alternatives are completed and that a P A 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 Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist at 602-712-8148 or 
email kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~D~ 
~ Robert E. Hollis 

Division Administrator 

Date 
I ; 
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Ms. Connie Stone, Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management
Mr. John Czaplick, Bureau of Reclamation
Dr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix
Ms. Barbara Stocklin, Historic Preservation Office, City of Phoenix
Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River Project
Dr. David Jacobs, Ph.D., Compliance Specialist, State Historic Preservation Office
Mr. Richard Narcia, Governor , Gila River Indian Community
Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Cultural Preservation Office, Hopi Tribe
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THE 
OPI TRIBE 

December 11, 2003 
Kae Neustadt, Historic Preservation Specialist 
Arizona Department of Transportation, Environmental & Enhancement Group 

206 South 17~-Avenue, Room 213E, Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-.3213 

Re~£oopr2:02..; South Mountain, Draft Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Ms. Neustadt, 

Wayne iaylor, Jr: · 
CHAIRMAN 

This letter is in response to your correspondence with an enclosed draft Programmatic Agreement .. 
dated December ~,. 2003,. regarding the. Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and Arizona z 
DepartmentofTransportation{ADOT): planning to . .construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (1.::1 0) · 
west ofPhoenixto I-10 south ofPhoenix. As you know, the Hopi Tribe appreciates FHWAand ADOT's 
continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts.t6address"om concerns;• · ;>:t: 

In a letter dated September 10, 2003, in respo~e to a correspondence from the Federal Highway 
Administration dated August 20, 2003, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office reviewed the cultural 
resources overview report for this project by the Gila River Indian Community that identifies 30 I cultural 
resources within the proposed project corridor. We stated we support the continuing use ofthe Gila River 
Indian Community Cultural Resources Management Program for the identification and mitigation of 
historic properties that will be adversely affected by this project. 

We note that the (}ila River Indian CoiD!_Ill1Wtyjs a. J?.ar.t . . . encl_o~ed draft P~<?gramm~tic 1 
-~~emef1t, and therefore'f[we!~efe · · · · f · · ~·~~;tll:~fanl:~6~-- .. ~s-,a;· '~io ili~ Prograinmati"'· 

- € ... ,.,0' jjHowever, wePfe'iYAB· 6"' ~~flli~·cu ra resourC'e'St.i'rveys, archaeological 
trea plans, and archeological reports for review and comment. If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you· 
again for consulting with the Bopi Tribe. ""-

xc: John Ravesloot, B<irnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community CulturnLResources Pro!iam · 
Ari?:ona State Historic Preservation Office · 

-----------?.0. BOX 123-KYKOTSMOVI, AZ.- 86039- (928) 734-3000-------------' 

~ Arizona Cepartment of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.\DOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet' Napolitano 
Governor. 

'-Victor M. · 
·.Mendez 
· Direc;tor 

Todd Bostwick 
Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 

·., 

Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85034 

·December 9, ~003 · 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) · 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202; South Mountain 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Dear Mr. Bostwick: 

Billl;liggins 
Actfog State· 

Engineer · 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (1-10) west of Phoenix to the I-10 south 
ofPhoenix. Previous consultation with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recomm~ded a 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effe~ts of the project as they become knoWn. SHPO 
concurred with this recommendation (Jacobs [SHPO] to Hollis [FHW A] September 19, 2003). 

. At this time, ADOT, on behalf of FHW A, is submitting a draft P A for your review and comment. Please review 
the enclosed draft P A. If you find the P A adequate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. If you have 

. any comments or changes to request, please respond in writing. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
fc;:el free to contact me at {602) 712-8148 or via email at kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

41-·-· --~---
Kae Neustadt 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 S 17th Avenue, Room 213E I MD 619E 

·Phoenix, AZ 85007 

/)JJt?ai;._:¥ 
Signature for COP Concurrence 

Enclosure 

c: SThomas 
WVachon 

Date · 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

PXA0-1500 
ENV-3.00 

Ms. Kae Neustadt 

PhO<:nix Area Of!kc 
PO Box RI !Cl':l 

Phoenix, Arizona 1!5069-! 169 

OEC I 8 2003 

Historic Preservation Specialist 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue, Room 213E/.MD 619E 
Phoenix,Arizona 85007 

Subject: Draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) Loop 2002, South Mountain- Project 
No. NH-202-D(ADY); TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL ' 

Dear Ms. Neustadt: 

· We have reviewed the subject PA and have sever~ comments. On page 2, the seventh 
WHERAS dealing with treatment of human remains under NAGPRA applies only to remains 
found on federally-owned landS. The last WHEREAS should refer to State and private lands 
only; a permit issued by the Arizona State Museum is not valid on federally-owned land. 
Another WHEREAS should be added.that addresses permitting on Federal lands under the 
Archaeological Resource and Protection Act (ARPA). In this particular case, an ARPA permit 
from Reclamation is required for any archaeological activity on lands under Reclamation's 
jurisdiction. · 

On page 5 under Item "'9. Curation,;, all records. and materials from archaeological mvestigations 
conducted on lands under ReClamation's jurisdiction shall be curated at the Huhugam Heritage 
Center (HHC), Gila River Indian Reservation. In January 2004, Reclamation's temporary 
curatorial facility in Tucson (the Central Arizona Project Repository) will close,and the 
collections will be moved to the new permanent repository at the HHC. The HHC will serve as 
Reclamation's new curation facility for all future Reclamation cultural resource activities. 

Item "12. Discoveries" on page 12 must be changed to reflect that in the case of discovery 
situations on lands wider the jurisdiction of Reclamation, the Phoenix Area Office archaeological. 
staff shall be notified immediately. This is especially true incases involving potential or known 
human remains, in which case Reclamation is responsible for consultation under NAGPRA. 

2 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft PA. We would appreciate the 
chance to review the revised P A prior to signing the final version. If you have questions, please 
contact staff Archaeologist Jon S. Czaplicki at 602-216-3862. 

i~D-~-
Bruce D. Ellis 
Chief, Environmental Resource 
Management Division 
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'll Arizona Cepartment of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.\DOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

December 9, 2003 

Bill Higgins 
Acting State 

Engineer 
Victor M. 
Mendez 
Director 

Connie Stone, Archaeologist 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix Field Office 
21605 N 7th Ave 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202; South Mountain 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Dear Ms. Stone: 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-10) west of Phoenix to the I-10 south 
of Phoenix. Previous consultation with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recommended a 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as theybecome known. SHPO 
concurred with this recommendation (Jacobs [SHPO] to Hollis [FHW A] September 19, 2003). 

At this time, ADOT, on behalf of FHW A, is submitting a draft P A for your review and co~ent. Please review 
the enclosed draft PA. Ifyou find the PA adequate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. If you have 
any comments or changes to request, please respond in writing. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
feel free to contact me at (602) 712-8148 or via en:ail at kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

~ 
Kae Neustadt 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 S 17th Avenue, Room 213E I MD 619E 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

c: SThomas 
WVachon 

/)ec. .Sa, ;;<ocJ 3 . 
Date 

~ Arizona Cepartment of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.\DOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

VictorM. 
Mendez 
Director 

David Jacobs, Ph.D. 
Compliance Specialist 

· State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 W Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 

December 9, 2003 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L 
Loop 202; South Mountain 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Dear Dr. Jacobs 

Bill Higgins 
Acting State 

Engineer 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-10) west of Phoenix to the I-10 south 
of Phoenix. Previous consultation with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recommended a 
Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become known. SHPO 
concurred with this recommendation (Jacobs [SHPOJ to Hollis [FHWA] September 19, 2003). 

At this time, ADOT, on behalf of FHW A, is submitting a draft P A for your review and comment. Please review 
the enclosed draft PA. If you fmd the P A adequate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. If you have 
any coriunents or changes to request, please respond in writing. If you have any questions or con_cerns, please 
feel free to contact me at (602) 712-8148 or via email at kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 S 17th Avenue, Room 213E I MD 619E 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Signature fo. HPO Concurrence 

Enclosure 

c: SThomas 
WVachon 

Date 
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Ms. Jane Crisler 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

ARIZONA DIVISION 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 

400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85004 

March 4, 2004 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlL 
Loop 202; South Mountain 

Council notification 

Historic Preservation Specialist 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
12136 W. Bayaud Avenue 
Suite 330 
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 

Dear Ms. Crisler: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-10) west ofPhoenix 
with I-10 south ofPhoenix. As this project is qualified for federal-aid funding; it is considered 
an undertaking subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives have not yet been 
determined, land ownership for the project is not yet known. Consulting parties for this project 
include FHWA, ADOT, SHPO, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (BIA), the Western Area Power Administration (W AP A), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(BOR), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Cities of Phoenix, Avondale, Tolleson 
and Chandler, the Salt River Project (SRP), Roosevelt Irrigation District, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Ak Chin Indian Community, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Hopi Tribe, the Yavapai-Prescott 
Tribe and theY avapai Apache Nation. 

The scope of this project would involve the construction of a freeway to connect I -10 south of 
Phoenix to I-10 west of Phoenix. The project team is in the process of identifying potential 
project alternatives, and the area of potential effect (APE) has not yet been defined. 

Because of the scope of the project, it is unlikely that the project would avoid all historic 
properties. Consultation with the SHPO recommended the development of a Programmatic 
Agreement (P A) to address the effects ofthe project on any historic properties as they become 
known. SHPO concurred with this recommendation (Jacobs [SHPO] to Hollis [FHWA] 
September 19, 2003, enclosed). 

The purpose of this letter is to notify the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and to 
determine Council participation pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(1). Attached to this letter is 
documentation specified in§ 800.ll(e). Please review this information and ifthe Council plans 
to participate in consultation, inform us within 15 days of receipt of this notice. Ifthere is any 

2 
additional information you require for this project or if you have any questions or comments, 
please contact Kae Neustadt at (602) 712-8148 or via email at kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank 
you. 

Enclosure 
cc: 
SThomas 
WVachon 
KN eustadt ( 619E) 
SDT:cdm 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 
Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 
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March 30, 2004 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
400 E. Van Bureau St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Preserving America's Heritage 

RE: Proposed Programmatic Agreement Regarding Construction of a loop highway between 
Interstate I 0 (1-1 0) west of Phoenix and I-1 0 south of Phoenix. · 

Dear,Mr. floWs: . 
: .r.:·' -·: -:. ·_ :~:. . . . . . .. . f ~ ::-

On March 12, 200;4~ we received yournotification and supporting documentation regarding_ the FHWA's 
intent to develop a Programmatic Agreement (P A) with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) and other parties regarding the construction of a loop highway between 1-10 west of Phoenix and 
~-1 0 south of Phoenix. We appreciate your notifying the ACHP early in planning, but at present there is not 
enough information available about the historic properties that may be affected to determine if the ACHP's 
participation is warranted. We encourage you to proceed to develop the P A in consultation with the SHPO 
and other parties without our participation. As consultation proceeds, please notify us if any of the criteria 
for ACHP involvement appear to be met. 

The criteria for ACHP involvement are included in Appendix A of our regulations (36 CFR Part 800). 
According to these criteria, the ACHP is likely to participate in consultation when the undertaking: 

(1) Has substantial impacts on important historic properties; 
(2) Presents important questions of policy or interpretation; 
(3) Has the potential for presenting procedural problems; or 
(4) Presents issues of concern to Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations. 

If none of these criteria apply, you will need to file the fmal PA, developed in consultation with the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), and 
other parties, at the_ conclusion of the consultation process pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(b)(l)(iv). Please also 
provide us at t4at_time with a description of the undertaking, including maps and illustrations as:needed,­
the views of consulting parti~s and the public, and any additional information you feel appropriat~: The 
filingofth,isPAwith the ACHP is required in order for the FHWA to complete its compliance 
responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

12136 West Bayaud Avenue, Suite 330 • Lakewood, Colorado 80228 
Phone: 303-969-5110 • Fax: 303-969-5115 • achp@achp.gov • www.achp.gov 

Thank you for providing us with your notification. If you have any questions, please contact Carol Legard 
at (303) 969-5110 or via E-mail at ....-- onv 

Sincerely, 

FHW A Liaison 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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'il Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

ADOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. 
Mendez 
Director 

RickAnduze 
Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
M.S. PAB 355:£;:~ 
P.O. Box 5625~' 
Phoenix, AZ 85072-2025 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 

December 9, 2003 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Loop 202; South Mountain 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

Bill Higgins 
Acting State 

Engineer 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are planning to construct a loop highway between Interstate 10 (I-10) west of Phoenix to the 1-10 south 
of Phoenix. Previous consultation with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recommended a 
Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become known. SHPO 
concurred with this recommendation (Jacobs [SHPO] to Hollis [FHWA] September 19, 2003). 

At this time, ADOT, .on behalf of FHW A, is submitting a draft PA for your review and comment. Please review 
the enclosed draft P A. If you find the PA adequate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. If you have 
any comments or changes to request, please respo11d in writing. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
feel free to contact me at (602) 712-8148 or via email at kneustadt@dot.state.az.us. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 S 17thAvenue,Room213E/MD619E 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

~~;J4j 
Signature for SRP Concurrence 

Enclosure 

c: SThomas 
WVachon 

Date I 

f(l Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

./ADCT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Mr. Steve Ross, Archaeologist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 W. Adams 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D(ADY) 

July 1, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Class ITI Survey Report 
Second Draft Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

John A. Bogert 
Chief of Staff 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west 
Phoenix (see attached map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land ( 5, 160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Department (101.4 acres), the Bureau ofLand Management 
(35.1 acres), and the City of Phoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District 
(RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, 
the City of Tolleson, the Ale-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community, the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the 
Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of 
Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan 
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Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area ofPotential Effect (APE) is comprised offive alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(T01, T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I-10 west ofPhoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of 
the greater Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 
21.5 miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona, (Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM 
(Stone, September 22, 2003); City ofPhoenix (Stocklin, September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, 
September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott 
(Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, 
November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona,, (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for consultation and discussed below. 

• Addendum Class I overview and Addendum Class III survey to address the expansion (late 2004 and 
early 2005) of the overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway 
corridors and shifts in the alternative alignments. These two additional reports will be forthcoming 
as part ofthe Section 106 consultations. The results of these two studies will be provided in the near 
future. 

The initial alternative alignments, defined in March 2003, were surveyed by the Gila River Indian 
Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (GRIC-CRMP). The results are reported in a 
report titled A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain 
Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for your 
review and comment. Twenty-one archaeological sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments (see attached table). Twenty sites are recommended as eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. One site is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP. 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) are prehistoric Hohokam villages with 
existing and/or historically documented public architecture. The sites are recommended as eligible 
for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric 
Hohokam social organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the 
village structure and the development of irrigation communities south of the Salt River. 
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• AZ T:ll:l64 (ASM), AZ T:l2:91 (ASM), AZ T:l2:127 (ASM) (Baseline Ruin), AZ T:l2:202 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:203 (ASM), AZ T:l2:204 (ASM), AZ T:l2:205 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:206 (ASM) 
are prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatters. The sites are recommended as eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric Hohokam social 
organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the development and 
structure of irrigation communities. 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM), AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM) are trail sites with associated 
features (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native American in origin). AZ T: 12:207 
(ASM) is a prehistoric trail site with an associated Hohokam artifact scatter. The sites are 
recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important · 
information on prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, 
including social mobility and transportation networks. 

• AZ T:l2:210 (ASM) is a prehistoric quarry (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native 
American in origin). The site is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its 
potential to provide important information prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including lithic resource procurement and ground stone technology. 

• AZ T:l2:199 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:200 (ASM) are historic O'odham artifact scatters. AZ T:l2:199 
(ASM) is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide 
important information on historical-period O'odham settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for subsistence and religious practices. 
AZ T: 12:200 (ASM) is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of integrity and 
information potential. 

• AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:208 (ASM) are prehistoric petroglyph sites with historic 
components. The sites are considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to 
provide important information of prehistoric Hohokam and historic O'odham settlement and land 
use at the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for religious 
practices. 

• AZ T:l0:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal) and AZ T:l2:154 (ASM) (Western Canal) are historic 
American irrigation canals. Both sites have previously been determined eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for their important associations with the development of Arizona's agricultural industry 
and irrigation networks. 

All sites are located on private land, except for AZ T:l0:83 (ASM)- Roosevelt Irrigation District; AZ 
T:l2:154 (ASM)- Bureau ofReclamation I Salt River Project; AZ T:12:207 (ASM)- City ofPhoenix, 
Park and Recreation; and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM)- Arizona State Land Department. FHW A/ADOT is 
concurrently consulting with these agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites located on their land. 

,. 
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This letter was also sent to:
Mr. Garry Cantley, Western Regional Archaeologist, Bureau of Indian Affairs
Dr. Connie Stone, Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Richard Boston, Archaeologist, Bureau of Reclamation
Mr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix
Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River Project
Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist, State Historic Preservation Office
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Edward Smith, Chairman, Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 
Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman, Cocopah Indian Tribe
Mr. Daniel Eddy, Jr., Chairman, Colorado River Indian Tribe
Mr. Ralph Bear, President, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation
Ms. Nora McDowell, Chairwoman, Fort Mojave Tribe
Mr. Mike Jackson, Sr., President, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe
Mr. Richard Narcia, Governor, Gila River Indian Community
Mr. Don Watahonigie, Chairman, Havasupai Tribe
Mr. Leigh Kuwanisiwma, Cultural Preservation Office, Hopi Tribe
Ms. Loretta Jackson, Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Hualapai Tribe 
Ms. Carmen Bradley, Chair, Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians
Mr. Alan Downer, Ph.D., Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Navajo Nation Historic Preservation 

Department
Ms. Herminia Frias, Chairwoman, Pascua Yaqui Tribe
Mr. Arden Quewakia, Governor, Pueblo of Zuni
Ms. Joni Ramos, President, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
Ms. Kathleen Wesley-Kitcheyan, Chairwoman, San Carlos Apache Nation
Mr. John Lehi, Sr., President, San Juan Southern Paiute
Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Tohono O’odham Nation
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist, Tohono O’odham Nation
Mr. Ivan Smith, Chairman, Tonto Apache Tribe
Mr. Dallas Massey, Sr., Chairman, White Mountain Apache Tribe
Ms. Jamie Fullmer, Chairman, Yavapai-Apache Nation
Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A245

' .J ... 
~ 
~ 
'­
'­
"-­
~ 
'---, 
~ 
~ 

Arizona ® 
State Parks 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

State Parks 
Board Members 

Chair 
Elizabeth Stewart 

Tempe 

William C. Porter 
Kingman 

William Cordasco 
Flagstaff 

Janice Chilton 
Payson 

William C. Scalzo 
Phoenix 

John U. Hays 
Yarnell 

Mark Winkleman 
State Land 

Commissioner 

Kenneth E. Travous 
Executive Director 

Arizona State Parks 
1300 W. Washington 

Phoenix, AZ. 85007 

Tel & TTY: 602.542.4174 
www.azstateparks.com 

800.285.3703 from 
(520 & 928) area codes 

General Fax: 
602.542.4180 

Director's Office Fax: 
602.542.4188 

"Man.::::::=.; ig and conserving natural, cultural, a. 1·ecreational resources" 

July 11, 2005 

Serelle Laine 
Historic Preservation Coordinator 
Environmental and Enhancement Group 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
205 South 17th Avenue Room 213E 
Phoenix,~ 85007-3212 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Class III Survey Report; Draft P A 
SHP0-2003-1890 (24603) 

Dear Ms. Laine: 

Thank you for consulting with this office regarding the cultural resources survey 
report and the second draft of a Programmatic Agreement (P A) associated with 
the South Mountain Transportation Corridor pursuant to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800. We 
have reviewed the submitted materials and offer the following comments. 

The submitted cultural resource report [A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona] by J. Andrew Darling identified 21 sites and 
191 Isolated Occurrences (lOs). One of sites [i.e.,~ T:12:200 (ASM)] is 
recommended as ineligible, and well as all ofthe lOs. Many ofthe lOs should 
be reconsidered as parts of larger entities, such as known prehistoric habitation 
sites, canals, and avenues of travel. 

For instance, the report grouped some of the lOs into twelve 10 clusters in "areas 
where numerous artifacts co-occur but in concentrations less than would merit an 
archaeological site designation (Darling 2005:4-13)." One of these areas is noted 
in association with several prehistoric trails and trail sites (Darling 2005 :4-14), 
with the additional comment that some of these trails continue to be used by 
GRIC today. It is suggested that these associations be distinguished with the 
assignment of a linear site number to the trail in question, and the lOs linked as 
features to their associated site. This will help guarantee, as Darling (2005:5-12) 
notes, that investigations of these non-site features "include detailed surface 
studies or subsurface investigations." 

Regarding eligibility recommendations, besides the above comments about lOs, 
two of the identified historic properties are historic period canals. Both ~ 
T:l0:83 (ASM), the Roosevelt Canal, and~ T;12:154 (ASM), the Western 
Canal, are recommended as eligible under Criterion "d", however, our records 
suggest Criterion "a" should also be considered. 

July 11, 2005 
Page 2, Laine 

The submitted draft P A contains provisions for federal, state, and private land, 
but not tribal land? Twenty-three tribal groups are listed on the first page of the 
draft P A, yet if any tribal land is involved in the area of potential effect (which is 
not defined in the draft P A document), then the tribal interactions will change. 

One specific concern about the draft PA involves the number of days consulting 
parties will have from receipt to review and provide comments. The number of 
days is not mentioned in the first several stipulations, however, Stipulation #4 
regarding data recovery work plans states 30 calendar days' review. Stipulation 
#11 ofthe draft PA deals with additional inventory survey and the number of 
calendar days provided for resolution of any disagreement, and the suggested 
twenty days seems inappropriate. 

We do appreciate your cooperation with this office in considering the impacts of 
federal undertakings on cultural resources situated in Arizona, and we look 
forward to reviewing the revised data recovery report. If you have any questions, 
please contact me at (602) 542-7140 or electronically via djacobs@pr.state.az.us. 

DavidJ obs 
Compli . ce Specialist/ Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Offi.ce 
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US. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Arden Quewakia, Governor 
Pueblo of Zuni 
P. 0. Box 339 
Zuni, New Mexico 87327 

Dear Governor Quewakia: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2264 

July 7, 2005 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 106 Consultation 
Traditional Cultural Places 

Draft Programmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) are 
conducting technical studies in support ofthe Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine variations of 
five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south 
side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler and to I-10 in west Phoenix (see attached 
map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land (5, 160.7 acres) and lands administered 
by the Arizona State Land Department (101.4 acres), the Bureau ofLand Management (35.1 acres), and the 
City of Phoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
the Bureau ofindian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Salt River Project (SRP), Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the City of Avondale, the 
City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the FortY uma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo 
Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the 
San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and theY avapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised of five alternative (overlapping) fr~eway corridors (TO 1, 
T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I-10 west ofPhoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of the greater 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 miles (34.6 
km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The Gila River Indian Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (GRIC-CRMP) conducted a. 
Class ill cultural resources survey of the proposed alternative alignments. The results of the GRIC-CRMP 

survey are presented in a report titled A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments 
in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), which is 
enclosed for your review. Twenty-one archaeological sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments (see attached table). Twenty sites are recommended as eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. One site is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP. 

Because of the presence of the South Mountain Range and because areas oftnlditional 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 South Mountain 
Freeway project. - -

At this time, FHW A is inqu:iring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties. of religious or 
cultural importance to your community within the project area. If you have such concerns, any information 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter would 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 any concerns. 

Additionally, FHW A is in the process of fmalizing the South Mountain Corridor Programmatic Agreement 
(PA) to address project effects as the environmental documentation continues. The original draft PA was 
circulated in August 2003. At that time few tribes opted to participate. FHW A is re-circulating the draft P A 
(enclosed) and would like to offer another opportunity for your tribe/community to participate in the P A. 
Please sign below if you would like to be included as a Concurring Party to the PA and return to FHW A 
within in 30 days. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be provided 
to your tribe/ community through continued Section 106 consultation. We also look forward to continuing 
consultation with your office. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Serelle E. 
Laine at 602-712-863 6 or e-mail slainelaJ.azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Date 

Enclosures under separate cover: (Governor: map and Programmatic Agreement) 
cc: 

. Jonathan Damp, Archaeologist, Pueblo of Zuni, Cultural Resources Enterprise, P.O. Box 1149, Zuni, NM, 
87328 (Enclosures under separate cover: map, site table, Programmatic Agreement, and cultural resources 
survey report) 

2 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Phoenix Area Office 

P.O. Box 81169 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

PXA0-1500 
ENV-3.00 

. Phoenix, Arizona 85069-1169 

Ms. Serrelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th A venue 
Rm. 213E, Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix,Arizona 85007-3213 

JUL 1 2 2005 

ft::?~ 
~ 

TAKE PRIDE" 
IN AMERICA 

Subject: Project No: NH-202-D(ADY), TRACS No. 202L MA H5764 OIL, South Mountain 
Transportation Corridor 

Dear Ms. Laine: 

We have reviewed the report titled, "A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative 
Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Darling 2005)," and :fmd it complete and adequate with one minor revision. The summary of 
Site Eligibility on page 5-21, paragraph 5, should indicate that the Western Canal AZ T:12: 154 
(ASM) has been determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

We have. also reviewed the second draft Programmatic Agreement for the project and look 
forward to signing as a concurring party. If you any questions, please do not hesitate to call 
Mr. Richard Boston at 602-216-3941. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce D. Ellis 
Chief, Environmental Resource 
Mariagement Division 

'i:1 Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.lOOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

·Mr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

RE: Project No:.NH-202-D(ADY) 

July 1, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 
Class III Survey Report 
Second Draft Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Mr. Bostwick: 

John A. Bogert 
Chief of Staff 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support ofthe Environmental hnpact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west 
Phoenix (see attached map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. · 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Department (1 01.4 acres), the Bureau of Land Management 
(35.1 acres), ~d the City of Phoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District 
(RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, 
the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community, the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the 
Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of 
Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan 
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Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised offive alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(TOl, T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I-10 west ofPhoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of 
the greater Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 
21.5 miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
ofthe report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM 
(Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, 
September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott 
(Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, 
November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for consultation and discussed below. 

• Addendum Class I overview and Addendum Class III survey to address the expansion (late 2004 and 
early 2005) of the overall study area to include portions ofthe I-10 and State Route lOlL freew~y 
corridors and shifts in the alternative alignments. These two additional reports will be forthcormng 
as part of the Section 106 consultations. The results of these two studies will be provided in the near 
future. 

The initial alternative alignments, defined in March 2003, were surveyed by the Gila River Indian 
Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (GRIC-CRMP). The results are reported in a 
report titled A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain 
Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for your 
review and comment. Twenty-one archaeological sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments (see attached table). Twenty sites are recommended as eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. One site is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP. 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) are prehistoric Hohokam villages w~t~ 
existing and/or historically documented public architecture. The sites are recommended as ~hg1~le 
for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on preh1stonc 
Hohokam social organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the 
village stmcture and the development of irrigation communities south of the Salt River. 

Bostwick 
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• AZ T:ll :164 (ASM), AZ T:l2:91 (ASM), AZ T:l2:127 (ASM) (Baseline Ruin), AZ T:l2:202 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:203 (ASM), AZ T:12:204 (ASM), AZ T:l2:205 (ASM), and AZ T:12:206 (ASM) 
are prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatters. The sites are recommended as eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric Hohokam social 
organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the development and 
stmcture of irrigation communities. 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM), AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) are trail sites with associated 
features (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native American in origin). AZ T:l2:207 
(ASM) is a prehistoric trail site with an associated Hohokam artifact scatter. The sites are 
recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important 
information on prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, 
including social mobility and transportation networks. 

• AZ T: 12:210 (ASM) is a prehistoric quarry (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native 
American in origin). The site is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its 
potential to provide important information prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including lithic resource procurement and ground stone technology. 

• AZ T:12:199 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:200 (ASM) are historic O'odham artifact scatters. AZ T:12:199 
(ASM) is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide 
important information on historical-period O'odham settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for subsistence and religious practices. 
AZ T:l2:200 (ASM) is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of integrity and 
information potential. 

• AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM) are prehistoric petroglyph sites with historic 
components. The sites are considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to 
provide important information of prehistoric Hohokam and historic O'odham settlement and land 
use at the confluence ofthe Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for religious 
practices. 

• AZ T:l0:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal) and AZ T:12:154 (ASM) (Western Canal) are historic 
American irrigation canals. Both sites have previously been determined eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for their important associations with the development of Arizona's agricultural industry 
and irrigation networks. 

All sites are located on private land, except for AZ T:10:83 (ASM)- Roosevelt Irrigation District; AZ 
T:l2:154 (ASM)- Bureau of Reclamation I Salt River Project; AZ T:l2:207 (ASM)- City ofPhoenix, 
Park and Recreation; and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM) -Arizona State Land Department. FHWNADOT is 
concurrently consulting with these agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites located on their land. 

2001 Award Recif)ent 
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Bostwick 
July 1, 2005 
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In addition, FHW AI ADOT is recirculating a second draft Programmatic Agreement (PA, enclosed) 
because few tribes opted to participate in the P A when it was originally circulated in August 2003. This 
recirculation will allow the tribes another opportunity to participate in the P A. This second draft P A has 
been edited to address any comments from the first draft as well as to also addresses TCP properties 
more specifically. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed survey 
report, P A, and information provided in this letter. If you find the survey report adequate, agree with the 
eligibility recommendation for site AZ T: 12:207 (ASM), and find the second draft PA acceptable, please 
sign below to indicate your concurrence and return to ADOT within 30 days. If you have any comments 
or changes to request for the PA, please respond in writing. We look forward to continuing consultation 
with your office as we develop the final PA to address project effects as the environmental 
documentation continues. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 602-
712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~t.t~ 
Serelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 1 th A venue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

cc: SThomas (FHWA); WVachon (FHWA) 

7- 18-os-
Date 

2001 Award Red pent 

City of Phoenix 
PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 

Archaeology Section 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington St. 

Phoenix, AZ 85034 

Project No.: ADOT Date Report Submitted: 7/5/05 

Report Title: A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in 
¢.e South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona 

Draft: X Final: 

Author: Darling Firm: ADOT 

Action: Accepted More Information Requested X Revise & Resubmit 

Comments: 
• Under Agency on the Abstract page (i): Other agencies should be listed here (SHPO, 

COP, Tribes, other cities, etc.). 
• Under the Introduction, page 1-1, final paragraph, line 2: Insert the word a between of 

and detailed. 
• Under the Introduction, page 1-1, final paragraph: The owners of the property on 

which the Class III survey was conducted should be listed. 
• On Figure 1.1, page 1-2: Put TO (the projected freeway corridors) in the key. Also, 

why is T05 not displayed in the figure (both here and in the rest of the report)? 
• Under Project Location and Area ofPotential Effect (APE), page 2-1, initial 

paragraph, final sentence: Please explain why there is no T05 corridor. 
• On Figure 2.1, page 2-3: Please cite which publication this chronology was adapted 

from. 
• Under Field Methodology, page 3-1, initial paragraph, initial line: Insert A at the 

beginning of the initial sentence. 
• On Figures 4.2 through Figure 4.7, pages 4-3 through 4-12, respectively: Please 

provide the reasons certain areas were not surveyed or refer the reader to a page 
where this information can be found. 

• Under View 5-Laveen and Lone Butte Quadrangles (Alignments T01-T06), page 4-
9, initial paragraph, second-to-last sentence: You mention that the APE crosses 
several ridges of South Mountain. It is worth noting that most of these ridges are 
within the South Mountain Preserve. 

• Under Site Significance, page 5-7, final paragraph, sentence 5: How is it known that 
only "one other site in the South Mountains" contains prehistoric and historic 
petroglyphs? There are more ofthese sites that are known to the City of Phoenix 
Archaeology Office. 
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• An important reference not cited in this report is: 
Bostwick, Todd 
2001 Gold-Gold-Gold: The Rise and Fall of Mining in Phoenix's South Mountain 

Park. In The Journal of Arizona History, Spring 2001. 

Recommendations: 
Please revise the report accordingly and send one final bound copy of this report to the 
City ofPhoenix Archaeology Office. 

Reviewed By: Robert A. Serocki Jr. and ----./7 
Todd W. Bostwick, Ph.D . .....-\ OJ 

Collection to be submitted: No 
Remarks: No collections were made. 

Date: 7/19/05 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
530 E. Merritt 
Prescott, Arizona 86301-2038 

Dear President Jones: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2264 

July 7, 2005 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 106 Consultation 
Traditional CultUral Places 

Draft Programmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Ariz-ona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) are 
conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental hnpact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine variations of 
five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south 
side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west Phoenix (see attached 
map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. · 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands administered 
by the Arizona State Land Department (101.4 acres), the Bureau ofLand Management (35.1 acres), and the 
City of Phoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preser-Vation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Salt River Project (SRP), Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the City of Avondale, the 
City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado. River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yurlla.-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo 
Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the 
San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised of five alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors (TO 1, 
T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I-10 west of Phoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of the greater 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 miles (34.6 
km.) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The Gila River Indian Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (GRIC-Cruv.t:P) conducted a 
Class III cultural resources survey of the proposed alternative alignments. The results of the GRIC-CRlvfP 
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survey are presented in a report titled A Class m Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments 
in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), which is 
enclosed for your review. Twenty-one archaeological sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments (see attached table). Twenty sites are recommended as eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. One site is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP. 

Because of the presence of the South Mountain Range and because areas oftraditional 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 South Mountain 
Freeway project. 

At this time, FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of religious or 
cultural importance to your community within the project area. If you have such concerns, any information 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter would 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 any concerns. 

Additionally, FHW A is in the process of finalizing the South Mountain Corridor Programmatic Agreement 
(PA) to address project effects as the environmental documentation continues. The original draft PA was. 
circulated in August 2003. At that time few tribes opted to participate. FHW A is re-circulating the draft PA 
(enclosed) and would like to offer another opportunity for your tribe/community to participate in the PA. 
Please sign below if you would like to be included as a Concurring Party to the P A and return to FHW A 
within in 3 0 days. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be provided 
to your tribe/community through continued Section 106 consultation. We also look forward to continuing 
consultation with your office. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Serelle E. 
Laine at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine(@.azdot.Q:ov. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

2 

The Yavapai~Prescott Indian Tribe does not wish to be a party to the 
Programmatic agreement for this project as it occurs entirely outside 
aboriginal Yavapai Territory. We defer to the southern tribes. 

Signature for Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe ~Date 

Concurrence ~-.::t::--~ 7 

Sco~ Kwi;tkowski, Tribal Anthropologist 

Enclosures under separate cover: (President: map and Programmatic Agreement) 2 2 July 2 005 
cc: 
Nancy Hayden, Director, Cultural Research Program, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe (Enclosures under 
separate cover: map, site table, Programmatic Agreement, and cultural resources survey report) 
SThomas, WVachon, SLaine (619E), REllis (619E) · 
SDThomas:cdm 

ft Arizona Department of TrcirfS:JJ~-gatJon 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

ADOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona &5007,..3213. 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Dr. Connie Stone, Archaeologist 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix Field Office 
21605 N. 7th Ave. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85027-2099 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D(ADY) 

July 1, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Class III Survey Report 
Second Draft Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Dr. Stone: 

John A. Bogert 
- · · -f'lliG~f..4Staff 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support ofthe Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler and to I-10 in west 
Phoenix (see attached map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Department ( 101.4 acres), the Bureau of Land Management 
(35.1 acres), and the City ofPhoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District 
(RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Maricopa Cotmty Department of 
Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, 
the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community, the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the 
Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of 
Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan 
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Storie 
July 1, 2005 
Page 2 of6 

Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area ofPotential Effect (APE) is comprised of five alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(T01, T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I-10 west ofPhoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of 
the greater Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1 000-:ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 
21.5 miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM 
(Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, 
September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott 
(Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, 
November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for consultation and discussed below. 

• Addendum Class I overview and Addendum Class III survey to address the expansion (late 2004 and 
early 2005) of the overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway 
corridors and shifts in the alternative alignments. These two additional reports will be forthcoming 
as part of the Section 1 06 consultations. The results of these two studies will be provided in the near 
future. 

The initial alternative alignments, defined in March 2003, were surveyed by the Gila River Indian 
Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (GRIC-CRMP). The results are reported in a 
report titled A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain 
Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for your 
review and comment. Twenty-one archaeological sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments (see attached table). Twenty sites are recommended as eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. One site is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP. 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) are prehistoric Hohokam villages with 
existing and/or historically documented public architecture. The sites are recommended as eligible 
for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric 
Hohokam social organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the 
village stmcture and the development of irrigation communities south ofthe Salt River. 

Stone 
July 1, 2005 
Page 3 of6 

• AZ T:Il :164 (ASM), AZ T:l2:91 (ASM), AZ T:12:127 (ASM) (Baseline Ruin), AZ T:12:202 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:203 (ASM), AZ T:12:204 (ASM), AZ T:12:205 (ASM), and AZ T:12:206 (ASM) 
are prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatters. The sites are recommended as eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric Hohokam social 
organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the development and 
structure of irrigation communities. 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM), AZ T:I2:201 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) are trail sites with associated 
features (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native American in origin). AZ T:12:207 
(ASM) is a prehistoric trail site with an associated Hohokam artifact scatter. The sites are 
recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important 
information on prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, 
including social mobility and transportation networks. 

• AZ T:12:210 (ASM) is a prehistoric quarry (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native 
American in origin). The site is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its 
potential to provide important information prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including lithic resource procurement and ground stone technology. 

• AZ T:l2:199 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:200 (ASM) are historic O'odham artifact scatters. AZ T:l2:199 
(ASM) is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide 
important information on historical-period 0 'odham settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for subsistence and religious practices. 
AZ T:l2:200 (ASM) is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of integrity and 
information potential. 

• AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM) are prehistoric petroglyph sites with historic 
components. The sites are considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to 
provide important information of prehistoric Hohokam and historic O'odham settlement and land 
use at the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for religious 
practices. 

• AZ T:10:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal) and AZ T:12:154 (ASM) (Western Canal) are historic 
American irrigation canals. Both sites have previously been determined eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for their important associations with the development of Arizona's agricultural industry 
and irrigation networks. 

All sites are located on private land, except for AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)- Roosevelt Irrigation District; AZ 
T:12:154 (ASM)- Bureau ofReclamation I Salt River Project; AZ T:l2:207 (ASM)- City ofPhoenix, 
Park and Recreation; and AZ T:I2:211 (ASM)- Arizona State Land Department. FHW NADOT is 
concurrently consulting with these agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites located on their land. 
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July 1, 2005 
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In addition, FHW N ADOT is recirculating a second draft Programmatic Agreement (P A, enclosed) 
because few tribes opted to participate in the PA when it was originally circulated in August2003. This 
recirculation will allow the tribes another opportunity to participate in the P A. This second draft P A has 
been edited to address any comments from the first draft as well as to also addresses TCP properties 
more specifically. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 1 06 consultation. Please review the enclosed survey 
report, P A, and information provided in this letter. If you find the survey report adequate and the second 
draft P A acceptable, please sign below to indicate your concurrence and return to ADOT within 30 days. 
If you have any comments or changes to request for the P A, please respond in writing. We look forward 
to continuing consultation with your office as we develop the final PA to address project effects as the 
environmental documentation continues. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to 
contact me at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

relle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

(!~z;~ 
Signature for BLM Concurrence 

/!f~~:rc--
cc: SThomas (FHWA); WVachon (FHWA) 

2001 Awrud Reci~ent 
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In addition, FHW N ADOT is recirculating a second draft Programmatic Agreement (P A, enclosed) 
because few tribes opted to participate in the P A when it was originally circulated in August 2003. This 
recirculation will allow the tribes another opportunity to participate in the P A. This second draft P A has 
been edited to address any comments from the first draft as well as to also addresses TCP properties 
more specifically. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed survey 
report, P A, and information provided in this letter. If you find the survey report adequate and the second 
draft P A acceptable, please sign below to indicate your concurrence and return to ADOT within 30 days. 
If you have any comments or changes to request for the P A, please respond in writing. We look forward 
to continuing consultation with your office as we develop the final P A to address project effects as the 
environmental documentation continues. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to 
contact me at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

erelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

Signature for BIA Concurrence 

cc: SThomas (FHWA); WVachon (FHWA) 
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a Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

.4DOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Mr. Ralph Velez, City Manager 
City of Tolleson 
9555 West Van Buren Street 
Tolleson, Arizona 85353 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D( ) 

August 3, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Section 106 Consultation 
Draft Cultural Resources "Programmatic Agreement" 

Dear Mr. Velez: 

John A. Bogert 
Chief of Staff 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental hnpact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler and to I-10 in west 
Phoenix (see attached map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

The Area ofPotential Effect (APE) is comprised of five alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(TOI, T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I-10 west ofPhoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of 
the greater Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1 000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 
21.5 miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments 
includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands administered by the Arizona State Land Department 
(101.4 acres), the Bureau of Land Management (35.1 acres), and the City of Phoenix Parks and 
Recreation (62.32 acres). 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 
• A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Burden 

2002). 
• A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain 

Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005). 
• An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway 

EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck and Touchin 2005). 
• An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR 

Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2005). 

Velez 
August 3, 2005 
Page 2 of2 

Twenty-two archaeological sites and Twenty-one historic sites were identified in the proposed 
alternative alignments. In addition, the South Mountain Range is identified as place of traditional 
cultural importance to Native American tribes. 

FHW AI ADOT is circulating the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) that addresses cultural resources 
for the project for your review. If you find the PA adequate and wish to participate in the final P A, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below and return within in 20 days. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

elle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

Signature for City of Tolleson Concurrence 

cc: SThomas (FHWA); WVachon (FHWA) 

Date 

,. 
2001 Award Reci!)ent 
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Charlie McClendon, City Manager, City of Avondale
Mr. Mike Normand, Transportation Services and Planning Manager, City of Chandler
Mr. Ed Beasley, City Manager, City of Glendale
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Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for 
your review. Twenty-one archaeological sites were identified in the proposed alternative alignments (see 
attached table). Twenty sites are recommended as eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
under Criterion D. One site is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP. 

Because of the presence of the South Mountain Range and 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 South Mountain Freeway 
project. 

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

. address any concerns. 

2 

Additionally, FHW A is in the process of finalizing the South Mountain Corridor Programmatic Agreement (P A) 
to address project effects as the environmental documentation continues. The original draft PA was circulated 
in August 2003. At that time few tribes opted to participate. FHW A is re-circulating the draft PA (enclosed) and 
would like to offer another opportunity for your tribe/community to participate in the P A.< Please sign below if 
you would like to be included as a Concurring Party to the P A and return to FHW A within in 3 0 days. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be provided to 
your tribe/community through continued Section 106 consultation. We also look forward to continuing 
consultation with your office. Jfyou have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Serelle E. Laine 
at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine@az.dot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~\f)tL 
/(' ~obert E. Hollis 
~Division Administrator 

8-s--os-
11 Yavapai Nation Date 

Enclosures under separate cover: map, site table, Programmatic Agree:p1ent, and cultural resources surVey report 

.; 

'll Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.\DOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
P.P. Box 52025, Mailstop PAB 352 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D(ADY) 

July 1, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Class III Survey Report 
Second Draft Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

Environmental Compliance 
Environmental Services 

John A. Bogert 
Chief of Staff 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support ofthe Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west Chandler and to 1-10 in west 
Phoenix (see attached map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Department (101.4 acres), the Bureau ofLand Management 
(35.1 acres), and the City ofPhoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau ofReclamation (Reclamation), the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District 
(RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, 
the City of Tolleson, the Ale-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community, the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the 
Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of 
Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan 
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Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area ofPotential Effect (APE) is comprised of five alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(TOl, T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I-10 west ofPhoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of 
the greater Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 
21.5 miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM 
(Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, 
September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott 
(Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, 
November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for consultation and discussed below. 

• Addendum Class I overview and Addendum Class ill survey to address the expansion (late 2004 and 
early 2005) of the overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway 
corridors and shifts in the alternative alignments. These two additional reports will be forthcoming 
as part of the Section 106 consultations. The results of these two studies will be provided in the near 
future. 

The initial alternative alignments, defined in March 2003, were surveyed by the Gila River Indian 
Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (GRIC-CRMP). The results are reported in a 
report titled A Class Ill Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain 
Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), which is enclosed for your 
review and comment. Twenty-one archaeological sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments (see attached table). Twenty sites are recommended as eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. One site is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP. 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) are prehistoric Hohokam villages with 
existing and/or historically documented public architecture. The sites are recommended as eligible 
for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric 
Hohokam social organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the 
village structure and the development of irrigation communities south of the Salt River. 
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• AZ T:l1:164 (ASM), AZ T:l2:91 (ASM), AZ T:l2:127 (ASM) (Baseline Ruin), AZ T:l2:202 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:203 (ASM), AZ T:12:204 (ASM), AZ T:12:205 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:206 (ASM) 
are prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatters. The sites are recommended as eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric Hohokam social 
organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the development and 
structure of irrigation communities. 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM), AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM) are trail sites with associated 
features (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native American in origin). AZ T:l2:207 
(ASM) is a prehistoric trail site with an associated Hohokam artifact scatter. The sites are 
recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important 
information on prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, 
including social mobility and transportation networks. 

• AZ T: 12:210 (ASM) is a prehistoric quarry (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native 
American in origin). The site is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its 
potential to provide important information prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including lithic resource procurement and ground stone technology. 

• AZ T:12:199 (ASM) and AZ T:12:200 (ASM) are historic O'odham artifact scatters. AZ T:12:199 
(ASM) is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide 
important information on historical-period 0' odham settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for subsistence and religious practices. 
AZ T:l2:200 (ASM) is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of integrity and 
information potential. 

• AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM) are prehistoric petroglyph sites with historic 
components. The sites are considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to 
provide important information of prehistoric Hohokam and historic 0' odham settlement and land 
use at the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for religious 
practices. 

• AZ T:l0:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal) and AZ T:12:154 (ASM) (Western Canal) are historic 
American irrigation canals. Both sites have previously been determined eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for their important associations with the development of Arizona's agricultural industry 
and irrigation networks. 

All sites are located on private land, except for AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)- Roosevelt Irrigation District; AZ 
T:12:154 (ASM)- Bureau of Reclamation I Salt River Project; AZ T:l2:207 (ASM)- City ofPhoenix, 
Park and Recreation; and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM)- Arizona State Land Department. FHW A/ADOT is 
concurrently consulting with these agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites located on their land. 
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In addition, FHW N ADOT is recirculating a second draft Programmatic Agreement (P A, enclosed) 
because few tribes opted to participate in the PA when it was originally circulated in August 2003. This 
recirculation will allow the tribes another opportunity to participate in the P A. This second draft P A has 
been edited to address any comments from the first draft as well as to also addresses TCP properties 
more specifically. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed survey 
report, P A, and information provided in this letter. If you find the survey report adequate, agree with the 
eligibility recommendation for site AZ T:l2:154 (ASM), and find the second draft PA acceptable, please 
sign below to indicate your concurrence and return to ADOT within 30 days. If you have any comments 
or changes to request for the PA, please respond in writing. We look forward to continuing consultation 
with your office as we develop the final P A to address project effects as the environmental 
documentation continues. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 602-
712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~n~oo~~ 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 171

h Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

cc: SThomas (FHWA); WVachon (FHWA) 

'it. Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

ADOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Terry Enos, Chair 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nail Rd. 
Maricopa, Arizona 85239 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D(ADY) 

August 17,2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Draft Programmatic Agreement follow-up 

Dear Chair Enos: 

David P. Jankofsky 
Deputy Director 

The Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is 
following up on our recent request for input on the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) for the South Mountain 
Corridor freeway project (letter from Hollis, FHW A, July 7, 2005). ADOT /FHW A are in the process of finalizing 
the South Mountain Corridor P A to address project effects as the environmental documentation continues for the 
project. A draft P A was circulated in July 2005 along with an invitation to participate in discussions regarding the 
potential effects of the project on areas of traditional cultural significance, however, at this time, few tribes have 
opted to participate. 

ADOT on behalf ofFHW A would like to offer another opportunity for your tribe/community to participate in the 
PA and in discussions regarding potential effects to areas of traditional cultural significance. Please sign below if 
you would like to be included as a Concurring Party to the final PA and return to ADOT by September 2, 2005. If 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource cpnsultation at a later date, ADOT/FHWA would make a good 
faith effort to address any concerns. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

erelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 171

b Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Signature for Ak-Chin Community Concurrence 

cc: Nancy Nelson, Archaeologist 
SThomas (FHW A) 

'Date 
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Edward Smith, Chairman, Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 
Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman, Cocopah Indian Tribe
Mr. Daniel Eddy, Jr., Chairman, Colorado River Indian Tribes
Mr. Ralph Bear, President, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation
Ms. Nora McDowell, Chairwoman, Fort Mojave Tribe
Mr. Mike Jackson, Sr., President, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe
Mr. Richard Narcia, Governor, Gila River Indian Community
Mr. Don Watahonigie, Chairman, Havasupai Tribe
Mr. Leigh Kuwanisiwma, Cultural Preservation Officer, Hopi Tribe
Ms. Loretta Jackson, Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Hualapai Tribe 
Ms. Carmen Bradley, Chair, Kaibab-Band of Paiute Indians
Mr. Alan Downer, Ph.D., Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Navajo Nation Historic Preservation 

Department
Ms. Herminia Frias, Chairwoman, Pascua Yaqui Tribe
Ms. Joni Ramos, President, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
Ms. Kathleen Wesley-Kitcheyan, Chairwoman, San Carlos Apache Nation
Mr. John Lehi, Sr., President, San Juan Southern Paiute
Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Tohono O’odham Nation
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist, Tohono O’odham Nation
Mr. Ivan Smith, Chairman, Tonto Apache Tribe
Mr. Mark Altaha, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, White Mountain Apache Tribe
Ms. Jamie Fullmer, Chairwoman, Yavapai-Apache Nation
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This letter was also sent to: 
Brian Kenny, Environmental Programs Manager, Maricopa County Dept. 

of Transportation 
Stanley Ashby, Superintendent, Roosevelt Irrigation District

Stewart 
August 31, 2005 
Page 2 of2 

Twenty-two archaeological sites and 21 historic sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments. In addition, the South Mountain Range is identified as place of traditional cultural 
importance to Native American tribes. 

All sites are located on private land, except for the Sachs-Webster Farmhouse (7515West Baseline 
Road) -Flood Control District Maricopa County; SRP 991

h A venue Lateral -Bureau of 
Reclamation/Salt River Project; US 80/ AZ FF:9: 17 (ASM)- City of Phoenix, and the 6100 Block West 
Dobbins Road Streetscape- City ofPhoenix. FHWA/ADOT is concurrently consulting with these 
agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites loc~ted on their land. 

The SRP 99th Avenue Lateral, located on the east side of South 991
h Avenue and north ofLower 

Buckeye Road, is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A as a rare irrigation feature · 
that was once common in the agricultural landscape of the Salt River Valley. The lateral is being 
converted to an underground pipe in response to the Pecan Promenade and City of Phoenix development 
projects. SRP and Reclamation are currently in the process of preparing a report for the canal that 
documents its history and engineering, as a form of mitigation. Upon completion of these projects, the 
99th A venue Lateral will no longer be considered a contributing component of the overall SRP irrigation 
network. 

FHW A/ADOT is circulating the draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) that addresses cultural resources 
for the project for your review. Please review the enclosed draft P A. If you find the P A adequate and 
wish to participate in the final P A, please indicate your concurrence by signing below and return within 
in 20 days. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-
712-6266 or e-mail RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

erelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

Signature for Flood Control District 
Maricopa County Concurrence 

cc: SThomas (FHW A); WV achon (FHWA) 

Date 

~ Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/J.COT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

August 31, 2005 

Mr. Steven Ross, Cultural Resources Manager 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 W. Adams 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202LMAH5764 OlE 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Addendum Class I and Class Ill Survey Reports 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

Sam Elters 
State Engineer 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & LOcation/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses ten 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side ofSouth Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler and to 1-10 in west 
Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Department (101.4 acres), the Bureau of Land Management 
(35.1 acres), and the City of Phoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), the Bureau oflndian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District 
(RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, 
the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, 
the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of 
Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan 
Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 
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The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors (El, 
W55, W71, WIOlWPR, W101WFR, W101W99, W101CPR, W101CFR, WIOlEPR,andWIOIEFR) 
that extend from I-1 0 west of Phoenix to I-1 0 in west Chandler, south of the greater Phoenix 
metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are I 000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 miles (34.6 km) 
to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I overview ofthe overall stud:y area: "A Class I Oven'iew of the South Mountain Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona " (Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM 
(Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, 
September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott 
(Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, 
November 10, 2003); andBIA (October 27, 2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class Ill Cultural Resource Sun'ey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona " (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is on-going. To date, 
concurrence responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 2005), Bureau of 
Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), Bureau of Land Management (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of 
Phoenix (Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quewakia, July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-1 0 and State Route 101 L freeway corridors and shifts 
in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report is titled An 
Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS 
& LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona. The Class III report is titled An Addendum Cultural 
Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona. Both reports are enclosed for consultation and discussed below. 

Addendum Class I Overview Results 

The addendum Class I overview, tit1edAn Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck and 
Touchin 2005), identified 27 previously recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, five 
historical-period linear sites, and 129 historic building properties (see attached Table A). In addition, 
historical maps indicate that several prehistoric canal alignments pass through the study area. For the 
archaeological sites, five are considered eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
under Criterion D, five sites are not eligible, nine sites have not been evaluated for eligibility, and the 
eligibility status of eight sites is unknown due to a lack of available information. Historically-
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documented prehistoric canals in the area are viewed as potentially eligible resources that should be 
investigated if encountered. 

The Class I study revealed five historical-period linear sites in the study area. The linear sites are 
considered eligible overall under Criterion A with contributing and non-contributing segments. 

Of the 129 historic building properties, 25 have been previously recommended as eligible to the NRHP 
under Criteria A and/or C, 37 have been recommended as not eligible, and 67 have not been evaluated. 
Seventy-one historic building properties are .in the Capital Redevelopment Area in Phoenix, an 
unnominated residential area with an abundance of historic building properties. Eighteen of the historic 
building properties are in the Villa Verde Historic District, which is listed on the Phoenix Register of 
Historic Places. Although the Villa Verde properties were previously recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP, they should be re-evaluated within the context of an early Phoenix suburban neighborhood. 

The vast majority of cultural resources identified in the addendum Class I study area will not be affected 
by any of the proposed alternative alignments. Cultural res<,mrces in the W55 and W71 alignments 
include AZ T:ll :26 (ASM), AZ T:l2:4 (MNA), AZ T:12:5 (MNA), AZ T:l2:10 (ASM) (Los Colinas), 
AZ T:l2:38 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:178 (ASM) (Los Aumentos). Cultural resources in the WIOI 
alignments include AZ T:7:167 (ASM) (Grand Canal), AZ T:10:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal), AZ 
T:ll :26 (ASM), AZ T:l2:4 (MNA), and AZ T:l2:178 (Los Aumentos). 

Addendum Class Ill Survey Results 

An addendum survey of shifted alternative alignments, defined in December 2004, and agricultural 
fields that had been plowed in early 2005 since the time of the initial Class ill survey conducted by the 
GRIC (Darling 2004), was conducted by HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR). In addition, the addendum 
Class ill survey included documentation of21 historic sites not included in the initial Class ill survey 
(Darling 2004). The results are reported in a report titled An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2005), 
which is enclosed for your review and comment. One archaeological site and 21 historic sites were 
identified in the proposed alternative alignments (see attached Table B). The archaeological site is 
recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D. Two historic sites are recommended as 
eligible under Criterion A. Three historic sites are recommended as eligible under Criterion C. One 
historic site is recommended as eligible under Criteria A and B. One historic site is recommended as 
eligible under Criteria A and C. One historic site is recommended as eligible under Criteria A and D. 
One historic site is recommended as eligible under Criterion A but non-contributing within the proposed 
alternative alignments. Twelve historic sites are recommended as not eligible. 

Archaeological Sites 

• AZ T:12:221 (ASM) is a prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatter. The site is recommended as eligible to 
the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide important information on prehistoric 
settlement and land use in the lower Salt River Valley near the confluence of Gila and Salt rivers. 
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• The SRP 99th A venue Lateral, located on the east side of South 99th A venue and north of Lower 
Buckeye Road, is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A as a rare irrigation 
feature that was once common in the agricultural landscape of the Salt River Valley. The lateral is 
being converted to an underground pipe in response to the Pecan Promenade and City of Phoenix 
development projects. SRP and Reclamation are currently in the process of preparing a report for the 
canal that documents its history and engineering, as a form of mitigation. Upon completion ofthese 
projects, the 99th Avenue Lateral will no longer be considered a contributing component ofthe 
overall SRP irrigation network. 

Commercial Properties 

• Mother's Restaurant at 5760 West Buckeye Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP due 
to a lack historical significance and integrity. The original gas station is heavily modified as a result 
of its conversion to a restaurant in the 1970s. It no longer retains integrity of workmanship and 
design. Historically, the gas station was in a rural agricultural setting along a two-lane highway. 
Today, the property has lost its integrity of setting and feeling, as it is in a modern industrial zone 
with old US 80 (West Buckeye Road) widened to a five-lane urban thoroughfare. 

• The Jarvis Marine Repair Shop at 5800 West Buckeye Road is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP due its age and lack of architectural significance. 

• The Hudson Farm located at 9300 South 59th Avenue is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under 
Criterion A as an exceptional example of a historic farmstead in Laveen. It retains a complete suite 
of agricultural buildings and structures from the period of significance that are in good condition and 
well preserved. In addition, the farmstead does not have any intrusive modern buildings or structures 
that would detract from its historic setting and feeling (other than a large satellite dish which could 
be easily removed). The farmstead's combination and overall layout of older buildings and 
structures, along with other contributing elements such as the mature landscaping, palm tree-lined 
driveways and entrance gates, provides an inclusive picture of what a working farmstead was like in 
Laveen during the agricultural era period of significance. The property retains integrity oflocation, 
workmanship, materials, design, and association. Furthermore, the surrounding agricultural field 
provides the contextual framework within which the property conveys its historic character as a 
farmstead. Thus, the agricultural field is an important contributing component that defines and 
preserves the farmstead's integrity of setting and feeling. It is recommended that the entire 38-acre 
parcel is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A as an exceptional example of a historic-period 
Laveen farmstead. Additionally, the pair of stave silos are recognized as individually eligible to the 
NRHP under Criterion C, as rare examples of a once common architectural form that was a 
fundamental component ofLaveen's historic agricultural landscape. 

/j 
111# 
2001 Award Redpenl 
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Farmsteads 

• The Anderson Farm Tenant Residences at 9901 and 9903 West Van Buren Road are recommended 
as not eligible to the NRHP due to a lack of historical and architectural significance. 

• The Carter Farmstead at 7201 and 7215 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP. The farmstead has lost too many of its primary elements to convey a good sense of its 
historic character. While it provides a-picturesque rural setting, it does not provide an accurate 
portrayal of its historic composition. 

• The Cecil and Mary Colvin Farmstead located at 5139 West Estrella Road is recommended as not · 
eligible to the NRHP because it has lost too many of its period elements to convey its historic 
character. The farmhouse is the only primary elementremaining from the historic period; however, 
it lacks integrity and architectural distinction. 

• The Dad Farmstead at 6102 West Dobbins Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due 
to a lack ofhistorical significance, architectural merit, and integrity. Individually, the farmhouse and 
barn have been modified and lack architectural distinction. Overall, the property fails to convey its 
original historic character as a working farmstead. 

• The Dean Farmstead at 9445 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP due 
to a lack of historical and architectural significance and diminished integrity of workmanship, 
design, and materials. The farmhouse is heavily modified through additions and is in a general state 
of disrepair. 

• The Maddux House at 9115 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due 
to a lack of historical and architectural significance. 

• The Parker Farmstead at 3606 South 83rd Avenue is recommended as not eligible due to a lack of 
historical and architectural significance. None of the farmstead's historic period buildings and 
structures remain, except for the farmhouse built in 1950, which is heavily modified with additions 
and generally lacks integrity of design, workmanship, and materials. 

• The Pitrat Farmstead at 5901 West Elliot Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to 
a lack of architectural integrity and historical significance. The historical layout of the farmstead has 
been lost as a result of property subdivisions and new construction. The house is heavily modified 
from its original form through multiple additions. Although the property is consistent with a rural 
agricultural landscape, in its current condition, it no longer conveys an accurate representation of its 
historical period character. 
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• The Quinonez House at 9131 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP 
due to a lack of historical and architectural significance and diminished integrity of workmanship, 
design, and materials 

• The Sachs-Webster Farmhouse at 7515 West Baseline Road was previously recommended as 
eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C as an outstanding example of the Pyramid Cottage or Neo­
Classical bungalow style house. Not only is the house a rare example of a once common Territorial­
period architectural style, it is also exceptional in that few homes built in Phoenix in the Pyramid 
Cottage style possess as many of the hallmark attributes as does the Sachs-Webster House. 

Farmsteads with Dairy Components 

• The Calvin-Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy located at 6159 West Dobbins Road is recommended as 
not eligible to the NRHP as a whole because of a lack of integrity and historical significance. 
However, the dairy "head-to-toe" bam is recommended as individually eligible under Criterion C as 
a rare example of a once common architectural form that was a characteristic feature in Laveen's 
historic landscape and an integral component of its local economy. It is one of the few standing 
family-operated dairy barns in Laveen. It is also recognized as important within the broader context 
of the Salt River Valley's dairy industry as a surviving example of a dairy head-to-toe bam used 
during the height of its agricultural era. 

• The Hackin Farmstead/Dairy at I 0048 South 59th A venue is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP because of a lack of integrity and historical significance. However, the dairy "flat" bam, is 
recommended as individually eligible under Criterion C as a rare example of a once common form 
that was a characteristic feature in Laveen's historic landscape and an integral component of its local 
economy. It is one of the few remaining family-operated dairy barns in Laveen. It is also important 
within the broader context ofthe Salt River Valley's dairy industry as a surviving example of a dairy 
flat bam used during the height of its agricultural era 

Feedlots 

• The C.O. Pitrat & Sons Feedlot in the 6100 Block of West Elliot Road is recommended as not 
eligible for the NRHP because of a lack of historical and architecture significance. The feedlot is 50 
years old; however, most of its operation occurred in modem times. The structures and buildings are 
poorly preserved and generally lack integrity. 

Highways 

• US 80 (AZ FF:9:17 [ASM]) is considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A at the national 
level as one of the first designated transcontinental routes and for its association with the 
development of the U.S. interstate transportation network. The segment within the study area has 
been widened and modernized and no longer retains integrity of design, workmanship, and materials. 
Furthermore, its integrity of setting and feeling are lost with most of the surrounding landscape 
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transformed from rural agricultural to urban commercial/industrial. It is recommended that the 
segment in the study area is not eligible to the NRHP as a non-contributing component ofUS 80. 

Historic Townsites 

• The historic Santa Marie Townsite, located at the southwest corner of Lower Buckeye Road and 
83rd Avenue, is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criteria A and B. The 
unincorporated to'\\nsite is a living example of an historic, rural Hispanic agricultural community 
in the Salt River Valley. Communities such as Santa Maria had an important role in the 
development and operation of the Valley's agricultural industry throughout the 201

h century. In­
addition, the townsite has an association with Khattar Joseph Nackard, an Arizona businessman 
who had an influential role developing and shaping the State's economic and commercial future. 
As such, it is recommended that the Santa Marie Townsite is eligible for the NRHP under 
Criteria A and B. 

Railroads 

• The Southern Pacific Railroad Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line (AZ T:l0:84 [ASM]) is 
recommended as eligible to the NRHP for its association with the development of Arizona's railroad 
network. The railroad has been maintained and upgraded over the years and remains an important 
component of Arizona's transportation network. 

Streetscapes 

• The 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D as an example and reflection of the lower Salt River Valley's agricultural past. In 
contrast to a more common, barren rural streetscape defined by a two-lane road passing between 
broad, open agricultural fields, the 6100 Block contains a suite of rural agricultural elements that 
convey a strong sense of what rural life was like in Arizona in the early to mid 1900s; (i.e., it 
captures more of the human element). Rural streetscapes are becoming increasingly rare in the lower 
Salt River Valley, as agricultural communities are replaced by urban development. It is 
recommended that the 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape is eligible to the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D, not only for its association with Arizona's early agricultural development, but 
more so for its information potential to provide future Arizonans with an idea of what rural 
agricultural life was like in the lower Salt River Valley during the early years of statehood. 

All sites are located on private land, except for the Sachs-Webster Farmhouse (7515West Baseline 
Road) -Flood Control District Maricopa County; SRP 99th A venue Lateral - Bureau of 
Reclamation/Salt River Project; US 80/ AZ FF:9:17 (ASM)- City of Phoenix, and the 6100 Block West 
Dobbins Road Streetscape- City of Phoenix. FHW N ADOT is concurrently consulting with these 
agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites located on their land. 

., 
2001 Award Recipent 
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As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed Class I 
overview and Class Ill survey report and information provided in this letter. If you find the reports 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. We also look forward to continuing consultation with your office. The final Programmatic 
Agreement is being completed and will be submitted for signature in September 2005. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or e-mail 
RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

erelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th A venue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

Signature for ASLD Concurrence 

cc: SThomas (FHWA); WVachon (FHWA) 

Date 

-2001 Award Redj:ient 

G) 
t: 
0 z 

<I) 
t: 
0 z 
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Name 

AZ T:12:221 
(ASM) 

6100 Block West 
Dobbins Road 

Streets cape 

Anderson Farm 
Tenant 

Residences 

C. 0. Pitrat & 
Sons Feedlot 

Carter Farmstead 

Cecil and Mary 
Colvin Farmstead 

Co1vin-Tyson 
Farmstead/Barnes 

Dairy 
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Name 

Dad Farmstead 

Dean Farmstead 

Hac kin 
Farmstead/Dairy 

Hudson Farm 

Jarvis Marine 
Repair Shop 

Maddux House 

Mother's 
Restaurant 

Parker Farmstead 

Pitrat Farmstead 

Address 

n/a 

6100 
BlockW. 
Dobbins 

Rd. 
9901 and 
9903 w. 

Van 
Buren 
Rd. 

6100 
BlockW. 
Elliot Rd. 
7201 and 
7215 w. 

Broadway 
Rd. 

5139W. 
Estrella 

Rd. 

6159W. 
Dobbins 

Rd. 

Address 

6102 w. 
Dobbins 

Rd. 

9445 w. 
Broadway 

Rd. 

100048 s. 
59d' Ave. 

9300 s. 
591

h Ave. 

5800W. 
Buckeye 

Rd. 
9115 w. 

Broadway 
Rd. 

5760 w. 
Buckeye 

Road 

3606 s. 
83'd Ave. 

5901 w. 
Elliot Rd. 

Table B. Addendum Class III Survey Report Eligibility and Management Summary. 

Newly USGS 
Township, NRHP Eligibility Management Type (N)/Previously Alignment 7.5' Ownership 

(P) Recorded Map Range, Section Recommendation Recommendation 

Prehistoric TIN, 
A void, or else 

Scatter N W55 Fowler R2E, Private Eligible {D) 
mitigate S31 

TlS, I 
Rural 

N WSS Laveen R2E, Private, 
Eligible (A,D) A void, or else 

Streetscape Phoenix mitigate S6,7 

Tenant TlN, 

Residents N W101 {all) Tolleson RlE, Private Not Eligible None 
S8 

W71, TlS, 
Feedlot N 

WlOl (all) 
Laveen R2E, Private Not Eligible None 

Sl8 

TIN •• 
Farmstead N W71 Fowler RlE, Private Not Eligible None 

S25 

TIS, 
Farmstead N None1 Laveen R2E, Private Not Eligible None 

820 

Farmstead: Not A void dairy barn, 

Eligible; Dairy or else mitigate; 
TIS, 

Barn: Eligible (C); 
avoid portion 

F arrnstead!Dairy N W55 Laveen R2E, Private within 6100 Block 
S7 contributing 

Streetscape elements to 6100 
Block Streetscape boundaries, or 

else mitigate 

'~
. 

r's 
-

2001 Award Reap Bnt 

Newly USGS 
Township, NRHP Eligibility Management Type (N)!Previously Alignment 7.5' Ownership 

(J»l Recorded Ml!P 
Range, Section Recommendation Recommendation 

A void portion 
Farmstead: Not within 6100 Block 

TlS, Eligible; Streetscape 
Farmstead N W55 Laveen R2E, Private contributing boundaries, or 

S6 element to 61 00 else mitigate 
Block Streetscape impacts to I 

streetscape 
TlN, 

Farmstead N WlOl (all) Tolleson RlE, Private Not Eligible Avoid 
S28 

TlN, Farmstead: Not 
A void dairy barn, Farmstead/Dairy N None2 Laveen RlE, Private ' Eligible; Dairy 
or else mitigate S7 ·Barn: Eligible (C) 

TlS, Farm: Eligible 
A void, or else Farm N W55 Laveen R1E, Private (A); Silos: 

mitigate S7 Eligible (C) 

Commercial TlN, 

Building N W55 Fowler R2E, Private Not Eligible None 
S8" 

TlN, 
Fannhouse N WlOl (all) Tolleson RlE, Private Not Eligible None 

28 

Commercial TlN, 

Building N W55 Fowler R2E, Private Not Eligible None 
S8 

W101EPR, TlN, 
Farmstead N 

W101EFR Fowler R1E, Private Not Eligible None 
S22 
TlS, 

Farmstead N None3 Fowler R2E, Private Not Eligible None 
S18 

,. 
2001 Award Redl)ent 
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Dr. Connie Stone, Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Richard Boston, Archaeologist, Bureau of Reclamation
Ms. Barbara Stocklin, Historic Preservation Officer, City of Phoenix
Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist, Compliance Specialist, Salt River Project
Dr. David Jacobs, State Historic Preservation Office
Dr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix
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P. 0. Box 52025 
Phoenix. AZ 85072-2025 
{602} 236-5900 
www.srpnet.com 

19 September 2005 

Serelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue, Rm. 213E, Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3213 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA H5764 OlE 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 
Addendum Class I and Class III Survey Reports 

Dear Ms. Laine: 

Mail Station: PAB352 
Phone: (602) 236-2804 

Fax: (602) 236-3407 
Email: raanduze@srpnet.com 

I have reviewed the documents and agree to their adequacy with the following recommended 
changes. The discussions of the historic features are presented in great detail supporting their 
eligibility recommendations. 

Class I report, page 60, discussion of the Grand Canal-

The canal is eligible under Criterion A but I believe only certain features of the canal would be 
eligible under Criterion C, and I know of no individual features that have been determined 
eligible. 

The Grand Canal presently heads at the SRP Crosscut facility on Washington Street. Water from 
a fore bay at the southern end of the Arizona Crosscut Canal flows through two penstocks to the 
Crosscut Hydro Plant. After passing through the hydro plant, no longer operative, the water 
enters the Grand Canal. 

The HAER document for the canal was not completed as part of the recent P A. It was the result 
of a 1989 MOA between the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the AZ SHPO, with concurrence 
from SRP and ADOT, which stated HAER documentation would be adequate mitigation for 
present and future modifications to the canal system. 

Also-

Various places in the report site AZ T:12:10 (ASM) is referred to as "Los Colinas", it is "Las 
Colinas". 

EC 12800.095 

Class III report, page 144 - The 99th A venue lateral is technically not a lateral. It is a pump 
ditch/drain that transports tail and well water to Lateral 2-23. Land jurisdiction is SRP. 

-page 153- Ownership ofthe ditch is SRP. 

Both documents need a thorough technical edit for grammar, errors/omissions, and typographical 
errors. 

Please contact me (602-236-2804; raanduze@srpnet.com) if you have any questions or want to 
discuss these comments. 

Sincerely, 

£~.?~-
Richard A. Anduze 
Environmental Scientist/ Archaeologist 
Siting and Studies 
Environmental Services 

File: ORG 2-2 

EC 12800.095 
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·~ Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

A.DCT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Richard Boston, Archaeologist 
P.O. Box 81169 
2222 W Dunlap, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ 85069-1169 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 

August 31, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA H5764 OlE 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Addendum Class I and Class Ill Survey Reports 

Dear Mr. Boston: 

Sam Eitel's 
State Engineer 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation {ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement {EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses ten 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 {I-1 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west 
Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land ( 5, 160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Department {101.4 acres), the Bureau ofLand Management 
{35.1 acres), and the City of Phoenix Parks and Recreation {62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office {SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation {ACHP), the Bureau of Land 
Management {BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs {BIA), the Bureau ofReclamation {Reclamation), the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project {SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District 
{RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix~ 
the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community {GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, 
the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of 
Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan 
Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

~--· 

B.Jston 
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· The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors (El, 
W55, W71, W101WPR, W101WFR, W101W99, W101CPR, Wl01CFR, W101EPR, and W101EFR) 
that extend from I-10 west of Phoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of the greater Phoenix 
metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 miles (34.6 km) 
to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I overview ofthe overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" {Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM 
(Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, 
September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott 
(Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, 
November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is on going. To date, 
concurrence responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 2005), Bureau of 
Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), Bureau of Land Management (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of 
Phoenix {Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quewakia, July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and shifts 
in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report is titled An 
Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS 
& UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona. The Class Til report is titled An Addendum Cultural 
Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona. Both reports are enclosed for consultation and discussed below. 

Addendum Class I Overview Results 

The addendum Class I overview, titled An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona {Brodbeck and 
Touchin 2005), identified 27 previously recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, five 
historical-period linear sites, and 129 historic building properties (see attached Table A). In addition, 
historical maps indicate that several prehistoric canal alignments pass through the study area. For the 
archaeological sites, five are considered eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
under Criterion D, five sites are not eligible, nine sites have not been evaluated for eligibility, and the 
eligibility status of eight sites is unknown due to a lack of available information. Historically 
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· documented prehistoric canals in the area are viewed as potentially eligible resources that should be 
investigated if encountered. 

The Class I study revealed five historical-period linear sites in the study area. The linear sites are 
considered eligible overall under Criterion A with contributing and non-contributing segments. 

Of the 129 historic building properties, 25 have been previously recommended as eligible to the NRHP 
under Criteria A and/or C, 37 have been recommended as not eligible, and 67 have not been evaluated. 
Seventy-one historic building properties are in the Capital Redevelopment Area in Phoenix, an 
unnominated residential area with an abundance ofhistoric building properties. Eighteen of the historic 
building properties are in the Villa Verde Historic District, which is listed on the Phoenix Register of 
Historic Places. Although the Villa Verde properties were previously recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP, they should be re-evaluated within the context of an early Phoenix suburban neighborhood. 

The vast majority of cultural resources identified in the addendum Class I study area will not be affected 
by any of the proposed alternative alignments. Cultural resources in the W55 and W71 alignments 
include AZ T:11:26 (ASM), AZ T:12:4 (MNA), AZ T:l2:5 (MNA), AZ T:12:10 (ASM) (Los Colinas), 
AZ T:l2:38 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:178 (ASM) (Los Aumentos). Cultural resources in the WlOl 
alignments include AZ T:7:167 (ASM) (Grand Canal), AZ T:l0:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal), AZ 
T:ll:26 (ASM), AZ T:12:4 (MNA), and AZ T:12:178 (Los Aumentos). 

. Addendum Class III Survey Results 

An addendum survey of shifted alternative alignments, defined in December 2004, and agricultural 
fields that had been plowed in early 2005 since the time ofthe initial Class Ill survey conducted by the 
GRIC (Darling 2004), was conducted by HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR). In addition, the addendum 
Class III survey included documentation of 21 historic sites not included in the initial Class III survey 
(Darling 2004). The results are reported in a report titled An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2005), 
which is enclosed for your review and comment. One archaeological site and 21 historic sites were 
identified in the proposed alternative alignments (see attached Table B). The archaeological site is 
recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D. Two historic sites are recommended as 
eligible under Criterion A. Three historic sites are recommended as eligible under Criterion C. One 
historic site is recommended as eligible under Criteria A and B. One historic site is recommended as 
eligible under Criteria A and C. One historic site is recommended as eligible under Criteria A and D. 
One historic site is recommended as eligible under Criterion A but non-contributing within the proposed 
alternative alignments. Twelve historic sites are recommended as not eligible. 

Archaeological Sites 

• AZ T: 12:221 (ASM) is a prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatter. The site is recommended as eligible to 
the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide important information on prehistoric 
settlement and land use in the lower Salt River Valley near the confluence of Gila and Salt rivers. 
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• The SRP 99th A venue Lateral, located on the east side of South 99th A venue and north of Lower 
Buckeye Road, is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A as a rare irrigation 
feature that was once common in the agricultural landscape of the Salt River Valley. The lateral is 
being converted to an underground pipe in response to the Pecan Promenade and City of Phoenix 
development projects. SRP and Reclamation are currently in the process of preparing a report for the 
canal that documents its history and engineering, as a form of mitigation. Upon completion ofthese 
projects, the 99th Avenue Lateral will no longer be considered a contributing component of the 
overall SRP irrigation network. 

Commercial Properties 

• Mother's Restaurant at 5760 West Buckeye Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP due 
to a lack historical significance and integrity. The original gas station is heavily modified as a result 
of its conversion to a restaurant in the 1970s. It no longer retains integrity of workmanship and 
design. Historically, the gas station was in a rural agricultural setting along a two-lane highway. 
Today, the property has lost its integrity of setting and feeling, as it is in a modem industrial zone 
with old US 80 (West Buckeye Road) widened to a five-lane urban thoroughfare. 

• The Jarvis Marine Repair Shop at 5800 West Buckeye Road is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP due its age and lack of architectural significance . 

• The Hudson Farm located at 9300 South 59th Avenue is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under 
Criterion A as an exceptional example of a historic farmstead in Laveen. It retains a complete suite 
of agricultural buildings and structures from the period of significance that are in good condition and 
well preserved. In addition, the farmstead does not have any intrusive modem buildings or structures 
that would detract from its historic setting and feeling (other than a large satellite dish which could 
be easily removed). The farmstead's combination and overall layout of older buildings and 
structures, along with other contributing elements such as the mature landscaping, palm tree-lined 
driveways and entrance gates, provides an inclusive picture of what a working farmstead was like in. 
Laveen during the agricultural era period of significance. The property retains integrity oflocation, 
workmanship, materials, design, and association. Furthermore, the surrounding agricultural field 
provides the contextual framework within which the property conveys its historic character as a 
farmstead. Thus, the agricultural field is an important contributing component that defines and 
preserves the farmstead's integrity of setting and feeling. It is recommended that the entire 38-acre 
parcel is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A as an exceptional example of a historic-period 
Laveen farmstead. Additionally, the pair of stave silos are recognized as individually eligible to the 
NRHP under Criterion C, as rare examples of a once common architectural form that was a 
fundamental component ofLaveen's historic agricultural landscape. 
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Farmsteads 

• The Anderson Farm Tenant Residences at 9901 and 9903 West Van Buren Road are recommended 
as not eligible to the NRHP due to a lack of historical and architectural significance. 

• The Carter Farmstead at 7201 and 7215 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP. The farmstead has lost too many of its primary elements to convey a good sense of its 
historic character. While it provides a picturesque rural setting, it does not provide an accurate 
portrayal of its historic composition. 

• The Cecil and Mary Colvin Farmstead located at 5139 West Estrella Road is recommended as not 
eligible to the NRHP because it has lost too many of its period elements to convey its historic 
character. The farmhouse is the only primary element remaining from the historic period; however, 
it lacks integrity and architectural distinction. 

• The Dad Farmstead at 61 02 West Dobbins Road is rec6mmended as not eligible for the NRHP due . 
to a lack of historical significance, architectural merit, and integrity. Individually, the farmhouse and 
bam have been modified and lack architectural distinction. Overall, the property fails to convey its 
original historic character as a working farmstead. 

• The Dean Farmstead at 9445 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP due 
to a lack ofhistorical and architectural significance and diminished integrity of workmanship, 
design, and materials. The farmhouse is heavily modified through additions and is in a general state 
of disrepair. 

• The Maddux House at 9115 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due 
to a lack of historical and architectural significance. 

• The Parker Farmstead at 3606 South 83rd A venue is recommended as not eligible due to a lack of 
historical and architectural significance. None of the farmstead's historic period buildings and 
structures remain, except for the farmhouse built in 1950, which is heavily modified with additions 
and generally lacks integrity of design, workmanship, and materials. 

• The Pitrat Farmstead at 5901 West Elliot Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to 
a lack of architectural integrity and historical significance. The historical layout ofthe farmstead has 
been lost as a result of property subdivisions and new construction. The house is heavily modified 
from its original form through multiple additions. Although the property is consistent with a rural 
agricultural landscape, in its current condition, it no longer conveys an accurate representation of its 
historical period character. 

• The Quinonez House at 9131 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP 
due to a lack of historical and architectural significance and diminished integrity of workmanship, 
design, and materials 
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• The Sachs-Webster Fannhouse at 7515 West Baseline Road was previously recommended as 
eligible for the NRHP under C_riterion Cas an outstanding example of the Pyramid Cottage or Neo­
Classical bungalow style house. Not only is the house a rare example of a once common Territorial­
period architectural style, it is also exceptional in that few homes built in Phoenix in the Pyramid 
Cottage style possess as many of the hallmark attributes as does the Sachs-Webster House. 

Farmsteads with Dairy Components 

• The Colvin-Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy located at 6159 West Dobbins Road is recommended as 
not eligible to the NRHP as a whole because of a lack of integrity and historical significance. 
However, the dairy "head-to-toe" barn is recommended as individually eligible under Criterion C as 
a rare example of a once common architectural form that was a characteristic feature in Laveen's 
historic landscape and an integral component of its local economy. It is one ofthe few standing 
family-operated dairy barns in Laveen. It is also recognized as important within the broader context 
of the Salt River Valley's dairy industry as a surviving example of a dairy head-to-toe bam used 
during the height of its agricultural era. 

• The Hackin Farmstead/Dairy at 10048 South 59111 Avenue is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP because of a lack of integrity and historical significance. However, the dairy "flat" bam, is 
recommended as individually eligible under Criterion C as a rare example of a once common form 
that was a characteristic feature in Laveen's historic landscape and an integral component of its local 
economy. It is one of the few remaining family-operated dairy barns in Laveen. It is also important 
within the broader context of the Salt River Valley's dairy industry as a surviving example of a dairy 
flat bam used during the height of its agricultural era. 

Feedlots 

• The C.O. Pitrat & Sons Feedlot in the 6100 Block ofWest Elliot Road is recommended as not 
eligible for the NRHP because of a lack of historical and architecture significance. The feedlot is 50 
years old; however, most of its operation occurred in modem times. The structures and buildings are 
poorly preserved and generally lack integrity. 

Highways 

• US 80 (AZ FF:9: 17 [ ASM]) is considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A at the national 
level as one of the first designated transcontinental routes and for its association with the 
development of the U.S. interstate transportation network. The segment within the study area has 
been widened and modernized and no longer retains integrity of design, workmanship, and materials. 
Furthermore, its integrity of setting and feeling are lost with most of the surrounding landscape 
transformed from rural agricultural to urban commerciaVindustrial. It is recommended that the 
segment in the study area is not eligible to the NRHP as a non.:.contributing component of US 80. 
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Historic Townsites 

• The historic Santa Marie Townsite, located at the southwest comer of Lower Buckeye Road and 
83rd Avenue, is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criteria A and B. The 
unincorporated townsite is a living example of an historic, rural Hispanic agricultural community 
in the Salt River Valley. Communities such as Santa Maria had an important role in the 
development and operation of the Valley's agricultural industry throughout the 20th century. In 
addition, the townsite has an association with K.hattar Joseph Nackard, an Arizona businessman 
who had an influential role developing and shaping the State's economic and commercial future. 
As such, it is recommended that the Santa Marie Townsite is eligible for the NRHP under · 
Criteria A and B. 

Railroads 

• The Southern Pacific Railroad Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line (AZ T:l0:84 [ASM]) is 
recommended as eligible to the NRHP for its association with the development of Arizona's railroad 
network. The railroad has been maintained and upgraded over the years and remains an important 
component of Arizona's transportation network. 

Streetscapes 

• The 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D as an example and reflection of the lower Salt River Valley's agricultural past. In 
contrast to a more common, barren rural streetscape defined by a two-lane road passing between 
broad, open agricultural fields, the 6100 Block contains a suite of rural agricultural elements that 
convey a strong sense of what rural life was like in Arizona in the early to mid 1900s; (i.e., it 
captures more ofthe human element). Rural streetscapes are becoming increasingly rare in the lower 
Salt River Valley, as agricultural communities are replaced by urban development. It is 
recommended that the 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape is eligible to the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D, not only for its association with Arizona's early agricultural development, but 
more so for its information potential to provide future Arizonans with an idea of what rural 
agricultural life was like in the lower Salt River Valley during the early years of statehood. 

All sites are located on private land, except for the Sachs-Webster Farmhouse (7515West Baseline 
Road)- Flood Control District Maricopa County; SRP 99th Avenue Lateral- Bureau of 
Reclamation/Salt River Project; US 80/ AZ FF:9:17 (ASM)- City ofPhoenix, and the 6100 Block West 
Dobbins Road Streetscape- City of Phoenix. FHW A/ADOT is concurrently consulting with these 
agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites located on their land. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed Class I 
overview and Class III survey report and information provided in this letter. If you find the reports 

Boston 
August 31, 2005 
Page 8 of12 

adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. We also look forward to continuing consultation with your office. The final Programmatic 
Agreement is being completed and will be submitted for signature in September 2005. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or e-mail 
RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Serelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th A venue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Signature for Reclamation Concurrence 

cc: SThomas (FHW A); WV achon (FHW A) 

Date 
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"Managing and conserving natural, cultural, and recreational resources" 

September 19,2005 

Dr. Ruth Greenspan 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
205 South 1 ih A venue Room 213E 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3212 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA H5764 OlE 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
SHP0-2003-1890 (25323) 

Dear Dr. Greenspan: 

Thank you for consulting with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act regarding plans 
for the South Mountain Freeway connecting Interstate 10 in west Chandler to I-
I 0 in west Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona, and submitting cultural resources 
reports and recommendations for review and comment. Dr. Bill Collins, Deputy 
SHPO/Historian, and I have reviewed the submitted materials and offer the 
following comments. 

The submitted cultural resources reports [An Addendum Cultural Resources 
Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR 
Project, Maricopa County, Arizona and An Addendum Cultural Resources 
Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa 
County, Arizona] are adequate. Before responding to the eligibility 
recommendations, some clarification is needed: 

1) Page two of the cover letter states that the Class 1 identified 27 previously 
recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites; the breakdown of 
the eligibility status of these sites (i.e., 5 eligible, 7 not eligible, 7 not 
evaluated and 8 unknown) in the report differs from the characterization 
in the cover letter (i.e., 5 eligible, 5 not eligible, 9 not evaluated, and 8 
unknown). 

2) The text of the cover letter neglects to mention that the eligible Barnes 
Dairy Bam and the ineligible Dad Farmstead are part of the eligible 6100 
West Dobbins Road Streetscape (although this is part of the listing in 
Table B to the cover letter). Dr. Collins also commented that the 
reasoning behind the suggested D eligibility of the 6100 West Dobbins 
Road Streetscape is actually more appropriate to A eligibility, so he 
disagrees with the recommendation that it is "more" eligible for D than A 
(see page 7 of cover letter). He agrees that it is A eligible, and did not see 
D eligibility properly evaluated at all. 

We appreciate your cooperation with this office in considering the potential 
impacts of development on cultural resources situated in Arizona. If you have 
any questions or comments, please contact me at (602) 542-7140 or 
electronically at djacobs@pr.state.az.us. 

Sincerely, 

~t:: David Jac s 
Complian e Specialist/ Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
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Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 
206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Brian Kenny 
Environmental Programs Manager 

August 31, 2005 

Maricopa County Department of Transportation 
2901 West Durango Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D( ) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Section 106 Consultation 
Draft Cultural Resources "Programmatic Agreement" 

Dear Mr. Kenny: 

Sam Elters 
State Engineer 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway~ EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine 
variations offivealternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from futerstate 10 (I-10}in west Chandler and to I-10 in west 
Phoenix (see attached map). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

The Area ofPotential Effect (APE) is comprised of five alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(TOI, T02, T03, T04, and T06) that extend from I- lOwest ofPhoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of 
the greater Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-:ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 
21.5 miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 krn) in length. Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments 
includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands administered by the Arizona State Land Department 
(101.4 acres), the Bureau ofLand Management (35.1 acres), and the City ofPhoenix Parks and 
Recreation (62.32 acres). 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Burden 
2002). 

• A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain 
Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, An'zona (Darling 2005). 

• An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway 
EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck and Touchin 2005). · 

Kenny 
August 31, 2005 
Page 2 of2 

• An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR 
Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2005). 

Twenty-two archaeological sites and 21 historic sites were identified in the proposed alternative 
alignments. In addition, the South Mountain Range is identified as place of traditional cultural 
importance to Native American tribes. Please let me know if you would like to review any of the above 
reports and they will be sent to you. . 

FHW AI ADOT is circulating the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) that addresses cultural resources 
for the project for your review. Please review the enclosed draft P A. If you fmd the P A adequate and 
wish to participate in the final P A, please indicate your concurrence by signing below and return within 
in 20 days. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-
712-6266 or e-mail RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Serelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South Iih Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclos./ 
~ 

Signature for Maricopa C ty Date 
Department ofTransport tion Concurrence 
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US. Department 
of Transporrotion 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Carol Legard 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
12136 W. Baywood Avenue, Suite 330 
Lak.ewood,.Colorado 80228 

Dear Ms. Legard: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2264 

September 27, 2005 

InReplyReferTo: HA~AZ 
NH -202~D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 106 Consultation 
Draft Programmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses nine variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 
10 (1-10) in west Chandler and to 1~10 in west Phoenix (see attached map). As this project would 
employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

FHWA originally consulted with your office regarding the draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
in August 2003. At that time, the Council declined to participate. Recently, FHW A has re~ 
circulated a second draft Programmatic Agreement to all consulting parties. It was decided to do 
this because when it was originally circulated, few tribes opted to participate .at that time. 
FHWA felt this re-circulation ofthe PA would allow the tribes another opportunity to participate 
in the P A. This second draft P A has been edited to address any comments from the first draft as 
well as to also address TCP properties more specifically. 

The purpose of this letter is to notify the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and to 
determine Council participation pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(1). Please review this information 
and if the Council plans to participate in consultation, inform us within 15 days of receipt of this 

notice. If there is any additional information you require for this project or if you have any 
questions or comments, please contact Ruth Greenspan at (602) 712-6266 or via email at 
rgreenspan@azdot.gov. Thank you. 

S4'!cerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

. Enclosure (Map and draft Programmatic Agreement) 

Signature for Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation Concurrence 

cc: 
SThomas 
RGreenspan ( 619E) 
REllis ( 619E) 
SDThomas :cdm 

Date 

2 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Richard Narcia, Governor 
Gila :River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Narcia: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2264 

September 29,2005 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH -202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 106 Consultation 
Traditional Cultural Places 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) are 
conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. As part of this effort, FHW A has 
previously invited you to review and comment on several cultural resource reports and on a draft Programmatic 
Agreement (PA), and has requested your participation in discussions regarding the potential effects of the 
proposed undertaking on areas of traditional cultural significance, including the South Mountain Range. 

Although no written response to previous consultations has been received, on September 20, 2005, a meeting 
was held at the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) to discuss Traditional Cultural Places (TCPs) and any 
other concerns your community has regarding historic properties of religious or cultural importance that have 
the potential to be affected by this project. In attendance at the meeting were Barnaby Lewis, Cultural Resource 
Specialist, GRIC; Andrew Darling, Assistant Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, GRIC; 
Katherine Neustadt and Ruth Greenspan, Historic Preservation Team, (ADOT); and Mark Brodbeck, 
Coordinator, Cultural Resources Section, HDR, Inc. 

The following items were discussed at the meeting: 

1. The GRIC's Cultural Resource Spedalist confrrmed that all of South Mountain is viewed by the Akimel 
0' odham and Pee Posh as an important and sacred place, and that cutting across, or tunneling under, any part of 
it would be viewed as a desecration. In the opinions of Mr. Lewis and Dr. Darling the only way to mitigate 
impacts to South Mountain would be to avoid it completely. 

2. It was acknowledged by all in attendance that the only ways to completely avoid South Mountain are: 
a) the no-build alternative, and 
b) constructing a segment ofthe freeway on the GRIC reservation. 
It was the opinion of Mr. Lewis that a freeway on the northern edge of the reservation would create an 
"unnatural" barrier that would serve to hinder access to South Mountain for Community members. In addition, 
Community members have voiced general objections to having a freeway on the reservation. 

3. There are other TCPs and highly sensitive historic properties, such as the Villa Buena site, within some of 
the proposed alignments and in the general project area that have potential to be adversely affected by the 
proposed freeway. 

4. Mr. Lewis said he was not aware of any TCPs north of the Salt River within the study area, but added that 
other Native American tribes should be consulted to confmn that there are no TCP concerns in that area. 

5. Mr. Lewis and Dr. Darling agreed that GRIC will provide FHW A and ADOT with a formal response to the 
consultation letter of July 7, 2005 regarding TCPs, and agreed that the response would include a map of the 
project area with areas that GRIC would like to see avoided in the event that an alternative other than the no­
build alternative is selected. This response will be made by October 3, 2005. 

6. Mr. Lewis and Dr. Darling confmned that GRIC is interested in participating in continuing consultation on 
this project, and agreed that GRIC will review and provide comments on the draft Programmatic Agreement by 
October 3, 2005. 

2 

At this time, no decisions have been made regarding the various alternatives being studied for this project. If 
GRIC provides FHW A with a map and written information regarding locations and possible mitigation 
measures for those areas your community would like to see avoided by the proposed freeway, FHW A will be in 
a position to insure that GRIC's concerns are given full consideration in the decision-making process. Any 
information provided would be kept strictly confidential. 

Additionally, if GRIC chooses to participate in future consultation as a Concurring Party to the Programmatic 
Agreement, any comments on the draft P A provided by October 3, 2005 will be considered in preparation of the 
fmal document. If GRIC opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make 
a good faith effort to address any concerns of the Community. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be provided to 
your tribe/community through continued Section 106 consultation. We also look forward to continuing 
consultation with your office. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth L. 
Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or e-mail rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 
cc: 

~incerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
' Division Administrator 

Barnaby Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box E, Sacaton, AZ 85247 
J. Andrew Darling, Assistant Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box 2140, 192 S. Skill Center Road, Room 200, Sacaton, AZ 85247 
Sandra Shade, Director, Department of Transportation, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, 
AZ 85247 
SThomas 
RGreenspan (619E) 
REllis (619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 
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Richard P. Narcia 
GovERNOR 

Gila River Indian Community 
ExECUTIVE OFFICE oF THE GovERNOR & LIEUTENANT GovERNOR 

September 30, 2005 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street, Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

MARY v THOMA 
LIEUTENANT G OVERNOI 

RE: South Mountain Transportation Corridor, Section 106 Consultation, Traditional 
Cultural Places; HA-AZ NH-202-D (ADY); TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 

Dear Mr. Hollis, 

This letter is in response to your letter dated July 7, 2005 regarding the "South Mountain 
Transportation Corridor, Section 106 Consultation, Traditional Cultural Places; HA-AZ 
NH-202-D (ADY); TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L" The Environmental hnpact 
Statement addresses nine variations of five al:q::.mative alignments for the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway. This project, which (!:*tdiids~around the south side of South Mountain 
from Interstate 1 0 (I-1 0) in wes~ Chandl~f. an.ci to ~t 10 in west Phoenix, would be located 
in close proximity to the Gila River li:igiatr ~community and would negatively impact 
cultural resources; especially traditional cul~~.ptoperties . 

The Gtla .River !Ijdf~ . Coimnunity ha$. concerns .regard!rig~;+t ·ru;-chaeologjcal sites 
identified in the report ''A Class III Cultured Resources . Survey of Five Alternative 
Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway CoiTidor Study Area, Maricopa County 
(Darling 2005)" as well as concerns for the protection of the traditional cultural 

. properties in the South Mountain Range. 

The cultural significailce of South Mountain figures prominently in oral traditions 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) as well as 
the Pee Posh, formally known as the Maricopa Tribe of the Gila River Indian Community 
and of the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community. 

The Gila River Indian Community identifies the South Mountain as a Traditional Cultural 
Property. Traditional cultural properties are defined· as historic sites that are important 
because of "their association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that 
(a) are rooted in the community's history, and (b) are important in maintaining the 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Adrr. . .tator 
RE: South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
September 30, 2005 

2 

continuing cultural identity of the community'' (National Register Bulletin 38). Historic 
sites must exhibit four attributes: an age greater than 50 years; existence as a tangible 
property; integrity in relationship to the transmission and retention of cultural beliefs or 
the performance of ceremonial practices; and integrity of condition wherein their 
traditional cultural significance has not been reduced through alteration of location, 
setting, design or materials. 

The Gila River Indian Community was established by an act of Congress in 1859 that 
comprises 372,000 acres that protected some of our ancestral lands and provided a land 
base for the Akimel O'Odham and Pee Posh. However Muhadagi Doag (Greasy 
Mountain) was not included as part of the present day community. This mistake restricted 
and prevented access by commu..rrity members to this sacred mountain. South Moupt-ain 
stands pror:ninently within the landscape and is central to our traditional and spjntu,~ 
understandmg of respect for the natural reso. urces and vast ecosystem. We belie¥e thjs 
unique relationship enabled our ancestors to live harmoniously within this desert 
environment from time immemorial and this relationship is essential to the continued 
survival of our culture. Our el<fers reaffirm valuable cultural information regarding our 
people's use of the mountain area througll otal tradition, which continuously reiterates 
and renews our ties with the land through stories and songs of the people of this · 
community. 

Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain's traditional name from the story of creation) has been 
well documented by several researchers in published literature as a traditional cultural 
property of central importance to the Akimel O'Odham of the Gila River Indian 
Community (Bahr 2001:13, 32,; Bostwick 2002:1; Densmore 1929:41; Lloyd 1911:77, 
125; Saxton and Saxton 1973:328; Rea 1996:18; Russell 1908:216,224, 278; Spier 
1933:351). The South Mountain has also been documented as traditional cultural property 
known as Avikwax'os, which is documented in published literature as well (Harrington 
1908:33; Rea 1996; Spier 1933:252-253). Mubadagi Doag is one of the mountain homes 
of Se' ehe also known as I'itoi an ancient deity of the O'Odham. Due to the sacred nature 
of the area, private traditional religious activities are still conducted in various forms by 
individual community members today. 

Although some modem impacts have occurred since the establishment of the City of 
Phoenix, the South Mountain range continues to hold its religious and cultural 
significance. The proposed transportation corridor will be intrusive to the spiritual · 
connections associated with the people of the Gila River Indian Community and it will 
forever alter the landscape and view-shed of South Mountain as they are experienced by 
the people of this Community. Trails and shrines located within the proposed corridor 
will be destroyed and contribute to diminishing our traditional way of life. Numerous 
petro glyphs have been recorded within and around South Mountain that demonstrate its 
traditional religious uses since the prehistoric days of our Hohokam ancestors. 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended provides a compliance 
process for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places and those impacts to 
these sites must be considered in order to provide an opportunity to protect traditional 
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Robert E. Hollis, Division Adn .rator 
RE: South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
September 30, 2005 
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cultural properties. The Gila River Indian Community identifies archaeological sites, 
Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 ASM) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 ASM), as traditional 
cultural properties. Although modern development has impacted the Villa Buena site, in 
particular, and limited archaeological investigations have been conducted, this site still 
holds its physical and cultural integrity and its religious and cultural significance has not 
diminished. 

FHW A must take appropriate mitigation measures in adversely affecting the physical 
integrity of these traditional cultural properties which are sacred sites. In our view cutting 
out part of the mountain or tunneling for the proposed road project will adversely impact 
South Mountain. Your full consideration of our compelling cultural connection to South 
Mountain must be acknowledged. 

The Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) appreciates the efforts of the Federal Highway 
Administration in addressing our concerns and anticipates meaningful consultations in 
accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act on this undertaking. Please call 
GRIC Cultural Resource Specialist, Barnaby V. Lewis at 1.;520-562-3570 should you 
have any questions or require further information. 

Sincerely, 

'fY7tJ.JtiVV ~~~ 
RichJ4P().Tarcia, Governor ~ ... ~-oe; 
Gila River Indian Community 

cc: John C. Ravesloot GRIC-CRMP Coordinator 
Larry Stephenson, GRIC Land Use Planning & Zoning 
Sandra Shade, GRIC Department of Transportation 
Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic- Preservation Specialist 
Ruth Greenspan, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 
Mark Brodbeck, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Four Southern Tribes of Arizona 

~1 Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/:lOOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
August 17, 2005 

Joni Dire ors, President 

Salt R Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
Route ox 216, 10005 E. Osborn 
Scottsd le, Arizona 85256 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Draft Programmatic Agreement follow-up 

Dear President Ramos: 

David P. Jankofsky 
Deputy Director 

The Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) on behalfofthe Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is 
following up on our recent request for input on the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) for the South Mountain 
Corridor freeway project (letter from Hollis, FHWA, July 7, 2005). ADOTIFHWA are in the process of finalizing 
the South Mountain Corridor PA to address project effects as the environmental documentation continues for the 
project. A draft PA was circulated in July 2005 along with an invitation to participate in discussions regarding the 
potential effects of the project on areas of traditional cultural significance, however, at this time, few tribes have 
opted to participate. 

ADOT on behalf of FHW A would like to offer another opportunity for your tribe/community to participate in the 
PA and in discussions regarding potential effects to areas of traditional cultural significance. Please sign below if 
you would like to be included as a Concurring Party to the final P A and return to ADOT by September 2, 2005. If 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource c~msultation at a later date, ADOTIFHW A would make a good 
faith effort to address any concerns. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

erelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Signa turd for Salt River Pima-Maricopa Concurrence 

to -""L-o~ 
Date 

cc: Dezbah Hatathli, Acting Cultural Programs Supervisor, Cultural and Environmental Services 
Kelly Washington, Acting Cultural Resources Department Director 
Hans Klose, Community Development Director 
SThomas (FHW A) 
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t7t. Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.\DOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

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

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 

September 29, 2005 

TRACS No. 202LMA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Addendum Class I and Class Ill Survey Reports 
Eligibility Recommendations 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

Sam EHers 
State Engineer 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. As part of this effort, our 
office submitted two cultural resources reports on August 26, 2005. The reports were entitled An 
Addendum CulturalResources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & 
L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck and Touchin 2005) and An Addendum Cultural 
Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona (Brodbeck 2005). In your response letter dated September 19, 2005, you found the report 
adequate and provided several comments requesting clarification on the following eligibility 
recommendations: 

• The first comment noted inconsistencies between the eligibility summary in the consultation 
letter and the Class I report. We have confirmed that a total of27 previously recorded historic 
and prehistoric archeological sites were identified in the Class I report. Five of the sites were 
previously determined eligible, 7 were considered not eligible, 7 had not been previously 
evaluated, and the eligibility status of 8 sites is unknown. 

• The second comment noted that the consultation letter neglected to mention that the Barnes 
Dairy and the Dad Farmstead are part of the 6100 West Dobbins Road Streetscape. We would 
like to confirm that the Barnes Dairy is recommended as eligible both individually and as a 
contributing component of the Dobbins Streetscape. In contrast, while the Dad Farmstead is 
recommended as not eligible as an individual property, it is recommended eligible as a 
contributing component of the Dobbins Streetscape. 

• Third, Dr. Collins commented that the 61 00 West Dobbins Road Streetscape is more 
appropriately eligible under Criterion A than Criterion D. We concur that the Dobbins 

. S.treetscape is eligible under A, rather than D. 
' ;.! '. ~ 

Jacobs 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
September 29, 2005 
Page 2 of2 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. If you find the reports adequate 
and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. We 
also look forward to continuing consultation with your office. If you have any questions or concerns, 
please feel free to contact me at 602-712-6266 or e-mail rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Ruth L. Greenspan 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 1 th Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

cc: 
SThomas (FHW A) 
WV achon (FHWA) 

Date 
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flt Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

ADCJT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mend~ 
Director 

Dr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 

August 31, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA H5764 OlE 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Addendum Class I and Class III Survey Reports 

Dear Dr. Bostwick: 

Sam Elters 
State Engineer 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses ten 
variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend 
around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west 
Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land (5,160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Departinent (1 01.4 acres), the Bureau of Land Management 
(35.1 acres), and the City ofPhoenix Parks and Recreation (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau ofReclamation (Reclamation), the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District 
(RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, 
the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the 
Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, 
the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of 
Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan 
Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Bostwick 
August 31, 2005 
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The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors (E1, 
W55, W71, W101WPR, WIOlWFR, Wl01W99, WlOlCPR, WlOlCFR, WlOlEPR, and WlOlEFR) 
that extend from I-10 west of Phoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south ofthe greater Phoenix 
metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 miles (34.6 km) 
to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component ofthe EIS includes four technical studies: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
ofthe report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM 
(Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, 
September 17, 2003 ); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 2003 ); Yavapai Prescott 
(Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, 
November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: ''A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of 
Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is on going. To date, 
concurrence responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 2005), Bureau of 
Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), Bureau of Land Management (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of 
Phoenix (Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quewakia, July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions ofthe I-1 0 and State Route 1 OIL freeway corridors and shifts 
in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report is titled An 
Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS 
& VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona. The Class ill report is titled An Addendum Cultural 
Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona. Both reports are enclosed for consultation and discussed below. 

Addendum Class I Overview Results 

The addendum Class I overview, titled An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck and 
Touchin 2005), identified 27 previously recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, five 
historical-period linear sites, and 129 historic building properties (see attached Table A). In addition, 
historical maps indicate that several prehistoric canal alignments pass through the study area. For the 
archaeological sites, five are considered eligible to the National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP) 
under Criterion D, five sites are not eligible, nine sites have not been evaluated for eligibility, and the 
eligibility status of eight sites is unknown due to a lack of available information. Historically 

~s 

'

'Arizona 

~vr 

2001 Award Recipent 



A280  •  Appendix 2-1

Bostwick 
August 31, 2005 
Page 3 of 12 

documented prehistoric canals in the area are viewed as potentially eligible resources that should be 
investigated if encountered. 

The Class I study revealed five historical-period linear sites in the study area. The linear sites are 
considered eligible overall under Criterion A with contributing and non-contributing segments. 

Of the 129 historic building properties, 25 have been previously recommended as eligible to the NRHP 
under Criteria A and/or C, 37 have been recommended as not eligible, and 67 have not been evaluated. 
Seventy-one historic building properties are -in the Capital Redevelopment Area in Phoenix, an 
unnominated residential area with an abundance of historic building properties. Eighteen of the historic 
building properties are in the Villa Verde Historic District, which is listed on the Phoenix Register of 
Historic Places. Although the Villa Verde properties were previously recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP, they should be re-evaluated within the context of an early Phoenix suburban neighborhood. 

The vast majority of cultural resources identified in the addendum Class I study area will not be affected 
by any of the proposed alternative alignments. Cultural resources in the W55 and W71 alignments 
include AZ T:l1:26 (ASM), AZ T:l2:4 (MNA), AZ T:12:5 (MNA), AZ T:l2:10 (ASM) (Los Colinas), 
AZ T:12:38 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:178 (ASM) (Los Aumentos). Cultural resources in the WlOl 
alignments include AZ T:7:167 (ASM) (Grand Canal), AZ T:l0:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal), AZ 
T:l1:26 (ASM), AZ T:12:4 (MNA), and AZ T:12:178 (Los Aumentos). 

Addendum Class ill Survey Results 

An addendum survey of shifted alternative alignments, defined in December 2004, and agricultural 
fields that had been plowed in early 2005 since the time of the initial Class III survey conducted by the 
GRIC (Darling 2004), was conducted by HDR Engineering, fuc. (HDR). fu addition, the addendum 
Class III survey included documentation of 21 historic sites not included in the initial Class III survey 
(Darling 2004). The results are reported in a report titled An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2005), 
which is enclosed for your review and comment. One archaeological site and 21 historic sites were 
identified in the proposed alternative alignments (see attached Table B). The archaeological site is 
recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D. Two historic sites are recommended as 
eligible under Criterion A. Three historic sites are recommended as eligible under Criterion C. One 
historic site is recommended as eligible under Criteria A and B. One historic site is recommended as 
eligible under Criteria A and C. One historic site is recommended as eligible under Criteria A and D. 
One historic site is recommended as eligible under Criterion A but non-contributing within the proposed 
alternative alignments. Twelve historic sites are recommended as not eligible. 

Archaeological Sites 

• AZ T:l2:221 (ASM) is a prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatter. The site is recommended as eligible to 
the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide important information on prehistoric 
settlement and land use in the lower Salt River Valley near the confluence of Gila and Salt rivers. 

Bostwick 
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• The SRP 99th Avenue Lateral, located on the east side of South 99th Avenue and north ofLower 
Buckeye Road, is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A as a rare irrigation 
feature that was once common in the agricultural landscape of the Salt River Valley. The lateral is 
being converted to an underground pipe in response to the Pecan Promenade and City of Phoenix 
development projects. SRP and Reclamation are currently in the process of preparing a report for the 
canal that documents its history and engineering, as a form of mitigation. Upon completion of these 
projects, the 99th Avenue Lateral will no-longer be considered a contributing component of the 
overall SRP irrigation network. 

Commercial Properties 

• Mother's Restaurant at 5760 West Buckeye Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP due 
to a lack historical significance and integrity. The original gas station is heavily modified as a result 
of its conversion to a restaurant in the 1970s. It no longer retains integrity of workmanship and 
design. Historically, the gas station was in a rural agricultural setting along a two-lane highway. 
Today, the property has lost its integrity of setting and feeling, as it is in a modem industrial zone 
with old US 80 (West Buckeye Road) widened to a five-lane urban thoroughfare. 

• The Jarvis Marine Repair Shop at 5800 West Buckeye Road is recommended as not eligible to the 
l\TRHP due its age and lack of architectural significance. 

• The Hudson Farm located at 9300 South 59th Avenue is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under 
Criterion A as an exceptional example of a historic farmstead in Laveen. It retains a complete suite 
of agricultural buildings and structures from the period of significance that are in good condition and 
well preserved. In addition, the farmstead does not have any intrusive modem buildings or structures 
that would detract from its historic setting and feeling (other than a large satellite dish which could 
be easily removed). The farmstead's combination and overall layout of older buildings and 
structures, along with other contributing elements such as the mature landscaping, palm tree-lined 
driveways and entrance gates, provides an inclusive picture of what a working farmstead was like in 
Laveen during the agricultural era period of significance. The property retains integrity oflocation, 
workmanship, materials, design, and association. Furthermore, the surrounding agricultural field 
provides the contextual framework within which the property conveys its historic character as a 
farmstead. Thus, the agricultural field is an important contributing component that defines and 
preserves the farmstead's integrity of setting and feeling. It is recommended that the entire 38-acre 
parcel is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A as an exceptional example of a historic-period 
Laveen farmstead. Additionally, the pair of stave silos are recognized as individually eligible to the 
NRHP under Criterion C, as rare examples of a once common architectural form that was a 
fundamental component ofLaveen's historic agricultural landscape. 
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Farmsteads 

• The Anderson Farm Tenant Residences at 9901 and 9903 West Van Buren Road are recommended 
as not eligible to the NRHP due to a lack of historical and architectural significance. 

• The Carter Farmstead at 7201 and 7215 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP. The farmstead has lost too many of its primary elements to convey a good sense of its 
historic character. While it provides a picturesque rural setting, it does not provide an accurate 
portrayal of its historic composition. · 

• The Cecil and Mary Colvin Farmstead located at 5139 West Estrella Road is recommended as not 
eligible to the NRHP because it has lost too many of its period elements to convey its historic 
character. The farmhouse is the only primary element remaining from the historic period; however, 
it lacks integrity and architectural distinction. 

• The Dad Farmstead at 6102 West Dobbins Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due 
to a lack of historical significance, architectural merit, and integrity. Individually, the farmhouse and 
barn have been modified and lack architectural distinction. Overall, the property fails to convey its 
original historic character as a working farmstead. 

• The Dean Farmstead at 9445 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP due 
to a lack ofhistorical and architectural significance and diminished integrity of workmanship, 
design, and materials. The farmhouse is heavily modified through additions and is in a general state 
of disrepair. · 

• The Maddux House at 9115 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due 
to a lack ofhistorical and architectural significance. 

• The Parker Farmstead at 3606 South 83rd A~enue is recommended as not eligible due to a lack of 
historical and architectural significance. None of the farmstead's historic period buildings and 
structures remain, except for the farmhouse built in 1950, which is heavily modified with additions 
and generally lacks integrity of design, workmanship, and materials. 

• The Pitrat Farmstead at 5901 West Elliot Road is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to 
a lack of architectural integrity and historical significance. The historical layout ofthe farmstead has 
been lost as a result of property subdivisions and new construction. The house is heavily modified 
from its original form through multiple additions. Although the property is consistent with a rural 
agricultural landscape, in its current condition, it no longer conveys an accurate representation of its 
historical period character. 

• The Quinonez House at 9131 West Broadway Road is recommended as not eligible to the NRHP 
due to a lack of historical and architectural significance and diminished integrity of workmanship, 
design, and materials 
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• The Sachs-Webster Farmhouse at 7515 West Baseline Road was previously recommended as 
eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C as an outstanding example of the Pyramid Cottage or Neo­
Classical bungalow style house. Not only is the house a rare example of a once common Territorial­
period architectural style, it is also exceptional in that few homes built in Phoenix in the Pyramid 
Cottage style possess as many of the hallmark attributes as does the Sachs-Webster House. 

Farmsteads with Dairy Components 

• The Colvin-Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy located at 6159 West Dobbins Road is recommended as 
not eligible to the NRHP as a whole because of a lack of integrity and historical significance. 
However, the dairy "head-to-toe" barn is recommended as individually eligible under Criterion C as 
a rare example of a once common architectural form that was a characteristic feature in Laveen's 
historic landscape and an integral component of its local economy. It is one of the few standing 
family-operated dairy barns in Laveen. It is also recognized as important within the broader context 
of the Salt River Valley's dairy industry as a surviving example of a dairy head-to-toe barn used 
during the height of its agricultural era. 

• The Hackin Farmstead/Dairy at 10048 South 59th Avenue is recommended as not eligible to the 
NRHP because of a lack of integrity and historical significance. However, the dairy "flat" bam, is 
recommended as individually eligible under Criterion C as a rare example of a once common form 
that was a characteristic feature in Laveen's historic landscape and an integral component of its local 
economy. It is one of the few remaining family-operated dairy barns in Laveen. It is also important 
within the broader context of the Salt River Valley's dairy industry as a surviving example of a dairy 
flat barn used during the height of its agricultural era. 

Feedlots 

• The C.O. Pitrat & Sons Feedlot in the 6100 'Block of West Elliot Road is recommended as not 
eligible for the NRHP because of a lack of historical and architecture significance. The feedlot is 50 
years old; however, most of its operation occurred in modern times. The structures and buildings are 
poorly preserved and generally lack integrity. 

Highways 

• US 80 (AZ FF:9: 17 [ASM]) is considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A at the national 
level as one ofthe first designated transcontinental routes and for its association with the 
development of the U.S. interstate transportation network. The segment within the study area has 
been widened and modernized and no longer retains integrity of design, workmanship, and materials. 
Furthermore, its integrity of setting and feeling are lost with most of the surrounding landscape 
transformed from rural agricultural to urban commercial/industriaL It is recommended that the 
segment in the study area is not eligible to the NRHP as a non-contributing component of US 80. 
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Historic Townsites 

• The historic Santa Marie Townsite, located at the southwest corner of Lower Buckeye Road and 
83rd Avenue, is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under Criteria A and B. The 
unincorporated townsite is a living example of an historic, rural Hispanic agricultural community 
in the Salt River Valley. Communities such as Santa Maria had an important role in the 
development and operation of the ¥alley's agricultural industry throughout the 20th century. In 
addition, the townsite has an association with Khattar Joseph Nackard, an Arizona businessman 
who had an influential role developing and shaping the State's economic and commercial future. 
As such, it is recommended that the Santa Marie Townsite is eligible for the NRHP under 
Criteria A and B. 

Railroads 

• The Southern Pacific Railroad Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line (AZ T: 10:84 [ASM]) is 
recommended as eligible to the NRHP for its association with the development of Arizona's railroad 
network. The railroad has been maintained and upgraded over the years and remains an important 
component of Arizona's transportation network. 

Streetscapes 

• The 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape is recommended as eligible to the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D as an example and reflection of the lower Salt River Valley's agricultural past. In 
contrast to a more common, barren rural streetscape defined by a two-lane road passing between 
broad, open agricultural fields, the 6100 Block contains a suite of rural agricultural elements that 
convey a strong sense of what rural life was like in Arizona in the early to mid 1900s; (i.e., it 
captures more of the human element). Rural streetscapes are becoming increasingly rare in the lower 
Salt River Valley, as agricultural communities are replaced by urban development. It is 
recommended that the 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape is eligible to the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D, not only for its association with Arizona's early agricultural development, but 
more so for its information potential to provide future Arizonans with an idea of what rural 
agricultural life was like in the lower Salt River Valley during the early years of statehood. 

All sites are located on private land, except for the Sachs-Webster Farmhouse (7515West Baseline 
Road)- Flood Control District Maricopa County; SRP 99th Avenue Lateral- Bureau of 
Reclamation/Salt River Project; US 80/ AZ FF:9:17 (ASM)- City ofPhoenix, and the 6100 Block West 
Dobbins Road Streetscape- City of Phoenix. FHW N ADOT is concurrently consulting with these 
agencies regarding the eligibility of these sites located on their land. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 1 06 consultation. Please review the enclosed Class I 
overview and Class III survey report and information provided in this letter. If you find the reports 
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adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. We also look forward to continuing consultation with your office. The final Programmatic 
Agreement is being completed and will be submitted for signature in September 2005. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or e-mail 
RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

erelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 17th Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Enclosures 

S · for City of Phoenix Concurrence 

vv ('.f'L.-- (e... u IS l~l" s 
cc: SThornas (FHW A); WV achon (FHW A) 

1 {- r- us-
Date 
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Table A. Addendum Class I Overview Report Eligibility and Management Summary. 

Alignments Site Type Location 

AZ T:11:26 (ASM) Hohokam Artifact Scatter TIN, RlE, S4 

AZ T:l2:4 (MNA) Hohokam Artifact Scatter TIN, R2E, S6 

AZ T:l2:5 (MNA) Hohokam Artifact Scatter TIN, R2E, SS 
W55/W71 

AZ T:l2:10 (ASM) 
Hohokam Village 

T2N, R2E, S36; 
Las Colinas TIN, R2E, Sl, 2, 11 

AZ T:l2:38 (ASM) Hohokam Village TIN,R2E, S3 

AZ T:l2:178 (ASM) 
Hohokam Village TIN,R1E, S2 

Los Aumentos 
AZ T:7:167 (ASM) Canal T2N,R1E, 89, 16 

Grand Canal 
AZ T:10:83 (ASM) Canal TIN, RlE, 83,4 

Roosevelt Canal 
WlOl 

AZ T:11:26 (ASM) Hohokam Artifact Scatter TlN,RlE,S4 Alignments 1 

AZ T: 12:4 (MNA) Hohokam Artifact Scatter T1N,R2E, S6 

AZ T:12:178 (ASM) 
Hohokam Village TlN,RlE, S2 Los Aumentos 

--------------- -···- -· 
I Includes alignments WlOlWPR, WlOlWFR, WI01W99, WtolCPR, WlOICFR, WlOlEPR, WtolEFR 
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Jurisdiction 
NRHP Eligibility 

{Criterion) 

ADOT Not Eligible 

ADOT, Private Not Eligible 

ADOT, Private Not Eligible 

ADOT, Private Eligible (D) 

ADOT, Private Eligible (D) 

ADOT, Private Eligible (D) 

Reclamation El!gible (A, C) 

Private Eligible (A, C) 

ADOT, Not Eligible 

ADOT, Private Not Eligible 

ADOT, Private Eligible (D) 

Table B. Addendum Class III Survey Report Eligibility and Management Summary. 

Newly USGS Township, NRHP Eligibility 
Name Address Type (N)/Previously Alignment 7.5' Ownership 

(P) Recorded Map Range, Section Recommendation 

AZ T:l2:221 Prehistoric TlN, 

(ASM) n/a Scatter N W55 Fowler R2E, Private Eligible (D) 
S31 

6100 Block West 
6100 TlS, 

Dobbins Road BlockW. Rural 
N W55 Laveen R2E, 

Private, 
Eligible (A,D) 

Streetscape 
Dobbins Streetscape S6,7 

Phoenix 
Rd. 

9901 and 
Anderson Farm 9903 w. Tenant 

TlN, 
Tenant Van N WlOl (all) Tolleson RlE, Private ' Not Eligible 

Residences Buren 
Residents S8 

Rd. " 

C. 0. Pitrat & 6100 W71, 
TlS, 

Sons Feedlot 
BlockW. Feedlot N WlOl (all) Laveen R2E, Private Not Eligible 
Elliot Rd. S18 
7201 and TIN, 7215 w. 

Carter Farmstead 
Broadway 

Farmstead N W71 Fowler RIE, Private Not Eligible 

Rd. 
S25 

Cecil and Mary 5139W. TlS, 
Estrella Farmstead N None1 Laveen R2E, Private Not Eligible 

Colvin Farmstead 
Rd. S20 

Farmstead: Not 
Eligible; Dairy 

Colvin-Tyson 6159 w. TlS, 
Farmstead/Barnes Dobbins Farmstead/Dairy N W55 Laveen R1E, Private 

Bam: Eligible (C); 

Dairy Rd. S7 contributing 
elements to 61 00 
Block Streetscape 

Management 
Recommendation 

None 

None 

None 

A void, or else mitigate 
adverse effects , 

A void, or else mitigate 
adverse effects 

Avoid, or else mitigate 
adverse effects 

Avoid, or else mitigate 
adverse effects 

A void, or else mitigate 
adverse effects 

None 

None 

Avoid, or else mitigate 
adverse effects 

Management 
Recommendation 

A void, or else 
mitigate 

I 

A void, or else 
mitigate 

None 

None 

None 

None 

A void dairy bam, 
or else mitigate; 

avoid portion 
within 6100 Block 

Streetscape 
boundaries, or 
else mitigate 

-2001 Award Recipent 
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Name 

Dad Farmstead 

Dean Farmstead 

Hackin 
Farmstead/Dairy 

Hudson Farm 

Jarvis Marine 
Repair Shop 

Maddux House 

Mother's 
Restaurant 

Parker Farmstead 

Pitrat Farmstead 
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Name 

Quinonez House 

Sachs-Webster 
Farmhouse 

Santa Marie 
Townsite 

SPRR Wellton-
Phoenix-Eloy 

MainLine 

SRP 99th A venue 
Lateral 

us 80 
(AZFF:9:17 

[ASM]) 

Table Notes: 

Address 

6102 w. 
Dobbins 

Rd. 

9445 w. 
Broadway 

Rd. 

100048 s. 
591h Ave. 

9300 s. 
59th Ave. 

5800 w. 
Buckeye 

Rd. 
9115 w. 

Broadway 
Rd. 

5760W. 
Buckeye 

Road 

3606 s. 
83'd Ave. 

5901 w. 
Elliot Rd. 

Address 

9131 W. 
Broadway 

Rd. 
7515 w. 
Baseline 

Rd. 
Lower 

Buckeye 
Rd. and 
s. 83'd 
Ave. 

UPRR 
R/W 

99"' Ave. 
and 

Lower 
Buckeye 

Rd. 

West 
Buckeye 

Road 

Newly 
Type (N)!Previously Alignment 

(11 Recorded 

Fannstead N WS5 

Farmstead N WlOl (all) 

Farmstead/Dairy N None2 

Farm N wss 

Commercial 
Building N WSS 

Farmhouse N WlOl (all) 

Commercial 
N W55 Building 

WlOlEPR, Farmstead N 
WlOlEFR 

Farmstead N None3 

Newly 
Type (N)/Previously Alignment 

(P) Recorded 

Farmhouse N WlOl (all) 

Farmhouse p WlOl (all) 

Townsite N W71 

Railroad p All 

Irrigation Canal p W101W99 

Highway p All 

1) all the alignments cross the property parcel but do not intersect the farmstead. 
2) W55 crosses the property parcel but misses the farmstead and dairy bam; 

USGS 
7.5' 

Ml.ll! 

Laveen 

Tolleson 

Laveen 

Laveen 

Fowler 

Tolleson 

Fowler 

Fowler 

Fowler 

USGS 
7.5' 
Map 

Tolleson 

Tolleson 

Fowler 

Fowler, 
Tolleson 

Tolleson 

Fowler, 
Toleson 

3) All the alternative alignment pass within about 100m of the farmstead but do not directly impact it. 

Township, 
Ownership Range, Section 

TIS, 
R2E, Private 

S6 

TIN, 
RlE, Private 
S28 

TIN, 
RlE, Private 

S7 
TIS, 
RlE, Private 

S7 
TIN, 
R2E, Private 

S8 
TIN, 
RlE, Private 

28 
TIN, 
R2E, Private 

S8 
TIN, 
RIE, Private 
S22 
TIS, 
R2E, Private 
SIS 

Township, 
Ownership 

Range, Section 

TIN, 
RlE, Private 
S28 
TIS, 
RlE, FCDMC 

Ss 

TIN, 
RIE, Private 
S24 

TlN,RIE, 
S8,9, 12; TlN, UPRR 

R2E, SS 

TIN, 
SRP/ 

RlE, 
Reclamation 

816 

TlN,RlE, 
S8,9,12,13,16, 17; 

Phoenix 
TIN, R2E, SS, 

17 

NRHP Eligibility 
Recommendation 

Fannstead: Not 
Eligible; 

contributing 
element to 61 00 

Block Streetscape 

Not Eligible 

Farmstead: Not 
' Eligible; Dairy 
·Bam: El!g_ible (C) 

Farm: Eligible 
(A); Silos: 

Eligible (C) 

Not Eligible 

Not Eligible 

Not Eligible 

Not Eligible 

Not Eligible 

NRHP Eligibility 
Recommendation 

Not Eligible 

Eligible (C) 

Eligible (A,B) 

Eligible (A) 

Eligible (A) 

Eligible (A) 
(non-contributing) 

Management 
Recommendation 

A void portion 
within 6100 Block 

Streetscape 
boundaries, or 
else mitigate 
impacts to I 

streetscape 

Avoid 
i 

Avoid dairy bam, _I 

or else mitigate I 
A void, or else 

I 

mitigate 
I 

None 

None 

I 

None 
I 

None I 
I 

None 

' ~
rizonar's 

r 
I 

2001 Award Aeci!)ent 

Management 
Recommendation 

None 

A void, or else 
mitigate 

I 

A void, or else 
mitigate 

A void, or else 
mitigate 

A void, or else 
mitigate 

I 

None 
I 

'
' 

=": r1:Jrt? 
2001 Award Reci!)ent 
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City of Phoenix 
PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 

Report Review Form-

Archaeology Section 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington St 

Phoenix, AZ 85034 

Project No.: ADOT Date Report Submitted: 9/26/05 
Report Title: Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
Draft: X Final: 
Author: Brodbeck and Touchin Firm: HDR 
Action: Revise & Resubmit 

Comments: 
• Under Agency on the Abstract page (iii): ASLD, BLM and the COP Parks and 

Recreation Department should also be in this section because they are listed as having 
jurisdiction for the alternative alignments on the first page of the cover letter of this 
report from Serelle E. Laine for ADOT. Please revise this. 

• Under Location on the Abstract page (iii), partial paragraph at the bottom of the page, 
last line and partial paragraph at the top of page iv, first line: According to Figures 2-
7, Sections 3 to 5, 8, 9, 16, 17, 20, 21, 28, 29, and 31 to 36 should read Sections 3 to 
5, 8to 10, 15 to 17, 20 to 22, 27 to 29, and 31 to 36. Also, Sections 31 to 36 of 
Township 2 North, Range 1 West and Sections 1 to 12 of Township 1 North, Range 1 
West should be added to this section. Please fix this here and under the Introduction, 
page 1, final paragraph. 

• Under List of Sites on the W55 and W71 Alignments on the Abstract page (iv), fmal 
line: AZ T: 5: (ASM) should read AZ T: 12:5 (MNA) here and everywhere it occurs in 
the report. 

• Under Management Recommendations on the Abstract page (v), final paragraph and 
under Summary and Management Recommendations, page 63, partial paragraph at 
the bottom of the page, and partial paragraph at the top of page 64: Add the folloWing 
sentence at the end of each paragraph: If the resources are identified within the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Phoenix Archaeology Office should also be contacted and. 
allowed time to properly assess the materials. 

• On the Table of Contents page (vi), List of Figures: v should read viii. 
• On the Table of Contents page (vi), List ofTables: vi should read ix. 
• Under List of Figures, page viii: Figure 4 should read Figure 3. As a result, all of the 

remaining figure numbers are off by one both here and in the text of the report. 
Please revise this here and wherever it occurs in the report. 

• Under the Introduction, page 1, initial paragraph, line 3: Omit is a between This and 
federally-funded. 

• Under Chapter 2: Environmental Context, page 4, initial paragraph, line 4: Aqua Fria 
should read Agua Fria. 

S(Jving the pditfor thefotUre .. ; 

• In Table 1, page 6: Please state whose cultural chronology you are basing the table on 
(Dean [1991])? 

• In Table 1, page 6: You place the Vahki phase before the Pioneer period, yet under 
Early Formative and Pioneer Periods, page 8, partial paragraph at the bottom of the 
page, initial sentence, you state that the Vahki phase is a part of the Pioneer period. 
Please revise this. 

• Under Paleo-Indian Period, page 7, line 4: kills sites should read kill sites. 
• . Under Paleo-Indian Period, page 7, line 10: You state that a single specimen was 

recovered from the northern edge of the basin. Please clarify which basin you are 
referring to. Also, for more information on Paleoindian fuids in the area, please see: 

North, Chris, MichaelS. Foster, John M. Lindly and Douglas R. Mitchell 
2005 A Newly Discovered Clovis Point from the Phoenix Basin and an Update on 

Arizona Clovis Point Attributes. Kiva 70(3): 293-307. 

• Under Archaic Period, page 7, initial paragraph, line 9: Please move the dash from 
after assemblages to after sedentism. 

• Under Archaic Period, page 8, partial paragraph at the top of the page, first and 
second lines: Please add the following report to your list of work done on Archaic 
sites in the Phoenix Basin: 

Hackbarth, Mark R. 
1998 Archaic and Hohokam Occupation of the Mayo Boulevard Project Area in 

Northeast Phoenix, Arizona. Pueblo Grande Museum Anthropological Papers 
No.8. 

• Under Colonial Period, page 10, partial paragraph at the top ofthe page, line 6: Insert 
the word a after become. 

• Under Colonial Period, page 10, final paragraph, lines 4-5: Doyel (1978), Elson et al. 
. (1995), Haury (1932) and Mitchell (·1986) are not in the Referneces Cited section. 
Please revise this. 

• Under Classic Period, page 12, partial paragraph at the top of the page, line 3: 
Howard (1987) is not in the References Cited section. Please revise this. 

• Under Classic Period, page 12, partial paragraph at the top of the page, second 
complete sentence: For information on the platform mound at Pueblo Grande, please 
see: 

Downum, Christian and Todd Bostwick 
2003 The Platform Mound. In Centuries of Decline during the Hohokam Classic 

Period at Pueblo Grande, edited by David Abbott, pp. 166-200. University of 
Arizona Press, Tucson. 

• Under Historic Period, page 13, line 2: id divided should read is divided. 
• Under The Hispanic Era (A.D. 1694-1853), page 14, partial paragraph at the bottom 

of the page, initial sentence: It is not clear what group of people are you referring to 
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when you mention the word Western. Do you mean the Western Apache? Please 
revise this. 

• Under The Hispanic Era (A.D. 1694-1853), page 15, final paragraph, final sentence: 
Mention the Mexican-American War and the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo (1848) as 
well. 

• Under Chapter 4: Regulatory Context, page 17, paragraph 2, line 5: Please omit the 
comma after NHP A and add a period. 

• Under Chapter 4: Regulatory Context, page I7, partial paragraph at the bottom of the 
page, initial line: State Historic Preservation of 1982 seems incomplete. Do you 
mean State Historic Preservation Act of 1982? 

• Under Chapter 5: Results, page I9, paragraph 2, line 2: You state that 76 projects 
were surveys, yet more than 80 surveys are listed in Table 2. Please revise this. 

• Under Chapter 5: Results, page 19~ paragraph 4, line 2 and under Chapter 6: 
Summary and Management Recommendations, page 63, paragraphs 2 and 4: You 
state that there were I29 historic buildings, yet 130 are listed in Table 7. 

• Under Chapter 5: Results, page I9, paragraph 4, sentence 3: You state that five 
archaeological sites are not eligible, yet seven sites are listed as eligible in Table 5. 
Also, you state that nine archaeological sites have not been evaluated for eligibility, 
yet seven sites are listed as not evaluated in Table 5. Please revise this. 

• In Table 2, page 20: The Janus Assoc. (I987b) survey is not shown in Figure 5. 
Please revise this. 

• In Table 2, page 21: The Schroeder (1995) survey is not shown in Figure 5. Please 
revise this. Also, Stubbing and Mitchell should read Stubing and Mitchell. 

• In Table 2, page 22: The Hart (1999) survey is not shown in Figure 3. Please revise 
this. 

• In Table 2, page 23: Please indicate which Touchin and Brodbeck (2003) you mean (a 
orb). 

• In Table 3, page 24: The projects listed for the Excavations at Las Colinas, the Clark 
and Henderson (200I) project and the Boston and Ryan (2002) project are not shown 
in Figure 5. Also, the Shepard (I998) project is not shown irt Figure 3. Please revise 
this. 

• In Table 4, page 25: The Marshall (I996) project is not shown in Figure 5. Please 
revise this. 

• In Table 4, page 25: The location of the Hart (2001a) project should read T2N, R2E, 
S32. 

• On Figure 2, page 26: Four UTMs must be displayed. Please revise this both here 
andthroughoutthereport. 

• On Figure 4, page 28: Hart 2001c should read Hart 2001b. 
• On Figure 5, page 29: Hart 2001 d should read Hart 2001 c. 
• In the caption of Table 5, page 32: Previous should read Previously. 
• In Table 5, page 32: You mention the site labeled "ASU" and cite our base map as a 

reference, but this site is not labeled "ASU" on any of our maps. On whose records is 
this site labeled ASU? 

• In Table 5, page 32: According to our records, Midvale-6 and AZ T:I2:28b(ASU) are 
two separate sites. Please revise this. 

• In Table 5, page 32: Site AZ T:12:184(ASM) should be placed in the Site Number 
column for the Fangmeier (2002) project. 

• In Table 5, page 33: Marshall (I997c) is not in the References Cited section. Please 
revise this. 

• In Table 5, page 34, References for Las Colinas: Hammack (1981) is Hammack and 
Sullivan (1981) in the References Cited section. Heathington (1985) is Heathington 
et al. (I985) in the References Cited section. Finally, Gregory ( 1988b) is not in the 
References Cited section. Please revise this. 

• In Table 5, page 34: Site AZ T:I2:13(PG) is located far from this project area. It is 
located in TIS R2E S3. There was originally some confusion on the PGM site card 
(which has been resolved) as to whether this site is located in TIN or TIS, which may 
have caused it to be erroneously placed in TIN on SHPO inventory 1210. 

• In Table 5, page 35, References for AZ T:I2:38(ASM): Please include the other 
report references that were listed in the site file you obtained when you conducted 
your search at PGM, especially Layhe (1988), Excavations at AZ T: 12:38 (ASM). In 
The 1982-1984 Excavations at Las Colinas: The Site and Its Features. 

• In Table 5, page 35: O'Brien et al. 1997 should read O'Brien et al. 1987. 
• In Table 6, page 36: Please indicate which Touchin and Brodbeck (2003) you are 

referring to (a orb). 
• On Figure 9, page 47: Many sites are labeled but not displayed. Please revise this 

both here and in other figures where this occurs. . 
• On Figure 9, page 47: The site boundary of Los Aumentos does not match that in our 

database. Please explain any discrepancies in the way that this site is plotted. 
• Under Archaeological Sites (NRHP-Ineligible), page 58, paragraph 2, initial sentence: 

You state that sites AZ T:I2:4(MNA) and AZ T:12:5(MNA) have not been formally 
evaluated for eligibility and are located within the proposed alignments. Since there 
is federal involvement, these sites will need to be formally evaluated for eligibility if 
they will be impacted by the project. 

• Under References Cited: Please insert spaces between the following reports: ASM 
(1998) and Basso (1983); McDermdtt(2003) and McDonald (1974); Rosenberg 
(1983a) and Rosenberg (1983b); 

• Under References Cited, page 69: The Burden (2002) report that was mentioned in 
the cover letter from ADOT is not in the References Cited Section (A Class I · 
Overview of the South Mountain Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona). 

Recommendations: 
Please revise the report accordingly and send one final bound copy of this report to the 
City of Phoenix Archaeology Office. Please send the appropriate number of final bound 
copies of this report to the lead federal agency. They will then forward copies to all 
consulting parties. 

Reviewed By: Robert A. Serocki Jr. and~(} 
Todd W. Bostwick, Ph.D.~\ J.? 

Collection to be submitted: N/A 
Remarks: 

Date: 11/1/05 
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~~"\ City of Phoenix w PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 

Report Review Fonn 

Project No.: ADOT 

Archaeology Section 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 E. Washington St. 

Phoenix, f.:z. 85034 

Date Report Submitted: 9/26/05 

Report Title: An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain 
Freeway EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 

Draft: X Final: 

Author: Brodbeck Firm: HDR 

Action: Revise & Resubmit 

Comments: 
• Under Land Jurisdiction on the Abstract page (iii): FCDMC should also be in this 

section because it is listed as a land owner in the second table in the Abstract on page 
iv. Please revise this. 

• Under Eligibility and Management Recommendations on the Abstract page (v), 
paragraph 2, initial line: You mention an archaeological site. Please clarify if this site 
is historic or prehistoric. 

• Under Eligibility and Management Recommendations on the Abstract page (v), final 
paragraph and under Management Summary, page 150, final paragraph: Add the 
following sentence at the end of each paragraph: If the resources are identified within 
the City of Phoenix, the City of Phoenix Archaeology Office should also be contacted 
and allowed time to properly assess. the materials. 

• Under Feedlots on the Abstract page (viii), line 2 and under Feedlots, page 156, line 
2: architecture should read architectural. 

• Under Historic Townsites on the Abstract page (ix) and under Historic Townsites, 
page 157: If you will use both Santa Maria and Santa Marie to describe the same 
township, please explain the difference as you do on page 110. 

• Under Project Background, page 1, line 14: The publication date for MAG (2003) is 
shown as 2002 in the References Cited section. Please revise this. 

• In Table 1.1, page 4: Survey Area 5looks much larger than 10 acres in Figure 1.5. 
Please revise this. 

• On Figure 1.4, page 6: Please include the line that identifies quad map boundaries in 
the legend both here and in any figures where it occurs. 

• Under Chapter 3: Cultural Context, page 16, lines4-5: Please enclose the time period 
of the Formative Period in parentheses, as with the other major stages. 

Saving thepastforthe foture ... 

• Under Paleo-Indian Period, page 16, second-to-last line: For more information on 
Paleoindian finds in the area, please see: 

North, Chris, MichaelS. Foster, John M. Lindly and Douglas R. Mitchell 
2005 A Newly Discovered Clovis Point from the Phoenix Basin and an Update on 

Arizona Clovis Point Attributes. Kiva 70(3): 293-307. 

• Under Archaic Period, page 16, initial paragraph, line 9: Please move the dash from 
after assemblages to after sedentism. 

• Under Archaic Period, page 17, initial paragraph, lines 3-4: Please add the following 
report to your list of work done on Archaic sites in the Phoenix Basin: 

Hackbarth, Mark R. 
1998 Archaic and Hohokam Occupation of the Mayo Boulevard Project Area in 

Northeast Phoenix, Arizona. Pueblo Grande Museum Anthropological Papers 
No.8. 

• Under Colonial Period, page 19, partial paragraph at the top of the page, line 8: Insert 
the word a after become. 

• Under Colonial Period, page 19, final paragraph, line 5: Mitchell (1986) is not in the 
References Cited section. Please revise this. 

• Under Classic Period, page 21, partial paragraph at the top of the page, third complete 
sentence: For information on the platform mound at Pueblo Grande, please see: 

Downum, Christian and Todd Bostwick 
2003 The Platform Mound. In Centuries of Decline during the Hohokam Classic 

Period at Pueblo Grande, edited by David Abbott, pp. 166-200. University of 
Arizona Press, Tucson. 

• Under Classic Period, page 21, final·paragraph, line 12: Sires (1983) is not in the 
. References Cited section. Please revise this. 

• Under The Hispanic Era (A.D. 1694-1853), page 23, partial paragraph at the bottom 
of the page, initial sentence: It is not clear what group of people are you referring to 
when you mention the word Western. Do you mean the Western Apache? Please 
revise this. 

• Under The Hispanic Era (A.D. 1694-1853), page 24, final paragraph, final sentence: 
Mention the Mexican-American War and the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo (1848) as 
well. 

• Under Chapter 4: Regulatory Context, page 26, paragraph 2, line 5: Omit the comma 
after NHP A and add a period. 

• Under Chapter 4: Regulatory Context, page 26, partial paragraph at the bottom of the 
page, initial line: State Historic Preservation of 1982 seems incomplete. Do you 
mean State Historic Preservation Act of 1982? 

• Under Chapter 5: Methodology, page 28, initial paragraph, line 3: In addition to 
referring readers to the Burden (2002) report, refer readers to the Addendum Class I 
report that was recently completed as well (Brodbeck and Touchin 2005). 
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• Under NRHP Eligibility and Management Recommendations for site AZ 
T: 12:221(ASM), page 33, initial sentence: Please insert the word potentially before 
eligible. Also, this site needs to be formally evaluated for eligibility. 

• On Figure 6.4, page 34: The legend gives an aerial photo date of Summer, 2003, yet 
there is no aerial photo in this figure. Please revise this. · 

• Under References Cited, page 159: The Burden (2002) report that was mentioned in 
the cover letter of this report from Serelle E. Laine for ADOT is not in the References 
Cited Section (A Class I Overview of the South Mountain Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona). 

• Under References Cited, page 162, Elson et al. (1995): 995 should read 1995. 

Recommendations: 
The City of Phoenix Archaeology Office concurs with the recommendation that 
archaeological and historic sites determined eligible for the NRHP should be avoided if 
possible. If avoidance is not possible, then any adverse effects should be mitigated. 
Please revise the report accordingly and send one fmal bound copy of this report to the 
City of Phoenix Archaeology Office. Please send the appropriate number of final bound 
copies of this report to the lead federal agency. They will then forward copies to all 
consulting parties. 

Reviewed By: Robert A. Serocki Jr. and 
Todd W. Bostwick, Ph.D. ~ 

Collection to be submitted: No 
Remarks: No collections were made. 

Date: 11/i/05 

-8. Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.\OCT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Peter Steere, Program Manager 
Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
Cultural Affairs Office 
P.O. Box837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

RE: Project No: NH-202-D(ADY) 

August 17, 2005 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Draft Programmatic Agreement follow-up 

Dear Sirs: 

David P. Jankofsky 
Deputy Director 

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) is 
following up on our recent request for input on the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) for the South Mountain 
Corridor freeway project (letter from Hollis, FHW A, July 7, 2005). ADOT/FHW A are in the process of finalizing 
the South MountainCorridqr PA to address project effects as the environmental documentation continues for the 
project. A draft PA was circulated in July 2005 along with an invitation to participate in discussions regarding the 
potential effects of the project on areas of traditional cultural significance, however, at this time, few tribes have 
opted to participate. 

ADOT on behalf of FHW A would like to offer another opportunity for your tribe/community to participate in the 
PA and in discussions regarding potential effects to areas of traditional cultural significance. Please sign below if 
you would like to be included as a Concurring Party to the final PA and return to ADOT by September 2, 2005. If 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, ADOT/FHW A would make a good 
faith effort to address any concerns. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 602-712-8636 or e-mail slaine@azdot.gov. 

erelle E. Laine, Coordinator 
Historic Preservation Team 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205 South 171

h Avenue Rm. 213E Mail Drop619E 
P. enix, Arizona 85 07-3213 

cc: STho~as (FHW A) 

Date 
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U.S. Deportment 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Richard P. Narcia, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Narcia: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2264 

November 22, 2005 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section l 06 Consultation 
Traditional Cultural Places 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) 
appreciate your letter dated September 30, 2005 responding to our consultation regarding traditional 
cultural places. This consultation is part of the process of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the South Mountain Freeway project. Your letter expressed concern for the protection of 21 
archaeological sites and three areas of traditional cultural importance-South Mountain itself, the Villa 
Buena site, and the Pueblo del Alamo site. The letter also requested that FHWA take appropriate 
mitigation measures to address adverse effects to the physical integrity ofthese traditional cultural places, 
which are considered sacred sites. The purpose of this letter is to request more specific information 
regarding the boundaries and cultural importance of these properties so that mitigation strategies can be 
developed within the context ofSection 106 consultations ofthe National Historic Preservation Act (36 
CFR Part 800). . 

Under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP's) are 
defined as historic sites eligible for inclusion in the National Register because of their association with 
cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are rooted in the community's history, and (b) 
are important in maintainingthe continuing cultural identity of the community (National Register Bulletin 
Number 38). Historic sites must exhibit four attributes: an age greater than 50 years; existence as a 
tangible property; integrity in relationship to the transmission and retention of cultural beliefs or the 
performance of ceremonial practices; and integrity of condition wherein their traditional cultural 
significance has not been reduced through alteration of location, setting, design or materials. A TCP may 
be eligible for the National Register under one or more of the following Criteria: (A) association with 
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history; (B) association with the 
lives of persons significant in the past; (C) the embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction; and (D) history of yielding, potential to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history (National Register Bulletin Number 38). 
Your letter dated September 30, 2005 identifies South Mountain as a TCP and explains how it is rooted in 
the community's history and is important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the Akimel 
O'odham and Pee Posh. In addition, it has been demonstrated that South Mountain has been used by 
Akimel O'odham and Pee Posh for religious and ceremonial activities for more than 50 years and it 
retains integrity in terms of condition and the transmission and retention of cultural beliefs. FHW A and 

KLEUP 
~.ERICA 

2 
ADOT recommend that South Mountain is eligible to the National Register as a TCP under Criterion A 
for its association with the broad patterns of Akimel O'odham and Pee Posh ceremonial and religious 
activity that is rooted in their history and integral to continuation of their cultural identity. To finalize this 
recommendation and fulfill FHW A's Section 106 obligations, we need to be able define the South 
Mountain TCP as "a tangible property," as defined by the NHPA. Therefore, FHWA requests that the 
Gila River Indian Community provide a map marked with the physical boundaries of the South Mountain 
TCP, in order to assist with our environmental issues assessment. 

Your letter also identifies two archaeological sites as TCP's, Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 ASM) and Pueblo 
del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 ASM); however, no information is provided about the association of these sites 
with cultural practices or beliefs of the community that are rooted in the community's history and are 
important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community. FHWA recommends the two 
archaeological sites as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D. Additional research would be required to 
evaluate their status as TCP's. FHWA recommends that a TCP evaluation be prepared to address the sites' 
TCP eligibility, so FHWA can proceed appropriately. Any information provided in a TCP study would be 
kept strictly confidential and not included in any documents released to the public. 

FHWA and ADOT appreciate the efforts of the Gila River Indian Community in addressing these 
complex issues and are committed to continuing consultation with the Community on these and other 
issues relating to this project. We are grateful for your efforts in pro:viding a tangibl~ boundary for the 
South Mountain TCP so that we can move forward with our legal obligations. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a TCP evaluation would be 
appropriate to evaluate the eligibility ofVilla Buena (AZ T:12:9 ASM) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ 
T:l2:52 ASM) for the National Register as TCP's, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 
We look forward to continuing consultation with your office. If you have any question or concerns, please 
do not hesitate to call Steve Thomas at 602-379-3645 ext. 117 or email steve.thonms(idlnva.dol."OV. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 
Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Gila River Indian Community Concurrence Date 

cc: 
Barnaby Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box E, Sacaton, AZ 
85247 
John C. Ravesloot, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian Community, 
P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, AZ 85247 
Sandra Shade, Director, Department ofTransportation, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, 
Sacaton, AZ 85247 
SThomas, BVachon, KDavis, REllis (619E), RGreenspan (619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 
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US. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Richard P. Narcia, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box97 
Sacaton, Arizona 8524 7 

Dear Governor Narcia: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2264 

November 30, 2005 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D (ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 1 06 Consultation 
Progfa.mmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are in the process of fmalizing the South Mountain Corridor Programmatic Agreement (P A) to address 
project effects as the environmental documentation continues for the project. A draft P A was circulated in 
July 2005. At this time, FHW A is following up on our previous request for participation in the PA for the 
South Mountain Corridor freeway prqject (letter from Hollis, FHW A, July 7, 2005). FHW A 

FHW A would like to offer another opportunity for your tribe/community to participate in the P A. Please 
sign below if you would like to be included as a Concurring Party to the P A and return to FHW A by 
December 23, 2005. If your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, 
FHW A would make a good faith effort to address any concerns you may have. We look forward to 
continuing consultation with your office. If you have any question or concerns, please do not hesitate to 
call Steve Thomas at 602-379-3645 x 117 or email: Steve.Thomas@fhwa.dot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Barnaby V. Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, GRIC, P .0. Box E, Sacaton, AZ 8524 7 
John C. Ravesloot, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, GRIC, P.O. Box 2140, 
Sacaton, AZ 8524 7 
Sandra Shade, Director, Department of Transportation, GRIC, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, AZ 85247 
SThomas, RGreenspan (619E), REllis (619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 

December 27, 2005 

·Mr. Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
400 East Van Buren Street 
One Arizona Center Suite 41 0 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2264 

Preserving America's Heritage 

REF: Proposed South Mountain Transportation Corridor Project 
Maricopa County, Arizona 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

The ACHP r~ceived your notification and supporting documentation regarding the adverse 
effects of the referenced project on properties listed on and eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information you provided, we do not believe that 
our participation in consultation to resolve adverse effects is needed. However, should 
circumstances change and .you determine that our participation is required, please notify us. 
Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(b)(iv), you will need to file th~ final Memorandum of Agreement and 
related documentation at the conclusion of the consultation process. The filing of the 
Agreement with us is required in order to complete the requirements of Section 1 06 of the 
Nationai'Historic Preservation Act. 

Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect~ If you have any questions or 
require further assistance,. please c;ontact Carol Legard, FHWA Liaison, at 202-:q06-8503. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond V. Wallace 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Program·s 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

1.100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 809 • Washington, DC 20004 

Phone: 202-606-8503 • Fax: 202-606-8647 • achp@achp.gov • www.achp.gov 
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'l:1 Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

~DOT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

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

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202LMA H5764 

January 12, 2006 

South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 
Class III Survey Report Eligibility Recommendations 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

Sam Elters 
Deputy Director 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. As part of this effort, we 
submitted a Class III cult4ral resources survey report on July 1, 2005 prepared by the Gila River Indian 
Community's (GRIC) Cultural Resource Management Program (CRMP). The report was titled A Class 
Ill Cultural Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005). In your response letter dated July 11,2005, you 
provided several comments regarding the treatment of isolated occurrences (10) and on the 
Programmatic Agreement being prepared for the project. The purpose of this letter is to address the 10 
comments and request concurrence on the eligibility recommendations for the archaeological sites that 
were provided in the report (Darling 2005). · 

Isolated Occurrences 

In your letter you noted that the report grouped lOs into 12 clusters in "areas where numerous artifacts 
co-occur but in concentrations less than would merit an archaeological site designation (Darling 2005:4-
13.)" None of the areas with lOs has high enough artifact densities to meet standard site definition 
criteria. In fact, the term "cluster'' is somewhat misapplied in the report. For example, IO Cluster 4 
consists of six artifacts in a roughly 20-acre area; IO 6 has 17 artifacts in a 40-acre area; and, IO Cluster 
7 consists of six artifacts in an approximately 15-acre area. The other IO "clusters" have similarly low 
artifact densities. 

In your letter you also pointed out that the report notes that some of the IO Clusters are associated with 
prehistoric trails and trail sites near South Mountain with the additional note that some of the trails 
continue to be used by GRIC today. It should be pointed out that not all lOs in the study area are 
associated with trails, and in fact, at this point the relationships of the lOs with the trails and other 
cultural uses of South Mountain have not been investigated beyond collecting basic inventory and 
location information. ADOT and FHWA recognize that while the lOs are not individually considered 
eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), they are an important component to 

Jacobs 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5765 OIL 
January 12, 2006 
Page 2 of3 

understanding the region's overall cultural pattern of prehistoric and historic use. ADOT and FHWA 
agree that proper mitigation of impacts to the cultural resources in the South Mountain Freeway corridor 
should include considerations of"non-site" areas. With this in mind, the IO's that are in proximity to 
other lOs, or in proximity to defined sites or trails, were called out in the report so that further 
investigation of them could be considered in any treatment plans that might be developed in the future. 
However, based on survey data alone, these lOs do not meet the ASM criteria for sites, or the NRHP 
criteria for historic properties, and we recommend that the site boundaries in the GRIC CRMP report 
should not be revised to include outlying lOs. 

Eligibility Recommendations 

Nineteen archaeological sites and two historic canals were identified in GRIC CRMP's Class III report 
(Darling 2005). The eligibility of the historic canals-AZ T: 10:83 (ASM) (Roosevelt Canal) and AZ 
T: 12:154 (ASM) (Western Canal)- are currently being reassessed and will be addressed in an 
eligibility assessment report being prepared by HDR Engineering's Cultural Resources Section which 
will be submitted to your office at a later date. Of the archaeological sites, 18 are recommended as 
eligible to the NRHP and one is recommended as not eligible: 

• AZ T: 12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T: 12:52 (ASM) are prehistoric Hohokam villages with 
existing and/or historically documented public architecture. The sites are recommended as eligible 
for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important information on prehistoric 
Hohokam social organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the 
village structure and the development of irrigation communities south of the Salt River. 

• AZ T:11:164 (ASM), AZ T:l2:91 (ASM), AZ T:12:127 (ASM) (Baseline Ruin), AZ T:l2:202 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:203 (ASM), AZ T:12:204 (ASM), AZ T:l2:205 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:206 (ASM) 
are prehistoric Hohokam artifact scatters. The sites are recommended as eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion D for their potential to provide i~portant information on prehistoric Hohokam social 
organization, settlement, and land use in the lower Salt River Valley, including the development and 
structure of irrigation communities. 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) are trail sites with associated 
features (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native American in origin). AZ T:l2:207 
(ASM) is a prehistoric trail site with an associated Hohokam artifact scatter. The sites are 
recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to provide important 
information on prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, 
including social mobility and transportation networks. 

• AZ T: 12:210 (ASM) is a prehistoric quarry (age and cultural affiliation unknown, but likely Native 
American in origin). The site is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its 
potential to provide important information prehistoric settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including lithic resource procurement and ground stone technology. 

,~ 

' ~-· 2001 Award Reci(:ient 
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• AZ T:l2:199 (ASM) and AZ T:12:200 (ASM) are historic O'odham artifact scatters. AZ T:12:199 
(ASM) is recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for its potential to provide 
important information on historical-period O'odham settlement and land use near the confluence of 
the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for subsistence and religious practices. 
AZ T: 12:200 (ASM) is recommended as not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of integrity and 
information potential. 

• AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:208 (ASM) are prehistoric petroglyph sites with historic 
components. The sites are considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D for their potential to 
provide important information of prehistoric Hohokam and historic O'odham settlement and land 
use at the confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers, including the use of upland areas for religious 
practices. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. If you agree that (1) the IOs d~ 
not qualify as sites and that the boundaries of the existing sites, as defined by the GRIC CRMP (Darlmg 
2005), should not be revised to include outlying lOs, (2) that the proper treatment of affec~ed cultural 
resources in the APE should include considerations of non-site cultural resources, and (3) If you agree 
with the National Register eligibility recommendations for the 19 archaeological sites, please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. We also look forward to continuing consultation with yo~ office. 
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 602-712-6266 or e-mrul 
rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

!{ 
k~h L. Greenspan 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 
205-South 1 th A venue Rm. 213 E Mail Drop 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 

cc: SThomas (FHWA); WVachon (FHWA) 

Date 

Rkbmm -2001 Award Recir;ient 
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Arizona ® 
State Parks 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

State Parks 
Board Members 

Chair 
Elizabeth Stewart 

Tempe 

William C. Porter 
Kingman 

William Cordasco 
Flagstaff 

Janice Chilton 
Payson 

William C. Scalzo 
Phoenix 

John U. Hays 
Yarnell 

Mark Winkleman 
State Land 

Commissioner 

Kenneth E. Travous 
Executive Director 

Arizona State Parks 
1300 W. Washington 

Phoenix, Al. 85007 

Tel & TIY: 602.542.4174 
www.azstateparks.com 

800.285.3703 from 
(520 & 928) area codes 

General Fax: 
602.542.4180 

Director's Office Fax: 
602.542.4188 

"Manaq and conserving natural, cultural, at: · ~creational resources" 

January 23,2006 

Dr. Ruth Greenspan 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental and Enhancement Group 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
206 South 17th A venue 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3212 

RE: Project No. NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Class ffi Survey Report; Eligibility Recommendations 
SHP0-2003-1890 (26970) 

Dear Dr. Greenspan: 

Thank you for consulting with this office regarding the cultural resources survey 
report and the eligibility recommendations associated with the South Mountain 
Transportation Corridor pursuant to Section 106 ofthe National Historic 
Preservation Act as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800. We have reviewed the 
submitted letter and eligibility recommendations, and offer the following 
comments. 

The earlier submitted cultural resource report [A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor 
Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona] by J. Andrew Darling identified 21 sites 
and 191 Isolated Occurrences (lOs). The current submitted letter [dated January 
12, 2006] notes that the eligibility of the two historic canals [AZ T:10:83 (ASM), 
the Roosevelt Canal, and AZ T:12:154 (ASM), the Western Canal] are being 
reassessed, and will be addressed later. Of the remaining 19 sites, one [i.e., AZ 
T:12:200 (ASM)] is recommended as ineligible, and the 18 others [AZ T:11:164 
(ASM) and AZ T:12:9, 52, 91, 127, 197, 198, 199, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 
207, 208,210, and 211 (ASM)] are eligible to the National Register ofHistoric 
Places [NRHP] under Criterion D. We agree with these eligibility 
recommendations from a site-by-site consideration, however, consideration needs 
to be given to a broader context to properly understand the significance of the 
project area and the surrounding setting. 

Our office noted in an earlier letter [dated July 11, 2005] that many of the lOs 
should be reconsidered as parts oflarger entities, such as known prehistoric 
habitation sites, canals, and avenues of travel. Your letter acknowledges that 
"ADOT and FHWA recognize that while the lOs are not individually considered 
eligible to the NRHP, they are an important component to understanding the 
region's overall cultural pattern of prehistoric and historic use" and that "further 
investigation of them could be considered in any treatment plans that might be 
developed in the future." Our office agrees conceptually with this, but we are 
uncomfortable with your usage of the term "non-site" areas. 
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January 23,2006 
Page 2, Greenspan 

Regarding the term "non-site" areas, the National Historic Preservation Act 
[NHP A] distinguishes five different property types [i.e., building, structure, site, 
district, and object] in contrast to the systematics to be found with the assignment 
of numbers by the Arizona State Museum [ ASM]. fu order for this project to 
meet federal standards, the National Register classification system should be 
used. fu some cases, lOs may be considered to be contributing elements to 
structures (trails would be structures), districts, and landscapes. lOs may also be 
considered as objects, defined as constructions that are primarily artistic in nature 
or are relatively small in scale and simply constructed; although it may be, by 
nature or design, movable, an object is associated with a specific setting or 
environment. Examples of objects would include a boundary marker or milepost 
marker. 

Regarding the project area, it is clear that a broader context [beyond the 
individual "site" and beyond the physical footprint of the project] needs to be 
considered to determine the significance of the many identified lOs, perhaps 
individually undistinguished, and even the purportedly ineligible and individually 
considered AZ T:12:200 (ASM), a historic O'odham artifact scatter. The 
property type of"district" and/or the notion of a cultural landscape should be 
seriously considered when addressing the significance of the "non-site" cultural 
resources within the South Mountain Transportation Corridor project area and 
the development of a treatment plan. Tribal input is crucial; the oral traditions of 
the O'odham identify the South Mountain area [Greasy Mountain?] as a place 
associated with Elder Brother [I'itoi]. 

We do appreciate your cooperation with this office in considering the impacts of 
federal undertakings on cultural resources situated in Arizona, and we look 
forward to reviewing the revis'ed data recovery report. If you have any questions, 
please contact me at (602) 542-7140 or electronically via djacobs@pr.state.az.us. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Compliance Specialist! Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 

CC: Barnaby Lewis, Gila River fudian Community 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Steve Dibble 
Archaeologist 
United States Army Corp of Engineers 
P.O. Box 532711 
Los Angeles, California 90053-2325 

Dear Mr. Dibble: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2264 

March 7, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HRW-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H576401L 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses nine variations offive alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side ofSouth Mountain from futerstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler and to 1-10 in west Phoenix (see attached map). 

As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. Furthermore, because the South Mountain Freeway would cross jurisdictional waters of 
the US, there will be United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) involvement. Section 106 
consultations were initiated for the project in August 2003. At that time, the Corps was inadvertently 
excluded from the list of participating agencies. It is therefore the purpose of this letter is to provide a 
summary of the consultations to date along with accompanying reports; to provide the Corps an 
·opportunity to review and comment on the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) developed for the 
project; and to inquire as to whether the Corps would prefer to participate in the P A as a Signatory or 
as a Concurring Party. 

Land jurisdiction for the alternative alignments includes private land ( 5, 160.7 acres) and lands 
administered by the Arizona State Land Department (101.4 acres), the Bureau of Land Management 
(35.1 acres), and the City ofPhoenix Parks and Recreation Department (62.32 acres). 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau offudian Affairs (BIA), the 
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Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Corps, the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Salt 
River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the Flood Control District of Maricopa 
County, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the City of Avondale, the City of 
Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian 

·Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort 
McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River 
Indian Community, the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, 
the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has declined to 
participate in the P A at this time. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised of five alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
that extend from I-10 west of Phoenix to I-10 in west Chandler, south of the greater Phoenix 
metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are generally 1000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

To date, there have been four cultural resources technical reports prepared for the EIS, which include 
two Class I overviews and two Class III survey reports: 

In 2001, the first phase of the technical studies began with the Gila River Indian Community's Cultural 
Resource Management Program (GRIC-CRMP) preparing the initial Class I overview of the overall 
study area. The report is titled "A Class I oVerview of the South Mountain Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation regarding adequacy of the report 
resulted in responses from SHPO (Jacobs, September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); 
City ofPhoenix, Historic Preservation Office (Stocklin, September 8, 2003); City of Phoenix, Pueblo 
Grande Museum (Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, September 10, 
2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation (Heathington, September 11, 
2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 2003). 

The second phase of the project entailed pedestrian surveys of the proposed alternative alignments. 
The GRIC-CRMP conducted the Class III survey between November 2003 and March 2004. The 
results of the survey are presented in a report titled "A Class III Cultural Resource Survey of Five 
.Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Darling W05). Previous consultation regarding adequacy of the report resulted in responses 
from SHPO (Jacobs, January 23, 2006); BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005); BIA (Cantley, August 11, 2005); 
Reclamation (Czaplicki, July 12, 2005); City of Phoenix, Pueblo Grande Museum (Bostwick, July 18, 
2005); and SRP (Anduze, August 8, 2005). · 

In late 2004 and early 2005, the third phase of the cultural studies included an addendum Class I 
overview that covered expanded portions of the study area along 1-10 and the State Route lOlL 
freeway corridors on the west side of Phoenix. HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) prepared the addendum 
Class I overview. The results were provided in a technical report titled ''An Addendum Cultural 
Resources Class I OveJJJiew Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EJS & L/DCR Project, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 2005). Previous consultation regarding adequacy 
of the report resulted in responses from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), Reclamation (Czaplicki, 

September 19, 2005); SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005); City of Phoenix, Pueblo Grande Museum 
(Bostwick, November 1, 2005). 
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Finally, the fourth phase of the cultural resources studies entailed an addendum Class III survey. HDR 
conducted the survey in early 2005. The survey covered shifted proposed alignments, freshly plowed 
agricultural fields, and areas with historical resources that had been overlooked during the initial Class 
III survey (Darling 2005). The results are presented in a report titled "An Addendum Cultural 
Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). Previous consultation regarding adequacy ofthe report resulted in -
responses from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), Reclamation (Czaplicki, September 19, 2005); SRP 
(Anduze, September 19, 2005); and City of Phoenix, Pueblo Grande Museum (Bostwick, November 1, 
2005). 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
cultural resources technical reports and the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A). If you concur with 
the adequacy of the reports and their eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by 
signing below as indicated. If you agree with the adequacy of the draft P A, please indicate your 
concurrence by signing below as indicated. In addition, please indicate below whether the Corps would 
like to participate as a Signatory or Concurring Party to the P A. We look forward to continuing 
consultation with your office to address project effects as the environmental documentation continues. 

If you have any questions concerning this submission, please call Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or 
e-mail RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

' Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Corps concurrence with adequacy 
of the reports and eligibility recommendations 

Signature for Corps Concurrence with adequacy 
ofthe draft P A 

Date 

Date 
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The Corps prefers to participate in the PA as a Signatory or Consulting Party. (please circle) 

Enclosures (draft PA and four technical reports) 
cc: 
SThomas 
WVachon, 
REllis (ADOT 619E) 
RGreenspan (ADOT 619E) 
Cindy Lester- AZ Area Office, 3636 N Central Ave, Suite 900, Phoenix AZ 85012 (with enclosures) 
SDThomas:cdm 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Steve Ross, Archaeologist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Street 
Phoenix, Arizona, 85007 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class lli Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical stu.dies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west ofPhoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
ofPhoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area ofPotential Effect (APE) is comprised often: alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(El, W55, W71, WIOIWPR, WIOIWFR, WIOIW99, WIOICPR, WIOICFR, WIOIEPR, and 
Wl01EFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to 1-10 west ofPhoenix, southofthe greater 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-:ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 
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The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); CityofPhoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003 ); SRP (Anduze, November 1 0, 2003 ); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion ofthe 
overall study area to include portions of the I -10 and State Route 101 L freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & L!DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City ofPhoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

2 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north ofthe Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments ofthe Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:l0:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location ofthe Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 

3 
(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
E1 Alignment. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focU.Sed on the 32 acres within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)--is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I -10 
and the 101 L freeway corridors are modem realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility{Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 (ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the E1 · 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and S_RP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South.Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Garry Cantley, Western Regional 

Archaeologist, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Ms. Cheryl Blanchard, Archaeologist, 

Bureau of Land Management 
Mr. Bryan Lausten, Archaeologist, Bureau of 

Reclamation 
Mr. Charlie McClendon, City Manager, 

City of Avondale 
Mr. Mike Normand, Transportation Services 

& Planning Manager, City of Chandler 
Mr. Ron Short, Deputy Director for Long 

Range Planning, City of Glendale 
Dr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist, City of 

Phoenix
Ms. Barbara Stocklin, Historic Preservation 

Officer, City of Phoenix 
Mr. Ralph Valez, City Manager, City of 

Tolleson 
Mr. Larry Hendershot, Flood Control 

District of Maricopa County 
Mr. Brian Kenny, Environment Programs 

Manager, Maricopa County Department 
of Transportation

Mr. Stanley Ashby, Superintendent, 
Roosevelt Irrigation District 

Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River 
Project 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist, 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Mr. Steve Dibble, Archaeologist, United 
States Army Corps of Engineers 

Ms. Delia M. Carlyle, Chairwoman, Ak-
Chin Indian Community 

Mr. Charles Wood, Chairman, Chemehuevi 
Indian Tribe 

Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman, Cocopah 
Indian Tribe 

Mr. Daniel Eddy, Jr., Chairman, Colorado 
River Indian Tribes 

Mr. Ralph Bear, President, Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation 

Ms. Nora McDowell, Chairman, Fort 
Mojave Indian Tribe 

Mr. Mike Jackson, Sr., President, Fort 
Yuma-Quechan Tribe 

Mr. William Rhodes, Governor, Gila River 
Indian Community 

Mr. Thomas Siyuja, Chairman, Havasupai 
Tribe 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanisiwma, Hopi Tribe 
Mr. Gary Tom, Chairman, Kaibab-Band of 

Paiute Indian Tribes 
Dr. Allen Downer, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer, Navajo Nation 
Historic Preservation Department 

Ms. Herminia Frias, Chairwoman, Pascua 
Yaqui Tribe 

Mr. Arden Quewakia, Governor, Pueblo of 
Zuni 

Ms. Joni Ramos, President, Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Indian Community 

Ms. Kathleen Wesley-Kitcheyan, 
Chairwoman, San Carlos Apache Nation 

Ms. Evelyn James, President, San Juan 
Southern Paiute 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer, Tohono O’odham Nation

Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource 
Specialist, Tohono O’odham Nation 

Mr. Ivan Smith, Chairman, Tonto Apache 
Tribe 

Mr. Dallas Massey, Sr., Chairman, White 
Mountain Apache Tribe 

Mr. Jamie Fullmer, Chairman, Yavapai-
Apache Nation 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President, Yavapai-
Prescott Indian Tribe 
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 This letter was also sent to Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist, State Historic Preservation Office 

· Y:~:.t ·. 

US .Deportment 
of Tronsportction 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. William Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton,Puizona 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 28, 2006 

InReplyReferTo: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D (ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 1 06 Consultation 
Traditional Cultural Places 

Eligibility Evaluation Report 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report 
project. The EIS addresses nine variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from the I -1 0/202L 
traffic interchange to I-10 is west Phoenix. This project is a federal action that requires compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The area of potential effect (APE) is 
comprised of the alternative alignment corridors. 

The proposed alternative alignments being studied for the EIS have potential to affect archaeological 
sites and natural features on the landscape that may be deemed sacred by Native American tribes and 
that may qualify for the National Register .of Historic Places as traditional cultural properties. The Gila 
River Indian Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (CRMP) conducted the initial 
survey of the alternative alignments. The results were presented in a report titled A Class Ill Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005). In the report, the CRMP identified ten properties as places 
of cultural importance that could potentially be eligible for the J\ational Register of Historic Places as 
traditional cultural properties: the South Mountain Range (commonly referred to as "South 
Mountain"); two prehistoric villages, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo 
del Alamo); two rock art sites, AZ T:l2: 198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 [ASM]), four trail sites, AZ 
T:12:197 (ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM)·, Az :r:l2:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 [ASM]); and one 
shrine site, AZ T: 12:112 (A$M) (Darling 2005). While the CRMP did not formally evaluate these sites 
as traditional cultural properties in their study, they recommended continued consultations to address 
the issue and the concerns of the community. 

~tnmH· . 
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In response, FWHA and ADOT requested additional information regarding any concerns regarding 
historic properties of religious or cultural importance to the community, in a letter dated July 7, 2005. 
FHWA and ADOT appreciate the letter sent in response by former Governor Richard P. Narcia, dated 
September 30, 2005, which reconfirmed the cultural importance of three of the properties: South 
Mountain, Villa Buena, and Pueblo del Alamo. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires federal 
agencies to make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties that could be affected 
by a project, FHW A and ADOT have prepared the enclosed traditional cultural property assessment 
report, which evaluates the eligibility of the above mentioned properties for the National Register of 
Historic Places. The report is titled An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 
2006). 

Please review the enclosed traditional cultural property evaluation report, and the information provided 
in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and eligibility recommendations, please sign 
below to indicate your concurrence. We look forward to continuing consultation with your office. If 
you have any question or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or 
email RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Tribal Concurrence 

Enclosure 
cc: 
·sThomas 
RGreenspan (619E) 

§incerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

J. Andrew Darling, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, GRIC, P.O. Box 2140, 
Sacaton, AZ 85247 (with enclosure) -
Barnaby V. Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, GRIC, P.O. Box E, Sacaton, AZ 85247 (with 
enclosure) 
SDThomas:cdm 
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U.S. Deportment 
of Transportat1on 

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 Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 28, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D (ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 O!L 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section l 06 Consultation 
Traditional Cultural Places 

Eligibility Evaluation Report 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the 2021, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report 
project. The EIS addresses nine variations of five alternative alignments for the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from the I-10/ 2021 
traffic interchange to I-1 0 is west Phoenix. This project is a federal action that requires compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The area of potential effect (APE) is 
comprised of the alternative alignment corridors. 

The proposed alternative alignments being studied for the EIS have potential to affect archaeological 
sites and natural features on the landscape. that may be deemed sacred by Native American tribes and 
that may qualify for the National Register of Historic Places as traditional cultural properties. The Gila 
River Indian Community's Cultural Resource Management Program (CRMP) conducted the initial 
survey of the alternative alignments. The results were presented in a report titled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005). In the report, the CRMP identified ten properties as places 
of cultural importance that could potentially be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places as 
traditional cultural properties: the South Mountain Range (commonly referred to as "South 
Mountain"); two prehistoric villages, AZ T: 12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T: 12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo 
del Alamo); two rock art sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 [ASM]), four trail sites, AZ 
T:12:197 (ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 [ASM]); and one 
shrine site, AZ T:12:112 (ASM) (Darling 2005). While the CRMP did not formally evaluate these sites 
as traditional cultural properties in their study, they recommended continued consultations to address 
the issue and the concerns of the community. 
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In response, FWHA and ADOT requested additional information regaTding any concerns regarding 
historic properties of religious or cultural importance to the community, in a letter dated July 7, 2005. 
FHWA and ADOT appreciate the letter sent in response by former Governor Richard P. Narcia, dated 
September 30, 2005, which reconfirmed the cultural importance of three of the properties: South 
Mountain, Villa Buena, and Pueblo del Alamo. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires federal 
agencies to make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties that could be affected 
by a project, FHWA and ADOT have prepared the enclosed traditional cultural property assessment 
report which evaluates the eligibility of the above mentioned properties for the National Register of 
Historic Places. The report is titled An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 
2006). 

Please review the enclosed traditional cultural property evaluation report, and the information provided 
in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and eligibility recommendations, please sign 
below to indicate your concurrence. We look forward to continuing consultation with your office. If 
you have any question or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or 
email RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Tribal Concurrence 

Enclosure 
cc: 

Si)lcerely, 

STEPHEN D. THmN5 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

J. Andrew Darling, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, GRIC, P.O. Box 2140, 
Sacaton, AZ 85247 
Barnaby V. Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, GRIC, P.O. Box E, Sacaton, AZ 85247 
SThomas 
RGreenspan (619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 
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U.S. Department 
of Tronspor!otion 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Mike Normand 
Transportation Services & Planning Manager 
City of Chand! er 
P.O. Box 4008, Mailstop 412 
Chandler, Arizona, 85244-4008 

Dear Mr. Normand: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler and to I-I 0 west of Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section I 06 review .. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(El, W55, W71, W101WPR, W101WFR, W101W99, Wl01CPR, W101CFR, Wl01EPR, and 
WlOIEFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west of Phoenix, south ofthc greater 

Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005),Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EJS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & L!DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result ofthis shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:l0:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
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Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoP!an Associates 
(EcoP!an) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NR.HP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-10 
and the 101 L freeway corridors are modem realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoP!an evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El · 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study haS indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 

cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-
6266 or e-mail rgreenspan(a),azdou.wv. 

Sincerely yours, 

~pr£_ 
C Robert E. Hollis 

~-- Division Administrator 

Signature for Chandler Concurrence 

Enclosure 

4 
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US.Depanment 
or Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Brian Kenny 
Environment Programs Manager 
Maricopa County Department of Transportation 
2901 West Durango Street 
Phoenix,Puizona,85009 

Dear Mr. Kenny: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

·continuing Section I 06 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west of Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 

. of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Communi~nt1fxo~!W::l9~~~~~~~~-~e Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, thq11}RJltR.AJ:la~he:.Tribe,:fuel\Wliilte'.Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Rtesc6ftlllidf.at{'fribe·:'JMOO)ii/nl 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (o~~~I~J~~gjt~~eway corridors 
(El, W55, W71, WIOIWPR, WIOlWFR, Wl01W99, W101CPR, WlOlCFR, WlOlEPR, and 
WIOIEFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west ofPhoenix, south of the greater 

Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. · 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (J~cobs, 
September i9, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative ali~ents: "A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18,2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions ofthe I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class Ill report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005) . 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address theN ational Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and ·w7I were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:10:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T:12:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
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3 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. · 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres ofthe 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
E1 Alignment. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depress~on era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres within the 
footprint of the E1 Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T:10:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to t!he National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-1 0 
and the 10 I L freeway corridors are modem realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately~ 
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:12:154 [ASMJ) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 

cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602.:. 712-
6266 or e-mail rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Signature for MCDOT Cone ence 

13nh W- tel\\ 
Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~bt( 
'(?Robert E. Hollis 
(5-"bivision Administrator 

Date 
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US. Department 
of Transporla~on 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Dr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 
Pueblo Grande Museum_ 
4619 East Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona, 85034 

Dear Dr. Bostwick: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

InReplyReferTo: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 1 0 (I-1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I-1 0 west of Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau ofReclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (M CDOT), the City of A von dale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fori: Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hua!apai Tribe, _the K~ibab-Pa~ute Trib~, the N~xflm~:N:a1~iB1ttl?;~i:f:~q~t~~~{~iTri~e, the 
Pueblo of Zum, the Salt River Ptma-Mancopa lndt~ ColillBUffit:y,:~tli~-"~~f.! e%l~t~~t~Sr~ Tnbe, the. 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tnbe, the White Mountam 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(El, W55, W71, W101WPR, W101WFR, W101W99, W101CPR, W101CFR, WlOIEPR, and 
W101EFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west ofPhoenix, south of the greater 

Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (J~cobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September22, 2003); City ofPhoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-1 0 and State Route 101 L freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City ofPhoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
iocation of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residentiafproperties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:10:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T:12:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
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3 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres within the 
footprint ofthe El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T:l0:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical developme11t of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-1 0 
and the lOlL freeway corridors are modern realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2: 154 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation. Please review the enclosed 

cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-
6266 or e-mail rgreenspan@.azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

vrL 
Robert E. Hollis 

· Division Administrator 

7--~---0b 
Si Date 

Enclosure 
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Brodbeck, Mark 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi, Steve--

Ruth Greenspan [RGreenspan@azdot.gov) 
Thursday, July 06, 2006 4:49 PM 
Steve Thomas 
Brodbeck, Mark 
S. Mt. consultation - response from CRIT 

I just got a phone call from Michael Tsosie, who is the director of the Colorado River Indian Tribes Museum, in response 
to the consultation letter sent for the 2nd Addendum report. He informed me that CRIT would be unable to concur with 
the consultation, because South Mountain is a TCP for them, and plays an important role in their creation myth. 1 asked 
him to please make a written response to the consultation letter outlining their concerns, and assured him that the written 
response would trigger another round of consultation. 

Ruth 

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This ema il transmission ancl any attacl;mcnts arc in tended ror use by the pc,·son(s)tcntily[ ies) namecl 
above <HKI may contain confidential/privileged information. Any un<HJI:hor-ized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. lf you a•e not the 
u; Lcndcd recipient , please contact t11e sender by e- mail, and clelcte or dcsti'oy all copies plus attachments. 

S. Mt. co nsultation - response from CRIT 

Brodbeck, Mark 
-----------·--------

To: Allen, Jack; Edwards, Amy 

Subject: FW S. Mt. consultation- response from CRIT 

FYI 

From: Ruth Greenspan [mailto:RGreenspan@azdot.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 06, 2006 4:49PM 
To: Steve Thomas 
Cc: Brodbeck, Mark 
Subject: S. Mt. consultation - response from CRIT 

Hi, Steve--

Page 1 of l 

ft.olOG 

1 just got a phone call from Michael Tsosie, who is the director of the Colorado River Indian Tribes Museum, in 
response to the consultation letter sent for the 2nd Addendum report. He informed me that CRIT would be unable 
to concur with the consultation, because South Mountain is a TCP for them, and plays an important role in their 
creation myth . I asked him to please make a written response to the consultation letter outlining their concerns , 
and assured him that the written response would trigger another round of consultation. 

Ruth 

confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: Th is email transmission and any attachments are intended For use by the person(s)/entity(les) 
named above and may contain confidential/privileged Information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is st r1ctl y prohibited. I f you 
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by e-mail, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments. 
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To: 
Date: 
Project: 

White Mountain Apache Tribe Historic Preservation Office 
PO Box 507, Fort Apache, AZ 85941 

1(928) 338-3033/ fax: 338-6055 

Ruth L. Greenspan, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 
July 07,2006, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor- HA-AZ NH-202-D(ADY) 

··············································································~ 

The White Mountain Apache Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) appreciates 
receiving information on the proposed project, dated June 26. 06 . fu regards to this, 
please attend to the checked items below. 

..,_ There is no need to send additional information- unless project planning or 
implementation results in the discovery of sites or ~terns having known or suspected 
Apache cultural affiliations. 
0 The proposed Project is located within an area of probable cultural or historical 
importance to the White Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T). AB part of the effort to 
identify historical properties that maybe affected by the project we recommend an 
entnohistorical study and interviews with Apache elders. Ramon Riley, the Cultural 
Resource Director is the contact person at (928) 338-4625. , ... 
0 The proposed project is located within or adjacent to a known historic property of 
cultural or historical importance to the WMAT and will most likely result in adverse 
affects to said property. Please refrain from further steps in project planning or 
implementation. 

NOTES: We have finally received and reviewed the information in regards to the 
conducted technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement for the 
202L. South Mountain Freeway and we have determined that the project poses no threat 
to the White Mountain Apache Tribe's CWMAT) Traditional Cultural Properties and/or 
important religious places in the APE. Please feel free to address any further guestion(s) 
and/or concerns regarding the project with our office. We perceive no problems and the 
proposed projects may proceed as planned. 

We look forward to continued collaboration in the protection and preservation of places 
of cultural and historical significance. 

Sincerely, 

Mark T. Altaha 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 

US. Depanment 
ofTransportalion 

federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
P.O. Box 52025, Mailstop P AB 352 
Phoenix, Arizona, 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side'ofSouth Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west of Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section I 06 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHw A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau offudian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COB), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe the Colorado River fudian Tribe the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila Ri~er fudian Community (GiUC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham NatiG:W,;,1/B.~·~~mlf'?n1:P9f~~.J'ribe, the White Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and ili~~Y;'~yapaJ:~~res<;:o.t!ilii<!\im;fnh,,~. 

• ·• ·· ·-;.} 1 :.:r~~j:..~~~~\HJ.i:-; ·~~- JJ\1l~.i!!~r·10,i ~·~ ;~:? 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised of ten alt~m~tive ( 9V;erlapping) freeway corridors 
(El, W55, W71, WlOIWPR, WIOIWFR, W101W99, WlO!'CPR, W10ICFR, WIOIEPR, and 
WlOlEFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west of Phoenix, south ofthe greater 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 
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The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation ' 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III sur\rey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). . 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the 1-1 0 and State Route 101 L freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (B~odbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources J{eportfor the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & L!DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments ofthe Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:10:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location ofthe Western Canal (AZ T:12:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & L!DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
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(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overaJl sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-10 
and the lOlL freeway corridors are modem realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
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below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-
6266 or e-mail rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
fl Robert E. Hollis 

~Division Administrator 

2006 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona, 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west of Phoenix. As this projectwould employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section I 06 review. 

~ 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Re~lamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River fudian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe; the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe,· the White Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott fudian Tribe. 

. ~r;JToJ~i,.:a;.~~·ii,)!.J ·~,!.?'!r~n.i\~~1.\..\f}it 

, .. ,._"-''·· ·.·: ,. ,. '>·< .. ·''' ''·I" '··: <, 
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised of te11.'·altei.Qp.tiv~ J,(over!~ppmg)jreeway corridors 
(E1, W55, W71, WlOIWPR, WlOlWFR, WIOIW99, wio'iCPR,. WlOlCFR~-- WIOIEPR, and 
WlOIEFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west of Phoemx, south of the greater 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 
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The cultural resources component ofthe EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (KuwfU1wisiwma, 
September I 0, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). . 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class Ill Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions ofthe I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EIS & L!DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result ofthis shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:10:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
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(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design, standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-10 
and the lOlL freeway corridors are modem realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more· information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
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below. At this time, FHW A is once again inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding 
historic properties of religious or cultural importance to your community within the project area. If 
you have such concerns, any information you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter 
would 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 any concerns. However, 
such consultation would not necessitate a reconsideration of this determination of project effect. We 
also look forward to continuing consultation with your office. If you have any questions or concerns, 
pleasefeel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or e-mail rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~'J)~ 
~(I Robert E. Hollis 

....-' v~-DivisionAdministrator 

6/slo6 
Signature for Hopi Concurrence Date 

Enclosure 

U.S. Department 
of Transportotioo 

Federal Highway 
Adminrstration 

Mr. Larry Hendershot 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 
2801 West Durango Street 
Phoenix, Arizona, 85009 

Dear Mr. Hendershot: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

InReplyReferTo: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west ofPhoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the U.S.· Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, ·the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni,· the Salt River Pima~Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan ~outhern Paiute,. the Tohono ?'odham Nation, th~ Tonto ft.ll:t<?P~r?.hP)?~~: 1);1~, 1~~~~-,Mountain 
Apache Tnbe, the Yavapru.-Apache NatiOn, and the Yavapat-Prescottl!lndi~T.nf?~,u< :· ,lf!Wllli\·:; l· 

~~ ~O.H~) ~-z~~~!i:.:r:;~~:}· .. ~··~? ::·.,.i;;Jl:iUfCtE·; ·T~ 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised of ten alternative (ov~~apping). freeway corridors 
(E1, W55_, W71, WIOIWPR, W101WFR, W101W99, Wl01CPR, WtOTCFR, WlOlEPR, and 
Wl01EFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west of Phoenix, south of the greater 
Phoerux metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 
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The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County,· Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class Ill Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments Oate 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway ElS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick; November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum c~tural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:l0:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, ''A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
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(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 ~cres within the 
footprint ofthe El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects· under Criterion 
c for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and ~llectiv~ly as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T:l0:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south ofVan 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The seg:rllents that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-1 0 
and the 101 L freeway corridors are modern realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHWA and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
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below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-
6266 or e-mail nrreenspan@azdot.gov. 

_;;;;;_;-({_ 
( Robert E. Hollis 

cJ- Division Administrator 

Date 

Enclosure 

4 

U.S.Oepor1meN 
of llor~SJ)C.f!clion 

;ederal HlghWQY 
Admlnhrrollon 

Ms. Kathleen Wesley-Kitcheyan. Chair 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona, 85550 

Dear Chairperson Wesley-Kitcheyan: 

Arizona Division 
400 Esst Van Bur~n Stroet 

One Arizona Center Suile 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 850114-067·1 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-A7. 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 2021 MA 054 H5764 01 L 
South Mountain Transporration Corridor 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class Ill Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (l~H W A) and the Arizona Depa1i.ment of Transportation 
(ADO'D are conducting technical studies in support oflhe Environmental Impact Statement (£IS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway. E!S & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EJS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative aligDmeuts for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 we:;t of Phoenix. As this prqject would employ federal fWlds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 1 06 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project inc.lude FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (.Reclarnation). the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer.:; (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), lhe Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RlD). the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa Cpunty (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT). the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Tnd1an Conununity, the Chemchucvi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River lndian Tribe, the F()rt McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Trihe, the Gila River Indian Community (GR1C), lhe Havasupai Tribe. the Hopi 
Tribe, lhe Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nati<)n, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Puebl<J <)f Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Jndian Communily, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe. the ·White Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is compri.::;ed of ten alternative (overlapping) fr~eway corridors 
(EL W55, W7L WIOI WPR, W101WFR. Wl01W99, WlOlCPR, W101CFR, W101EPR, and 
WlO!EFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to l-10 west of .Phoenix, south of the greater 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 Jan) in length. · 
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The cultural resource!\ component ofthe ETS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class l overview of the overall .study area: "A Class 1 Overvie·w of the South A1ountain 
Corridor Study Area. Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of P.hoenix (Stock11n, 
September 8, 2003 und Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Ya.vapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamatjon 
(Heathington. September 11. 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Cla.'>s TTT survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class 111 Cu1wral Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in rhe South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area. 
Maricopa Cou11ty, Arlzo11a" (Darling 2005). Con.sultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July ll, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quctawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prcscott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class Ill survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-1 0 and State Route 101 L freeway corridors and 
shifts in the altcma:live alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resow·ces Class I Overviaw Report for the 202L. South 
MountaiJt Freeway EIS & VDCR ProJect, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class 111 report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Motmtain Freew~y EIS & !.JDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona'' (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005). 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of PhtJenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR. Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. [n September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobb1ns Road and 7316 West lower 
Buckeye Road. furthermore, two properti~ in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park!Preservc and specific segments ofthe Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:l0:83 (ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, th~:: location of the Western Canal (AZ T: 12:154 lASMJ) relative to the 
APE is addres~ed. The r~!port, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L. South 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & L!DCR Project. Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006). assesses the NRli.P cligibi]ity of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
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(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the twa residential pnJperties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix /\).The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain ParkJPreserve is a municipal park owned by the Ci ly of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximatt:ly 32 at.'!es of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignn:~ent. FHWA and .ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal program!; in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as cligihle under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
1mprovemen~ in wilderness mea parks. While the current study focused on the -32 acres within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and strucrurcs, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its. collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Critt:.rion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal AZ T:l O:R3 (ASM)-is considered eligible fi,r the NRJiP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the h1~torical development of inigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous ~tudies for the South Mountain ETS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal wa.-; NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alteroative alignments had not been assessed in tenns of whether they are contributing or 
n..o.o-contributing to that eligibility. The Roo~evelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W7l Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity a.nd are recorrunended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the pmpm;ed alternative alignments in the I-1 0 
and the 101 L freeway corridors are modem rcaligruncnt) that Jack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dohhins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result (If alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties arc on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historica1 associations and architectural merit. 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that nei lher prope.rty is eligible for inclusion in. the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class lll survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005} had 
.identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further srudy has indicaled that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage djtch and that the 
Western Canal te:mninates prior to reaching the APE. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more infonnation becomes available reg-.n:ding the South Mountain Freeway project. it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
cultural resource assessment report and infonnarion provided in this letter. If you frnd the report 
adequate and agree with ihe eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
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below. At this time, FHW A is once again inquiring whelher you have any concerns regarding 
historic propertie!: ofreligiou....:; or culturdl importance to your community within the project area. If 
you have such concerns, any information you might provide within 30 c.lays of receipt ofthis letter 
wou1d be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to participate in culrural resource 
consultation at a later date, FHWA \.vould make a good faith eftort to address any concem!l. However, 
such cot.1.Sultation would not necessitate a reconsideration of this dctennination C)fp:roje<..i effect. We 
also look forward to continuing consultation with your office. Tfyou have any questions or concerns, 
please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or e-maiJ rgreenspan(@azdot.gov. 

.. Sincerely yours, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

duUw ul._' ... V.J_.0-~~ 
Signature for SQAT Concurrence- . ~ U C\:tJy J 7,.-~;J()'-"'<-Q <e=---­

D~U 
Enclosure 
cc. 
Vemelda Grant, Tribal Archaeologist, P.O. Box 0, San Carlos, Arizona 85550 (enclosure) 
SThomas 
RGreenspan (MD 619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 
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.. Manae and conserving natural, cultural. af'" · ecreational resources" 

July 19, 2006 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
U.S. Department of Transportation· 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
Phoenix,~ 85004-0674 

Attention: Stephen Thomas 

RE: HA-~; NH-202-D(ADY); 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL; 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 
SHP0-2003-1890 (29666) 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

Thank you for consulting with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
regarding the alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway 
and submitting materials for review and comment pursuant to Section 1 06 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800. Dr. Bill 
Collins, Deputy SHPO/Historian, and I have reviewed the submitted materials 
and have the following comments. 

The submitted report [A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 
202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa 
County, Arizona] addresses the eligibility for inclusion in the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) of four properties in the area. of potential effect 
(APE), and also discusses the location ofthe Western Canal, previously believed 
to fall with the APE. We concur with the FHW AI ADOT recomniendations 
regarding the two rural residential properties [6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 
West Lower Buckeye Road], the Roosevelt Canal[~ T:l0:83 (ASM)], and the 
Western Canal[~ T:l2:154 (ASM)]. 

We also agree with the recommendation that the South Mountain Park/Preserve 
is elig!\>f~~fofinclusiqn }.9 the NRHP under Criterion A, but suggest restating the 
eligib~litY ~-~#o~iatio.ti:W~fli W,'~ d~velopment of parks and.recreation in Phoenix 
[also in tlie Wesf generally :for,~ejlliique emphasis on mountain preserves] and 
not with the CCC. Th~ CCC constitutes just a small portion of the park. 
Additionally, we agree' with the FHWA/ADOT recommendations regarding 
eligibility of the South Mountain Park/Preserve for inclusion to the NRHP under 
Criteria B, C, and D. ·· .. 
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July 19,2006 
Page 2, Hollis 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (602) 542-7140 or electronically 
at djacobs@pr.state.az.us. 

~y~,W.J . 
David Jac bs 
Complian e Specialist/ Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 

CC: Ruth Greenspan, ADOT 

U5.Deparrment 
of Tronsporlotion 

federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Charlie McClendon 
City Manager 
Avondale City Hall 
11465 West Civic Center Drive, Suite 200 
Avondale, Arizona, 85323 

Dear Mr. McClendon: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 2021 MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west ofPhoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau ofReclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River-Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City ofTolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRJC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the \Vhite Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(El, \¥55, W71, WlOIWPR, W101WFR, W101W99, WIOICPR, WlOlCFR, WIOIEPR, and 
W101EFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west ofPhoenix, south ofthe greater 
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Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1 ,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall stUdy area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 

· Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T: I 0:83 [ ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
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Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Ahgnment. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
.Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining-related sites _(components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to theN ational Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I- I 0 
and the lOlL freeway corridors are modem realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T: 12: !54 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHW A and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
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cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-
6266 or e-mail rgreenspanial.azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~b~ 
~. Robert E. Hollis cr-- Division Administrator 

--@~ Dj-.25-Jb 

Enclosure 
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U.S. Deportment 
ofTronsponation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Bryan Lausten, ArchaeologrEjt 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Phoenix Area Office 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona, 85306 

Dear Mr. Lausten: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

InReplyReferTo: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS·No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section J06 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class Ill Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west of Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclan:i.ation), the V.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 

· Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(E1, W55, W71, W101WPR, W101WFR, W101W99, W101CPR, W101CFR, W101EPR, and 
W101EFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west of Phoenix, south of the greater 

,--;..!"l'·*'''' 
/' 
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Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class III Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address theN ational Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segrnents of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:10:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T:12:154 [ASMJ) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 
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Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report IS enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32 acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the Natwnal Park ServiCe (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in. planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for. . 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres Within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Cntenon 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district· and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and historical 
mining~related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T: 10:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segrnents within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are cont:ibuti?g or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and .w71 Alternatives south o~Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the Natwnal Regtster under Cntenon 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-10 
and the 101 L freeway corridors are modern realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both pr~perties a:e on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties ehgtbihty (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHW A and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) as an histone property m the APE, m the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminates prior to reaching the APE. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 
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cultural resource assessment report and information provided in this letter. If you find the report 
ade;quate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-
6266 or e-mail rgz~@2i~~~lgft,Y. 

Signature for Reclamation Concurrence 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

7 :r-?JJL 
Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

4 

Ruth Greenspan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ms.Greenspan, 

Amalia Reyes [Amalia.Reyes@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov] 
Tuesday, August 01, 2006 2:15 PM 
Ruth Greenspan 
South Mountain Freeway 

The Pascua Yaqui Tribe has received the documents for: 

HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H576401L 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

The tribe has no concerns with the freeway corridor project. If you have 
any questions, please contact me at he address below. 

Thank you. 

Amalia A.M. Reyes 
Resource Coordinator 
Education Administration Division 
amalia.reyes@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov 
(520) 879-5742 
Fax: (520) 883-5049 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A321

4 -.. 
~ 
'­
~ 
'-­
~ 
~ , 
~ 
~ 

Arizona ® 
5t.at.e Parks 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

State Parks 
Board Members 

Chair 
William C. Porter 

Kingman 

William Cordasco 
Flagstaff 

Janice Chilton 
Payson 

William C. Scalzo 
Phoenix 

Reese Woodling 
Tucson 

Elizabeth Stewart 
Tempe 

Mark Winkleman 

"Managing and conserving natural, cultural. and recreational resources" 

August 1, 2006 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0674 

Attention: Stephen Thomas 

RE: HA-AZ; NH-202-D(ADY); 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL; 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Traditional ·cultural Places; Eligibility Evaluation Report 
SHP0-2003-1890 (29666) 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

Thank you for consulting with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
regarding the alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway 
and submitting materials forreview and comment pursuant to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800. We 
have reviewed the submitted materials and have the following comments. 

The submitted report [An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 
20?L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa 
County, Arizona] addresses the eligibility for inclusion in the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) of ten properties in the area of potential effect (APE). 
Two obvious comments regarding eligibility are as follows: 

State Land First, the historic wagon road associated with AZ T:12:112 (ASM) in the report's 
Commissioner text and figures should be assigned an ASM linear site number [although it 

Kenneth E. Travous actually is a structure in National Register terminology] .. Figure 8 on page 52 
Executive Director labels it as the road to Phoenix, however, since additional petroglyphs are located 

Arizona State Parks along this transportation corridor about 100 metersto the northeast, it seems 
1300W. washington reasonable that it also served as a prehistoric route to what is now Phoenix. It is 

Phoenix,AZ 85007 noted on page 53 that the petroglyph at the location of AZ T:12:112 (ASM) is 
Tel & TTY: 602.54?.4174 . problematic in terms of association, and states it is possi'biethe petroglyph is a 
www.~~t~feP,~rks~'~m· :r:}narker\f0r;a prehistoric trail, a precursor of the historic wagon road. As hinted at 

aoo.~Si;37o3;ft.~m-:~:ii]/t~'¥~~P<;Jtf/~e petroglyph at AZ T: 12:112 (ASM) appears to be associated with 
(520 & 928) area codes · · both the trih~{H route and the shrine [both strategically ph~ced ()n the landscape]. 

. General i=ax: 
602.542.4180 

Director's Office Fax: 
602.542.4188 

. ..-

Secondly, there are some process issues with eligibility aiJ.d lntegrity. There 
appears to be a conflation of the determination of eligibility and effect 
determination; Section 106 is a linear process with assess~geligibility occurring 
before assessing impacts. The determination ofbeing eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP includes the entire site; if there is agreement that ariy portion of the site is 

August 1, 2006 
Page 2, Hollis 

eligible, then the site as a whole is eligible. The discussions regarding, for 
instance AZ T:12:9 (ASM) aka Villa Buena, should be revisited. Regarding that 
site, issues of integrity should consider the perspective of the associated native 
peoples; the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) letter to FHWA dated 
September 30, 2005, clearly states that [they believe] the site retains integrity [ cf. 
page 46 of report]. 

Our office is very interested in the tribal response to the traditional cultural 
property assessment report that evaluates the eligibility for the NRHP, and look 
forward to receiving copies of their response. We also look forward to reviewing 
an amended traditional cultural property assessment report. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (602) 542-7140 or electronically 
at djacobs@pr.state.az.us. 

Sj.p.cerylY., 

\\l \ 
r·0Jwv~ 
\1 
David Ja obs 
Compli ce Specialist/ Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 

CC: Ruth Greenspan, ADOT 
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U.S.Deponmen! 
of Tronsponation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
530 East Merritt 
Prescott, Arizona, 86301-2038 

Dear President Jones: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

June 26, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 0 I L 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 
Second Addendum Class Ill Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS 
addresses ten variations on three alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 west of Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau ofindian Affairs (BIA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Arizona State 
Land Department (ASLD), the Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation District (RlD), the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City 
of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah 
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain 
Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative (overlapping) freeway corridors 
(El, W55, W71, W101WPR, W101WFR, W101W99, W101CPR, W!OlCFR, WIO!EPR, and 
Wl01EFR) that extend from I-10 in west Chandler to I-10 west of Phoenix, south of the greater 

Phoenix metropolitan area. Alternative corridors are 1 ,000-ft (304.8-m) wide and range from 21.5 
miles (34.6 km) to 23.6 miles (38.0 km) in length. 

The cultural resources component of the EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous Consultation: 

• A Class I overview of the overall study area: "A Class I Overview of the South Mountain 
Corridor Study Area. Maricopa County, Arizona" (Burden 2002). Previous consultation 
regarding adequacy of the report resulted in concurrences/responses from SHPO (Jacobs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
September 8, 2003 and Bostwick, September 17, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September· 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, September 10, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September 11, 2003); SRP (Anduze, November 10, 2003); and BIA (October 27, 
2003). 

• A Class III survey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class Ill Cultural Resource 
Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor St~dy Area, 
Maricopa County, Arizona" (Darling 2005). Consultation regarding adequacy of the report is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwick, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (Quetawki), July 12, 2005), Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class III survey to address the expansion of the 
overall study area to include portions of the I-10 and State Route lOlL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the alternative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Class I Overview Report for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Touchin 
2005). The Class III report was titled "An Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, concurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, October 3, 2005), 
Reclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November 1, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, September 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum cultural resources assessment report has been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address theN ational Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four properties and clarifies the 
location of a fifth property relative to the APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shifted 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shift, two 
historic residential properties were added to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower 
Buckeye Road. Furthermore, two properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation: South 
Mountain Park/Preserve and specific segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T:l0:83 [ASM]) in the 
alternative alignments. Finally, the location of the Western Canal (AZ T: 12:154 [ ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addressed. The report, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South 

2 
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3 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2006), assesses the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve and the Roosevelt Canal 
(Brodbeck 2006). As subconsultants to HDR, architectural historians with EcoPlan Associates 
(EcoPlan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain Park/Preserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by their 
Parks and Recreation Department. Approximately 32acres of the 16,000+ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the South Mountain Park/Preserve is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with the National Park Service (NPS) and 
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) New Deal programs in Phoenix during the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Criterion C for its overall sensitive design that set 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementing NPS design standards for 
improvements in wilderness area parks. While the current study focused on the 32 acres within the 
footprint of the El Alternative, further evaluation of the park's entire 16,000+ acres has the potential to 
establish eligibility under Criterion B for associations with influential NPS architects; under Criterion 
C for the architectural merit of its buildings and structures, both individually and collectively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its collection of prehistoric archaeological sites and.historical 
mining-related sites (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T:l 0:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the historical development of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River Valley. While previous studies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments within the 
proposed alternative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contributing to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersects the proposed alternative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The canal segments that cross the W55 and W71 Alternatives south of Van 
Buren Road retain integrity and are recommended as eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing components. The segments that cross the proposed alternative alignments in the I-1 0 
and the 101 L freeway corridors are modern realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a result of alignment shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land. Architectural historians with EcoPlan evaluated the properties' eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and architectural merit, 
therefore, FHWA and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class III survey report for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:154 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further study has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a tail-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal terminatesprior to reaching the APE. FHWA and ADOT recommend that the Western 
Canal will not be affected by the proposed undertaking. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review the enclosed 

4 
cultural resource assessment report and infonnation provided in this letter. If you find the report . 
adequate and agree with the eligibility recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by SlgDlng 
below. At this time, FHWA is once again inquiring whether you have any concerns regardmg histone 
properties of religious or cultural importance to your community within the proje~t area. If you have 
such concerns, any information you might provide within 30 days ofrecetpt oftlus letter would be 
considered in the project planning, If your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultatwn at 
a later date FHW A would make a good faith effort to address any concerns. However, such 
consultatio~ would not necessitate a reconsideration of this determination of project effect. We also 
look forward to continuing consultation with your office. If you have any questions or concerns, 
please feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or e-mail rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 
cc. 

Sincerely yours, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Greg Glassco, Director, Cultural Research Program, 530 East Merritt, Prescott, Arizona 86301-2038 
(enclosure) 
SThornas 
RGreenspan (MD 619E) 
SDThomas:cdrn 
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M<. Bllrl>on! Stocklin 
City of Phoeu.ix 
.Hlstoric Presav3tioo Officer 
200 Wesa WashingtOn Strtet 
Phoeoix, Arizona, 85003 

Dear Ms. StockJin: 

A.r.itona Division 
400 East ' 'an B'unn $tree1 

One A:ritmta CenferSuite.·U O 
l'hoeo.ix, A.r-h:ona 850()4..0.674 

I one 26, 2006 

lo Reply Refer To: HA-AZ 
'NH·202·D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202LMA 0541 HS76401L 
SOU!ll Mow.Hl!:iu Tn.ll$pOrUI.tioo Corridor 

Continoing Seclioo 106 C~tAtion 
Secoul Addendur..1 Cla.ss lll Survey Rtt)Orl 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Envirorunental lmpact Statement (EIS) for 
the 202L. South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EiS 
a~resses ten variations on three alternative alignments for Ole propOsed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the soutlt side of South Mountain from lnterstale 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler and to 1·10 west of Phoenix. As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered a 
federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

Potential consulting parties fO{ this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), the Bureau ofLiind Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BlA) the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the U.S. Army Corp• ofEnginee,s (COE), the Arizon~ State 
Lmd Department (ASLD), th~ Salt River Project (SRP), the Roosevelt Irrigation Distri<t (RID), the 
Flood Control D>Stnct ofMancopa County (FCDMC), the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation (MCDOT), lhc City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Olenda!e, the City 
ofPhoenix, the Ciey of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemei>Ue\i Tn'be, the Cooopab. 
Tribe, the C'..olorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tnl:>e, tbe 
Fort Yuma·Quee.'lan Tnl:>e, the Gila River Indian Community (OR! C), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi 
Tribe, tho Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, ~~• Pasqua Y!U)ui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San carlos Apae.'te Tribe, the 
San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tobono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain 
{1-pac.b.e Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is comprised often alternative ( oveo·lapping) freeway corridors 
(BI , W55, W7l, WJOI\VPR, WIOIWFR, WIOJW99, WlOICf>R, WIOICFR, WIO lBPR, and 
WIO IEFR) that OJ< tend from l· I 0 in west Chandler to l· 10 west of Phoenix, south of the greater 

_: .· •;t:~· ...... ~:i 'jiJ .r·!·~·! (·r"l.S.~· 

.·.·,,.. _·.~:~· M UP 
ERICA -

Phoenix metropolit.O·are.. Alt;;.;;ative ·c;;;,;(io..S .,.e i,ooo.n (304.8-m) wide and ""'8e from 21.5. 
miles (34.6lcrn) to 23.6 miles (38.0 lcrn) ill Jeng1h. 

The cultural rewurees component of tbe EIS includes five technical studies: 

Previous O>nsuJtatiQn.: 

• A Class 1 overview of~e overall study area: "A Class l Overview of!he South ;\lowuaiiJ 
Corrit/cJr Study Area. Maricopa County, Arizona .. (B\l!den 2002). Previous consultation 
reg!IJ'(]ing adequacy of the report rcsultod ill concurrences/responses from SHPO (JilCObs, 
September 19, 2003); BLM (Stone, September 22, 2003); City of Phoenix (Stocklin, 
S"i'tember 8, 2003 110d Bostwick, September I 7, 2003); the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma, 
September 10, 2003); Yavapai Prescott (Jones, Sept.ember I 0, 2003); Reclamation 
(Heathington, September I I, 2003); SRP (Anduu, November 10, 2003); snd BlA (October 27 
2003). ' 

• A Class UI S'UTVey of the proposed alternative alignments: "A Class Ill Cultural Resource 
Su~y of Five Alfernative Alignments in the South Mountain Free»vzy Corridor Study Area, 
Afa,.icopa Counzy, Ariuma" (Dal'ling 2005). Consultation regarding adequecy of the repon is 
on-going. To date, concurring responses have been receivod from SHPO (Jacobs, July 11, 
2005), Reclamation (Ellis, July 12, 2005), BLM (Stone, July 26, 2005), City of Phoenix 
(Bostwiclr, July 18, 2005), Pueblo of Zuni (QuetawiO), July 12, 2005), Y a\<apai·Presoon Indian 
Tribe (Kwiatkowski, July 22, 2005). 

• An addendum Class I overview and addendum Class Ill survey to address the expnnsion of the 
overall study ru:ca to include portions of th<: l· I 0 and Stale Route I OiL freeway corridors and 
shifts in the altemative alignments (late 2004 and early 2005). The addendum Class I report 
WM titled "An Addt.ndwn Culfural Resources Class l Overview RePQrt for zhe 202L. South 
Mountain Freeway EJS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Toucbin 
2005). The Class Ill report was titlod "An Addendum Cultllral &sources Report for the 202L. 
South MoWilain Freeway ElS & UDCR Project. Maricopa CcufiJ)>, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2005). 
To date, eoocurring responses have been received from SHPO (Jacobs, Oetober·3, 2005), 
~eclamation (Ellis, September 19, 2005), City of Phoenix (Bostwick, November I, 2005), and 
SRP (Anduze, Sept em bee 19, 2005). 

Current Consultation: 

A second addendum culturol resources asSessment report hllS been prepared by HDR, Inc. in order to 
address the National ~cgister of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of four propertie.< aod clarifies the 
location of a fi fth property relative to th<: APE. In September 2005, the W55 and W71 were shiftod 
north of the Salt River to avoid potential impact to historic properties. As a result of this shi ft, Hvo 
histooic re.<idential properties were addod to the APE: 6304 West Dobbins Road and 7316 West Lowe. 
Buckeye Road. Furtl1ennore~ Lwo properties in the existing APE required additional evaluation.: South. 
Moun taut Pal'k!Pre<erve and speci fie segments of the Roosevelt Canal (AZ T: 1 0:83 ( ASM]) in the 
altemalive alignments. Finally, the location of the Western C.111al (AZ T:12:154 [ASM]) relative to the 
APE is addtessed. The reporl, "A Second Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L. South 
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3 
Mcuntai11 Transportation Corridor EJS & VDCR Projeci, Jt,Jaricopa County, A.J7·zcma" (Brodbeck 
2006), asseises the NRHP eligibility of South Mountain Park/Preserve arid tbe Roosevelt Conal 
(Brodbeck 2006). As suboonsultMlS to H DR, architectwal historians with EooPian Associates 
(EcoPJan) assessed the two residential properties (Brodbeck 2006, Appendix A). The report is enclosed 
for your review and comment. 

South Mountain ParkJPreserve is a municipal park owned by the City of Phoenix and managed by tbeir 
Parks and Recreation Departm"'t. Approllimately 32 acres of the 16,000~ acre-park is in the proposed 
El Alignment. FHWA and ADO'f reeonunend lh•t the South Mountain P.rk/Presm>e is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for its associations with lhe National Park Service (N'PS) and 
Civilian Cons<lV'tion Corps (CCC) New De.J programs in Phoenix du.-ing the Depression era. The 
park is also recommended as eligible under Crit.erion C for its overall sensitive design that sot 
historical precedent in planning natural parks and implementin~ NPS design Sta;,dards- fo r 
Unprovemt:ilts in wilderness area parks. While the cll!rent study focused on the 32 acres withi n t:h.e 
footprint of the El All'emative, further evaluation of the park>s entire 1 6,000+ acres has the polentialto 
establish eligibility under Critel'ion B for associations with influential NPS architects~ under Criterion 
C for the architectural medt of its buildings and structures, both iudividuany nnd oolloctively as a 
district; and under Criterion D for its oollectiori ofprehist.oric archaeologica1 sites and historical 
mining-related siLe.~ (components of the park's mining sites may also be eligible under Criterion A 
pending further study). 

In its entirety, the Roosevelt Canal-AZ T: I 0:83 (ASM)-is considered eligible for the NRHP under 
Criterion A for its associations with the bisroricaJ deve!opu'len[ of irrigation districts in lower Salt 
River VaHey. While previous srudies for the South Mountain EIS Study acknowledged that the 
Roosevelt Canal was NRHP eligible (Burden 2002; Darling 2005), the specific segments witllin the 
proposed altemative alignments had not been assessed in terms of whether they are contributing or 
non-contnbuting to that eligibility. The Roosevelt Canal intersectS the propesed all<:mative alignment 
footprints in four locations. The CanaJ segments that cross the W55 and W?l AJtemati,•cs south of Van 
Boren Road rerain integrity and ru.-e reoommended ils eligible to the National Register under Criterion 
A as contributing oomponents. The segments that cross the proposed alternative. alignments in lbe 1· W 
and the I 01 L ~vay conidors &'e modern realignments that lack historical integrity, and therefore are 
recommended to be non-contributing components. 

The rural residences at 6304 West Dobbins Road :md 7316 West Lower Buckeye Road were added to 
the project's APE as a resull ofal.ignme.t~t shifts referred to above. Both properties are on privately­
owned land .. A.rchilectural historians with EcoPian evaluated the properties• eligibility (Brodbeck 
2006, Appendix A). Both properties lack important historical associations and arcbitecrural merit, t\ 
therefore, FHWA and ADOT recommend that neither property is eligible for incJusion in t11e NRHP. 

Finally, the initial Class IT! survey repon for the South Mountain Freeway study (Darling 2005) had 
identified the Western Canal (AZ T:l2:1 54 [ASM]) as an historic property in the APE, in the El 
Alternative at Elliot Road. The Western Canal is owned and managed by Reclamation and SRP. 
Further srudy has indicated that this irrigation feature is actually a LaH-water drainage ditch and that the 
Western Canal lerminates prior to reaching the APE. FHWA. and ADOT recommend thlll the Western \ 
Canal will OOl be affected by the proposed uudertakiog. 

As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway project, it will be 
provided to )"OUr agency through continued Section 106 eonsultatio". Please review the enclosed 

• ··4 
cultural resource assessment teport and information provided in this letter. If you find the repo11 
adequate and agree \vith the eligibility recoounendations, please indicate your ooncurrcoce by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free lo contact Ruth Gtemspan at 602-712-
6266 or e--mail rgreenspanralazdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

. '1/J/J ~ I (f){J l-IP pjtUlJld 
Sigllanfre-for Historic~resecvation Office Concurrence 

EncJosure 
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GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
:Executive Office of tfie Y~~vernor & Lieutenant Governor 

M-'UTiam 'R 'P .• hm{es 
Cu-crno: 

September 25, 2006 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
U.S. Departm~nt ofTransportation 
Federal Highway Adminisrration 
~Aillzona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street,Suite410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

]cnnfra ~:;{ITisvn.-:&_:nr 
u.~:_~te;u~'t Gowrn:.;r -

RE: South Mountaih'-:fhin-sj:)Ortation Corridor. Section 106-~ Cons-u~btion. Traditionai 
Cultural Places;}I;>,,CAz 1'-IH-202-D (ADY); TRACS No:202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 

Dear Mr. Hollis, ,___________ -
/,--_ ,__ --

The Gila RivefJndiailiCommU1rity (GRJC)has reedvcd HDR Eng;neerlng, Inc .Cultural 
Resource Repcrrt,;·o~_"_Q"{; _titled _-'~An "Ev(3Jliilti0]1_of Traditi~al C)llhlrai J.:~roperties for the 
202L, South MOUl)!liinTransportation CorridorEIS & LtDCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona (Brodbe~~--2Q_D6). The GRIC Cultural ResoUrce --M~'Jagerrient Program is 
presently re-vi~wing)~iS;ieyprt and __ vlishes to present an evalm~tion_ qtt~e document to the 
GRIC Cultural Res0)1fce -$tanding Committee prior to-- :Sl,l~iSsion to the Federal 
Highway Admlnistratio-il. 

We understand that in accordane:e "vjth- the National HistOriC- Preservation Act (36 CFR 
800.4), which requires federal agencies to m3.ke :a_ ~easOnable and good faith effort to 
identify historic properties that could be affected by a propo-sed project. The 
aforementioned report was prepared for the Arizona Dcpattmcnt of Transportation anC 
evaluates the eligibilily ofhibioric properties identified in our letter of July 7, 2005. 

The Gila River Indian Commur;ity wishes to maintain pruticipation in discussions 
regarding rhe potential efH~cts to such resources that could result from the South 
Mountain Freeway project. Vle anticipate forwarding a fOrmal response lo the submitte-d 
report in mid October 2006. 

525 West Gu u Ki · P.O. Eox 97 · Sacaton, Arizona 85247 
Telephone: 520-562-9840 · Fax: 520-562-9849 · Email: executivemaiJ@gric.nsn.us 

The GRlC appreciates the efforts of the Federal Highway Administration in addressing 
ou;- concerns and anticipates meaningful consultations in ac-cordance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act on this undertaking. Please call GRIC Cuhural Resource 
Specialist, Barnaby V. Lewis at 1-520-562-3570 shou~d you have any questions or 
r~uirc further information. 

Si;tncerely, t' /J/l
1 

, ~ 
~ ;;__u::t::Pt~tt.~ 

\\ Rh es, Governor 7 
Gila River Tndian Community 

cc: Andrew Darling GRIC-CRMP Assistant Coordinator 
Errol Blackwater, GRIC Land Ui:>e Planning & Zoning 
Doug Torres, GR1C Department of Transportation 
Steve Thomas, Environmental Program Ma11agcr, FHWA Arizona Division 
Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 
Ruth Greenspa.J, ADOT Historic Preserv-atim: Specialist 
1\.fark Brodeck, IIDR Engineering, b.c. 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Cheryl Blanchard, Archaeologist 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix Field Office 
21605 North ih Ave. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85027-2099 

Dear Ms. Blanchard: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

December 11, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HOP-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
SR 202L; South Mountain 

Final Programmatic Agreement 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning to construct a loop highway (State Route 202L) between Interstate 10 (1-10) west of 
Phoenix to 1-10 south of Phoenix. As this project is qualified for federal-aid funding, it is considered an 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. Because an alternative has not been chosen for the highway, land 
jurisdiction is unknown at this time. Consulting parties for this project have included FHWA, ADOT, the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), 
Arizona State Land Department, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), 
the Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Salt River Project, Maricopa County 
Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, 
the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, the City ofTolleson, the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the 
McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi (Hopi)Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, 
the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni (Zuni), the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai­
Prescott Indian Tribe (Y-PIT). 

Previous consultation with SHPO recommended a Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address 
potential effects of the project on historic properties. SHPO concurred with this recommendation (Jacobs 
[SHPO] to Hollis [FHWA] September 9, 2003). Drafts of the PA were submitted to consulting parties in 
December, 2003, June, 2004, and in July and August, 2005. 

In 2004 the ACHP encouraged FHW A to develop a PA in consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties 
without ACHP participation, but requested to be informed if any criteria for ACHP involvement were met in the 
future. In September 2005 a revised draft PA was sent to ACHP, and they again responded that they did not feel 
their participation was necessary (Wallace [ACHP] to Hollis [FHW A]). 

2 
The BIA declined to participate in the PA (telephone conversation between Serelle Laine [ADOT] and Garry 
Cantley [BIA], August 3, 2005). The Hopi Tribe deferred participation in the PA to the GRIC, but said they 
would like to continue to be consulted on any cultural resource reports relating to the project (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi) to Neustadt [ADOT], December 11, 2003). TheY-PIT responded to consultation by saying that they do 
not wish to be a party to the P A, and that they defer to the Southern Tribes, as this project occurs entirely outside 
aboriginal Yavapai territory (Kwiatkowski [Y-PIT] to Hollis [FHW A], July 22, 2005). 

Revisions to the draft PA were requested by SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Laine [ADOT], July 11, 2005) and by 
Reclamation (Ellis [Reclamation] to Neustadt [ADOT], December 18, 2003). The changes requested by SHPO 
and Reclamation have been addressed in the final P A. 

At this time, FHW A is submitting the final P A for signature. Please review the enclosed P A and the 
information provided in this letter. If you find the PA adequate, and wish to participate as a concurring party, 
please obtain the appropriate signature and return the document. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or email rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
SThomas 
RGreenspan (619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 



A328  •  Appendix 2-1

The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Steve Ross, Archaeologist, Arizona State Land Department
Mr. Bruce Ellis, Chief, Environmental Resource Management Division, Bureau of Reclamation
Mr. Robert B. Stevens, Environmental Programs Manager, Flood Control District of Maricopa County
Mr. Charlie McClendon, City Manager, City of Avondale
Mr. Mike Normand, Transportation Services and Planning Manager, City of Chandler
Mr. Ron Short, Deputy Director for Long Range Planning, City of Glendale
Mr. Todd Bostwick, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix
Ms. Barbara Stocklin, Historic Preservation Officer, City of Phoenix
Mr. Ralph Velez, City Manager, City of Tolleson
Mr. Brian Kenny, Environmental Programs Manager, Maricopa County Department of Transportation
Mr. Stanley Ashby, Superintendent, Roosevelt Irrigation District
Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River Project
Ms. Lydia Lopez-Cruz, Archaeologist, United States Army Corps of Engineers
Ms. Delia M. Carlyle, Chairwoman, Ak-Chin Indian Community
Mr. Charles Wood, Chairman, Chemehuevi Indian Tribe
Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman, Cocopah Tribe
Mr. Daniel Eddy, Jr., Chairman, Colorado River Indian Tribes
Mr. Raphael Bear, President, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation

Ms. Nora McDowell, Chairwoman, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe
Mr. Mike Jackson, Sr., President, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe
Mr. William Rhodes, Governor, Gila River Indian Community
Mr. Thomas Siyuja, Chairman, Havasupai Tribe
Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Cultural Preservation Office, Hopi Tribe 
Ms. Loretta Jackson, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Hualapai Tribe
Mr. Gary Tom, Chairwoman, Kaibab-Paiute Tribe
Dr. Alan Downer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department
Ms. Herminia Frias, Chairwoman, Pascua Yaqui Tribe
Mr. Arlen Quetawki, Governor, Pueblo of Zuni
Ms. Joni Ramos, President, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
Ms. Kathleen Wesley-Kitcheyan, Chairwoman, San Carlos Apache Nation
Ms. Evelyn James, President, San Juan Southern Paiute
Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Tohono O’odham Nation
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist, Tohono O’odham Nation
Mr. Ivan Smith, Chairwoman, Tonto Apache Tribe
Mr. Ronnie Lupe, Chairwoman, White Mountain Apache Tribe
Mr. Jamie Fullmer, Chairwoman, Yavapai-Apache Nation
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GILA I \TER INDIAN Co~:_~fUNITY 
Executive Office of tne Governor & Lieutenant Governor 

11'ifnam R. Rlioaes 
( ;()\('1'!101' 

December 19, 2006 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
'- .'.::-:-0<ipart::7nfofTransportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street, Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

jennifer ..A{(ison-'Rny 
I ,i('ntcl!all1 C()\ 1'n1or 

RE: South Mountain Transportation Corridor, Section I 06 Consultation, Traditional 
Cultural Places; HA-AZ NH-202-D (ADY); TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 L 

Dear Mr. Hollis, 

The Gila River Indian Community has received HDR Engineering, Inc. Cultural 
Resource Report 06-01, titled "An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 
202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (Brodbeck 2006). The purpose of this report was to assess eligibility of 
properties for listing on the National Register of Historic Places {NRHP) as Traditional 
Cultural Properties {TCPs). In review of this report we are providing the following 
comments; 

Preliminary Statement 

The Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) maintains that the cultural significance of 
South Mountain figures prominently in oral traditions 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) as well as the Pee Posh, formally known 
as the Maricopa Tribe of the GRIC and of the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community. Traditional religion has always been central to the O'Odham that defines 
their relationship to the natural world and the landscape they live in. Akimel O'Odham 
and Pee Posh religion, oral histories, creation stories, ritual activities, ceremonial 
practices, and concepts of power and sacred places on the land are all connected to every 
part of the natural environment and must be treated with reverence and respect. The 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended provides a compliance process 
for eligibility for these Traditional Cultural Places {TCPs) to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). Impacts to these sites must be considered in order to provide 
some measure of protection. However, application of criteria of significance for the 

525 West Gu u Ki · P.O. Box 97 · Sacaton, Arizona 85247 
Telephone: 520-562-9840 · Fax: 520-562-9849 · Email: executivemail@gric.nsn.us 

NRHP by non-Indians, especially those who are not well-acquainted with O'odham and 
·Pee Posh cullure, consistently misunderstands, misconstrues, and ignores Native · 
American religious beliefs and priorities, and the needs of the Tribe(s) for the 
perpetuation and health of their vibrant, living, traditional community. 

Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations 

Based on Class III Survey and Section I 06 consultations, the Gila River Indian 
Community identified I 0 culturally important places as potential traditional cultural 

... ,.;'roperti~'- (TCPs) per NRHP criteria. Construction of the proposed alternative 
alignments being studied for the EIS for the proposed Loop 202 (202L), South Mountain 
Freeway will adversely affect these properties. Each property is described below with the 
eligibility recommendation provided by HDR Engineering, Inc. 

South Mountain Range TCP Recommendation: Eligible GRIC: Concur 

NOTE: GRIC does not concur with the designation of a "core homeland" by 
Brodbeck (2006:62-63. Figure 16) as partial justification for TCP status. 

NOTE: GRIC does not concur with the boundary of the South Mountain 
Range TCP as designated by Brodbeck (2006: Figure 14). 

We concur with the recommendation that the South mountain Range is 
eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A and B as a traditional cultural 
property for its association with the broad patterns of traditional cultural 
practices and beliefs for the Akimel O'Odham, Pee Posh, and other tribes and 
for its association with O'Odham creator deity Se'ehe (Elder Brother). 

However, an Akimel O'odham "core homeland" depicted in the TCP 
evaluation report is inaccurate and down plays the significance of Muhadagi 
Doag (South Mountain) to all O'odham, Pee Posh, and Colorado River 
Tribes, and possibly others who maintain an association with the South 
Mountain Range (Brodbeck 2006:62-63, Figure 16) Brodbeck identifies the 
traditional homeland of the Akimel O'Odham as a core area comprised of the 
Middle Gila River valley, generally from the Casa Grande Ruins National 
Monument near the City of Coolidge and the Town of Florence to the 
confluence of the Gila and Salt Rivers. The south-east end of the traditional 
core is framed by the Santan Mountains and Sacaton Mountains and the 
north-west end by the Estrella Mountains and South mountain ranges. This 
designation is apparently based on the present day boundaries of the Gila 
River Indian Community. This representation is not accurate and the 
GRIC is highly disturbed by this designation, even though Brodbeck does 
concede that "While the social, economic, political and religious spheres of 
the Akimel O'Odham ranged far beyond this land, across southern Arizona 
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-~- ~- ... 

and as far as northern Mexico and southern California ... the land of their 
ancestors (the Hohokaill); ihe place of their origin, and the nexus of their 
spiritual landscape" (2006:62). 

We firmly recommend that reference to a "core homeland" and Figure 16 be 
stricken from the report. If reference to traditional aboriginal lands is 
necessary to the discussion, we suggest this designation be represented by the 
1970 Indian Claims Commission (ICC) Aboriginal Lands title that identifies 
lands that had been continuously and exclusively used by the Akimel 
O'Odham (Pima) and the Pee Posh (Maricopa). The ICC ruling placed under 
aboriginal title an area in excess of over three million acres, far exceeding the 

····reservation lands currently occupied by the peoples of the G'RIC today. As a 
territory, these lands describe the tangible world of the Akimel O'Odham 
(Pima) and Pee Posh (Maricopa) cultures living in the GRIC, in which 
religious beliefs, ideology, and life-ways make sense, have place and shape a 
vibrant heritage and worldview. It should be kept in mind, however, that the 
aboriginal lands identified by the ICC for Gila River do not include the 
interests of other Tribes (such as the Colorado River Tribes or the remaining 
members of the Four Southern Tribes of Arizona) who may be concerned 
about the status of South Mountain. 

South Mountain Range TCP boundary 

We do not concur with the TCP boundary based on the geology of the 
mountain. We also do not agree that the boundary as recommended for the 
purposes of the TCP study is sensitive to its cultural importance and is 
inclusive of its traditional uses. 

GRIC representatives at an on-site consultation on February 9, 2006 related 
that creating a boundary around Muhadagi Doag is inconsistent with 
O'Odham world views and Muhadagi Doag is a continuum of life and not an 
individual entity that can be isolated and analyzed. We understand that 
potential traditional cultural properties must be evaluated with r~ference to 
the National Register Criteria for Evaluation [36 CFR Part 60] m order to 
determine whether South Mountain is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The 
potential entity evaluated must be a "tangible property' and have some form 
of definition. The GRIC for the purpose of Section I 06 consultation 
recommends that the boundary be a minimum of one mile radius from the 
base of the geological bedrock formations that protrude from the SUITounding 
alluvial fans or bajadas, above the valley floor. 

Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 ASM) 
GRIC: Do Not Concur 

TCP Recommendation: Not Eligible 

NOTE: GRIC does not concur and recommends that the Villa Buena site is a 
TCP under NRHP criteria. The portion of the site located within the 
proposed South Mountain corridor may be considered noncontributing to the 
status of the site as a TCP overall (under criterion A). However, this portion 
in the corridor is eligible under Criterion D for its information potential. 

We do not concur with the recommendation for the Villa Buena 
archaeological site. The GRIC identifies the Villa Buena (AZ T: 12:9 ASM) 
archaeological site, which has shrines, ballcourts, and platform mounds, as a 
traditional cultural property and feels that it is a TCP under NRHP criteria. 
The assessment clearly was applied only to the portion of the site in the 
current proposed South Mountain Corridor located outSide the reservation 
boundary. We believe that the report should specify this and that the portion 
of the site evaluated for the proposed South Mountain aligrunent is not 
representative of the total site's eligibility. Although modem development 
has impacted the portion of the Villa Buena site outside the reservation, this 
site still holds its physical and cultural integrity and modern impact outside 
the GRIC does not diminish the site's religious and cultural significance. 

Pueblo Del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 ASM) 
GRIC: Concur (in general) 

TCP Recommendation: Not Eligible 

GRIC concurs generally with the ineligible TCP determination of the Pueblo 
del Alamo archaeological site based on NRHP criteria. The GRIC, however, 
believes the Pueblo Del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 ASM) archaeological site to be a 
spiritual, religious, and cultural place of significance to the Tribe. The 
ineligible determination was based on a lack of integrity of surface features. 
Based on traditional religious beliefs, the site is sacred and holds its 
sacredness within the earth because the site penetrates the entire earth in its 
spiritual realm. We understand that modem development has impacted the 
site but, even if recent developments obscure surface manifestations, 
subsurface features may still be present and future archaeological 
investigations may contribute to a revision of site status as a TCP under 
NRHP criteria. We find the statement (on page 85), " ... it is not eligible as a 
traditional cultural property because in its current condition it no longer 
conveys its relevant relationship" to be very offensive. In our view the 
determination of eligibility does not diminish the site's religious and cultural 
significance to the Community, even though surface preservation may 
suggest otherwise. 

AZ T: 12:198 CASM)- Petroglyph site 
GRIC: Concur 

TCP Recommendation: Eligible 

We concur that this site is eligible under Criterion A as a contributing 
component of the South Mountain TCP overall and that it is individually 
eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D as an archaeological site. 
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AZ T:-12: 197 (ASM)- Trail TCP Recommendation: Eligible GRIC: Concur 

We concur that this site is eligible under Criterion A as a contributing 
component of the South Mountain TCP overall and that it is also considered 
individually eligible to the NRHP under Criterion D as an archaeological site 
with important information potential. 

AZ T: 12:208 CASM) -Petroglyph site 
GRIC: Concur (in general) 

TCP Recommendation: Not Eligible 

We concur that the site is no longer an eligible TCP uDder NRHP criteria dee 
to vandalism and looting. However, it continues to be a contributing feature 
to the overall TCP status of South Mountain and it should be recognized that 
this site retains cultural significance for Indian communities, despite the 
highly diminished integrity of the petroglyphs. Furthermore, the site remains 
eligible under Criterion D for its association with prehistoric lithic 
procurement and quarrying. 

AZ T:l2:201 (ASM); AZ T:l2:207 CASM); and AZ T:l2:211 CASM) Trail Sites 
TCP Recommendation: Not Eligible GRIC: Concur (in general) 

We concur that these three trail sites are eligible under criterion D and may 
not be TCPs. It should be recognized that some trails may be eligible TCPs 
under Criterion A and B but this should. be determined on a case by case 
basis. 

Active Shrine AZ T: 12:112 CASM) TCP Recommendation: Eligible 
Concur 

GRIC: 

We concur that the shrine is eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A as a TCP 
and under Criterion D as an archeological site. 

Management Recommendation: 

The GRIC notes that this report only provides eligibility recommendations for TCP status 
for the sites considered. However, this is only a first step towards effective management. 
It is clear, but never acknowledged, that construction of the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway alignment will adversely impact TCPs. No substantive management 
recommendations, such as avoidance, for example, or other strategies for mitigation, are 
provided in the TCP evaluation by Brodbeck!HDR Engineering, Inc. It is our 
understanding that management recommendations for TCPs are required in the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which apparently exists in draft but has not been 
received for review by the GRIC Cultural Resource Specialist Office. However, such 
issues need to be considered in close consultation with the GRIC and other concerned 
Native American communities. 

Conclusion 

We reiterate at that the landscape view of Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain) will be 
forever altered by a transportation corridor that will be intrusive to the spiritual 
connections associated with the people of the Gila River Indian Community. We are 
highly concerned that the proposed transportation project will cause the destruction of 
sacred places and spaces, archeological sites, trails, and shrines located within the 
proposed corridor. The presence of Muhadagi Doag, the home of ancient deity Se'ehe 
evokes solemn reverence among the people of the GRIC and any alteration of the 
Muhadagi Doag will contribute to diminishing our traditional way of life. 

The GRIC appreciates the efforts of the Federal Higi1Way Administration-~c-i'budressirit 
our concerns that must be resolved through the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHP A) 106 Consultation process. We anticipate continued and meaningful consultations 
on this federal undertaking. Please call GRIC Cultural Resource Specialist, Barnaby V. 
Lewis at 1-520-562-3570 should you have any questions or require further information. 

Sincerely, 

d/ ~?-~C 
William R. Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 

cc J. Andrew Darling GRIC-CRMP Coordinator 
Errol Blackwater, GRIC Land Use Planning & Zoning 
Doug Torres, GRIC Department of Transportation 
Kae Neustadt, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 
Ruth Greenspan, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 
Mark Brodbeck, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist, State HisotoricPreservation Office
Mr. Bruce Ellis, Chief, Environmental Resource Management Division, Bureau of Reclamation

- -- -- -- ------ -- - ---~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~A~riz,_.o~n~a~b-iv~i~si~on~~ 

US Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. John Madsen 
Curator of Archaeology, Repatriation Coordinator 
Arizona State Museum 
P. 0. Box 210026 
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0026 

Dear Mr. Madsen: 

400 East Van Buren Street 
One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

December 20, 2006 

In Reply Refer To: HOP-AZ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
SR 202L; South Mountain 

Final Programmatic Agreement 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning to construct a loop highway (State Route 202L) between Interstate 10 (I-10) west of 
Phoenix to I-10 south of Phoenix. As this project is qualified for federal-aid funding, it is considered an 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. Because an alternative has not been chosen for the highway, land 
jurisdiction is unknown at this time. Consulting parties for this project have included FHW A, ADOT, the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), 
Arizona State Land Department, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), 
the Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Salt River Project, Maricopa County 
Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, 
the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the 
McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe (Hopi), the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, 
the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni (Zuni), the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe, the Tohono O' odham Nation, 
the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai­
Prescott Indian Tribe (Y-PIT). 

Previous consultation with SHPO recommended a Programmatic Agreement (P A) be developed to address 
potential effects of the project on historic properties. SHPO concurred with this recommendation (Jacobs 
[SHPO] to Hollis [FHWA] September 9, 2003). Drafts of the PA were submitted to consulting parties in 
December, 2003 , June, 2004, and in July and August, 2005 . 

In 2004 the ACHP encouraged FHW A to develop a P A in consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties 
without ACHP participation, but requested to be informed if any criteria for ACHP involvement were met in the 
future. In September 2005 a revised draft P A was sent to ACHP, and they again responded that they did not feel 
their participation was necessary (Wallace [ACHP] to Hollis [FHW A]). 

2 

_The..BIA.declined to participate in thePA (telephone c-onversat_i~n-b~tw~en SereHe L~:~~ -[;~;o::~ an~ Garry 
Cantley [BIA], August 3, 2005). The Hopi Tribe deferred part1c1pat10n rn t~e PA to u.~_---r_.'"::"';;r uut sm~ t~ey 

uld like to continue to be consulted on any cultural resource reports relatrng to the ~}c(~c:•. t V"-:nvanw1s1wma 
~~opi] to Neustadt [ADOT], December 11, 2003). TheY-PIT responded to consultat1_on _ . Sctymg t~at they ~o 
not wish to be a party to the p A, and that they defer to the ~outhern Tribes, as this proJec: occ<.liS entlrely outs1de 
aboriginal Yavapai territory (Kwiatkowski [Y-PIT] to Hollts [FHW A], July 22, 2005). 

Revisions to the draft PA were requested by SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Laine [ADOT], July ll, 2005) and by 
Reclamation (Ellis [Reclamation] to Neustadt [ADOT], December 18, 2003). The changes requested by SHPO 
and Reclamation have been addressed in the fmal P A. 

At this time FHW A is submitting the final P A for signature. Please review the enclosed P A and the_ 
information' provided in this letter. If you frnd the P A adequate, and wish to participate_ as a concumng party, 
please obtain the appropriate signature and return the document. If you have any questwns or concerns, please 
feel free to contact Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or email rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
SThomas 
RGreenspan (619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOM;~S 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 
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Arizona ® 
State Parks 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

State Parks 
Board Members 

Chair 
William C. Porter 

Kingman 

William Cordasco 
Flagstaff 

Janice Chilton 
Payson 

William C. Scalzo 
Phoenix 

Reese Woodling 
Tucson 

Elizabeth Stewart 
Tempe 

Mark Winkleman 
State Land 

Commissioner 

Kenneth E. Travous 
Executive Director 

Arizona State Parks 
1300 W. Washington 

Phoenix, AZ. 85007 

Tel & TIY: 602.542.4174 
www.azstateparks.com 

800.285.3703 from 
(520 & 928) area codes 

General Fax: 
602.542.4180 

Director's Office Fax: 
602.542.4188 

"Mana ging a nd co11serving n;rt: IJ,-,,1. cult ural. and recreat.ional1·esource~; .. 

December 28, 2006 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0674 

Attention: Stephen Thomas 

RE: HOP-AZ, NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
SR 202L; South Mountain 
Section 106 Consultation 
Final Programmatic Agreement 
SHP0-2003-1890 (31612) 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

Enclosed is the Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the Federal Highway 
Administration project to construct a loop highway (State Route 202L) between 
Interstate 10 (I-10) west of Phoenix to I-10 south ofPhoenix in Maricopa 
County. It was ~igned by James Garrison, the Arizona State Preservation 
Officer, on December 28, 2006. The document should be filed with the 
Advisory Council according to 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(1)(iv). We would appreciate 
receiving a copy of the complete signature page for our files. 

We look forward to reviewing and commenting on the project's treatment plans 
according to stipulations of the PA. We appreciate your continuing cooperation 
with our office in complying with the requirements of historic preservation. 
Please contact me at (602) 542-7140 or electronically at djacobs@pr.state.az.us 
if you have any questions or concerns. · 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
David JaJob~ 
Compliance Specialist/ Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Cc: Ruth Greenspan, ADOT 

Enclosure 

City of Phoenix 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

January 8, 2007 

U.S. Department of Transportation- Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

Re: HOP-AZ, NH-202(ADY), TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 L 
SR 202 L- South Mountain Final Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Mr. Robert Hollis: 

I have signed the enclosed Programmatic Agreement on behalf of the City of Phoenix 
as a concurring party. 

If you need additional information, please contact me by telephone at (602) 261-8699 
or by fax at (602) 534-4571. 

Sincerely, 
N 
' ·' - J 

Barbara Stocklin 
Historic Preservation Officer 

Attachment 

cc: Todd Bostwick, City Archaeology Office 
.!:: . 

200 West Washington Street, 17th Floor • Phoenix, Arizona 85003 • 602-261-8699 FAX: 602-534-457 1 

Recycled Paper 
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P. 0. Box 52025 
Phoenix. AZ 85072-2025 
(602} 236-5900 
WWN.srpnet. com 

16 January 2007 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator, Arizona Division 
USDT Federal Highway Administration 
400 East Van Buren Street 
One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0674 

Mail Station: PAB352 
Phone: (602) 236-2804 

Fax: (602) 236-3407 
Email: raanduze@srpnet.com 

~ 

N 
..t::: 

RE: HOP-AZ; NH-202-D(ADY); TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL; SR 202L; South 
Mountain Final Programmatic Agreement 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

The Salt River Project (SRP) does want to be included as a Concurring Party to the South 
Mountain Final Programmatic Agreement. I have enclosed the document provided to SRP and 
signed by Ray Hedrick, Manager, Siting and Studies, Environmental Services. 

Sincerely, 

Richard A Anduze 
Environmental Scientist/ Archaeologist 

File: LEG 1-1-2 

EC 13152.017 

ARIZONA DEPT. OF TI!ANSPORTA TION 
• INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION DIVISION 

ENVIRONMENTAL& ENHANCEMENT GROUP 

JAN 19 2007 

U.S.Deponment 
ofTransponation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. William Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street 

One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 

January 18, 2007 

In Reply Refer To: HOP-AZ 
NH-202-D (ADY) 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Section 106 Consultation 
Traditional Cultural Places 

Eligibility Evaluation Report 

ARIZONA DEpt OF ·n, 
INTERMODAL ' '""NSPORTATION 

ENVIRONMEN::L~'I~~::::c~TMIENON DIVIS~ON 
.. TGROVP 

JAN 19 200l 

We are in receipt of your letter ofDecember 19, 2006 in response to the Federal Highway 
Administration's (FHW A's) consultation regarding the report, "An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural 
Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa 
County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 2006). The report is being revised in response to your comments, and the 
revised document will be sent to you for review and further comment. 

In the interim, we want to ensure that the interests of the Community continue. to be taken into account 
as design alternatives are developed and considered for this proposed project. As part of this process, 
we would like for the design consultants to be able to consider all options for minimizing impacts to 
those properties that are of cultural significance to your Community. In order for the design team to 
take into consideration alternatives that would avoid the active shrine site, AZ T:12:112(ASM), it 
would be necessary for them to be aware of the area to be avoided. 

We are therefore requesting your permission to disclose the general location of the shrine to the project 
manager, the prime design consultant, and a small number of support personnel in order to request that 
they develop design alternatives that would avoid the shrine, allow continued access, and minimize 
indirect impacts to it. If permission to identify areas of avoidance were given, we would divulge only 
the general location of the property, and not provide any specific information regarding the nature of 
the property or its significance. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you agree to allow disclosure of the general 
location of the active shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM), to a limited number of people involved in the 
design process, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. We look forward to continuing 
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consultation with your office. If you have any question or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Ruth 
Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or email RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Tribal Concurrence 

cc: 
SThomas 
RGreenspan (M D619E) 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 
Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

J. Andrew Darling, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, GRIC, P.O. Box 2140, 
Sacaton, AZ 85247 
Barnaby V. Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, GRIC, P.O. Box E, Sacaton, AZ 85247 
SDThomas:cdm 

2 !Fort !Jvfc'lJowe{{ tyavapai ~tion 
Office of tlie (jenera£ Counsel 

~·~~-;;··~:~·~-.~~:'if'!"·~-:~~~.,~ -~~~:~~1r~"'; ~-...;r~ 

January 16,2007 

Federal Highway Administration 
Attn: Steve Thomas 
Arizona Division 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
One Arizona Center Suite 410 
Phoenix Arizona 

P.O. 'Bo;(l7779, :fountain Jliffs, YlZ 85269-7779 
Phone {480) 816-7180 :Ta;c {480) 789-7249 

RE: Programmatic Agreement -Loop 202 S. Mountain Ext. 

Dear Steve Thomas: 

President Bear has signed the attached Agreement on behalf of the FortMcDowell 
Yavapai Nation ("Nation"). Ruth Greenspan advised me to forward this to you. 

Sincerely: 

~!!!:4--
0ffice of the General Counsel 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 

INTE:~~~~~~DEPT. OFTRANSPORTATION 

£NVIRONMEN:A~~:~~::~~~NNT~~~~~ON 
JAN 2 9 2007 
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February 22, 2007 

Mr. Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

D. w 
Chandler • Arizona 
Where Values Make The Difference 

.Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
400 E. Van Buren Street, One Arizona Center #41 0 
Phoenix AZ 85004-0674 

Re: SR202 South Mountain Final Programmatic Agreement 
TRACS # 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

The City of Chandler is in receipt of your letter dated December 11 , 2006 regarding the Final 
Programmatic Agreement for the referenced project. Since no construction is anticipated to occur 
within the City's jurisdiction as part of this project, the City does not wish to sign the 
Agreement. However, the City would like to be consulted throughout the environmental 
planning, design and con~truction process. 

Thank you for your cooperation. Should you have any questions, please contact me at (480) 782-
34 31, or email me at Samuel.Hanna@chandleraz. gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Samuel Hanna, Ph.D., P.E. 
Senior Transportation Engineer 

cc: Daniel W. Cook, Acting Public Works Director 
Mike Normand, Acting Assistant Public Works Director!fransportation & Operations 
Ruth Greenspan, ADOT Environmental Planning Group 

205 S. 17th Ave., Room #213, MD 619E, Phoenix AZ 85007 

Mailing Address 
Mail Stop 402 
POBox4008 
Chandler, Arizona 85244-4008 

Print:d on rrryckti pap~ 0 

Public Works Department 
Transportation 

Telphone ( 480) 782-3425 
Fax (480) 782-3415 
www.chandleraz.gov 

Location 
215 East Buffalo Street 

Chandler, Arizona 85225 

fl Arizona Cepartment of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

/.\COT 206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

Victor M. 
Mendez 
Director 

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

RE: Project No NH-202-D(ADY) 

May 15,2007 

TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlL 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Jackson Farmstead Eligibility 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

Sam Elters 
State Engineer 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses variations on three altemative alignments for the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway, which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) 
in west Chandler and to I-10 in west Phoenix. One of the alignments, the W55 alignment, was 
recently shifted to avoid an industrial facility at the southwest comer of 51st Avenue and Van 
Buren Street. As a result of this shift, an historic farmstead located at 5727 West Van Buren 
Street, referred to herein as the Jackson farmstead, is now in the project's area of potential effects 
(APE) and requires evaluation. 

As tllis project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. The Jackson farmstead is on private property in the City ofPhoe1liX. 
Consulting parties for this assessment include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), and the City of Phoenix Historic Preservation Office. Due to the scope and 
nature of this component of the project, no tribal consultations will occur. 

EcoPlan & Associates, Inc., as subconsultant to HDR Engineering, Inc., evaluated the eligibility 
of the Jackson farmstead for listing on the National Register ofHist01ic Places (NRHP). The 
results of the assessment are reported in a teclmical memorandum, dated December 4, 2006 
(Dorigo 2006), which is enclosed, for your review. 

Based on Dorigo's evaluation, FHW AJADOT recommend the Jackson fannstead is not eligible 
for inclusion the NRHP due to a general lack of historical and architectmal significance. Its 
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This letter was also sent to: 
 Ms. Liz Wilson, Historic Preservation Officer, City of Phoenix 

Jacobs 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 
Project No NH-202-D(ADY) 
May 15,2007 
Page 2 of2 

setting has lost its rural character and the current property is only a fraction of the original 
fannstead. The property fails to convey the character of a historical fannstead in the context of 
the agricultural development of the Salt River valley. Furthermore, because of their lack of 
historical and architectural significance, the two remaining houses on the property, individually, 
are also recommended not eligible for the NRHP. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you find the 
repmt adequate and agree with FHW AI ADOT' s eligibility recommendation, please indicate your 
concurrence by signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact 
me at 602-712-6626 or e-mail rgreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Ru h L. Greenspan 
Histmic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group 
205 S.l7th Avenue, Room 213E I MD 619E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 

Enclosure 

cc: SThomas (FHWA) 

Date 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation ARIZONA DIVISION 

400 East Van Buren Street, 
Suite410 

· Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 
602-379-3646 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Carol Legard 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pensylvania Avenue NW, Suite 809 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Dear Ms. Legard: 

May24, 2007 In Reply Refer To: 
HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 I-15764 OIL 

South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Section 106 Consultation 

Draft Programmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) are 
conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, South 
Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses nine variations of 
five alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south 
side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west Chandler and to 1-10 in west Phoenix. As this 
project would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

FHW A originally consulted with your office regarding the draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) in August 
2003, and again in September, 2005. In response to both consultations, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (Council) declined to participate in the PA. Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(b)(iv), at this time 
FHW A is submitting the final P A to the Council to complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. If there is any additional information that you require, or if you have any 
questions or comments, please Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or electronically at RGreenspan@azdot. !!OV. 

Enclosure (Programmatic Agreement) 
cc: 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

SThomas ,RGreenspan (619E), MHollowell (619E) 
SDThomas:cdm 

MOVING THE~ 
AMERICAN 
ECONOMY ~ 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. William Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

June 13, 2007 

400 East Van Buren Street, 
Suite 410 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0674 
602-379-3646 

In Reply Refer To: 
HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
Project No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIL 

South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Places 
Eligibility Evaluation Report 

As you are aware, the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) and Location/Design Concept Report for the proposed Loop 202 
(SR 202L), South Mountain Freeway. The DEIS addresses variations of alternative alignments 
for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of South 
Mountain from the Interstate 10 (1-10) and SR 202L traffic interchange to 1-10 in western 
Phoenix. This project is a federal action that requires compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. The area of potential effects (APE) consists of the alternative 
alignment corridors. 

The proposed alternative alignments being studied for the DEIS have the potential to affect 
archaeological sites and natural features on the landscape that are deemed sacred by Native 
American tribes and that may qualify for the National Register of Historic Places as traditional 
cultural properties (TCPs). In accordance with the regulations of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] Part 800.4), which requires federal 
agencies to make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties that could be 
affected by a proposed project, FHWA and ADOT conducted an eligibility evaluation ofTCPs in 
the APE for alternative alignments of the proposed undertaking. 

The results of the TCP evaluation were reported in An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural 
Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, 
Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2006). FHW A and ADOT appreciate the Gila River 
Indian Community's (Community) comments ori the report~ sent on December 19,2006, and we 

MOVIIIG T .HE~ 
AMERICAN 
ECONOMY --9 

are in the process of revising the TCP evaluation report accordingly. The purpose of this letter 
is to ask for additional input on the boundary for the South Mountain TCP. 

2 

FHW A and ADOT recognize that creating any type of boundary around Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) is inconsistent with O'odham and Pee Posh worldviews and that Muhadagi Doag is 
part of a continuum of life interwoven with far-reaching social, cultural, spiritual, and physical 
landscapes. Furthem10re, we appreciate the Community's understanding that potential traditional 
cultural properties must be evaluated with reference to the National Register of Historic Places 
Criteria for Evaluation (36 C.F.R. Part 60) to determine if Muhadagi Doag is eligible for the 
National Register, and that this requires delineating a boundary to define it as a tangible 
property. 

In the draft TCP eligibility report (Brodbeck 2006), the boundary for the Muhadagi Doag TCP 
was initially based on geologic features, and defined the mountain range through a series of 
disjointed bedrock protrusions (see enclosed map). Per your response, we understand that this 
boundary was not fully sensitive to its cultural importance as viewed by the Community and not 
adequate for Section 106 purposes because it was not inclusive of all of its traditional uses. We 
appreciate your suggestion to use a one mile radius from the base of the geological bedrock 
formations to provide a boundary that is culturally sensitive to and inclusive of traditional uses. 
As shown in the enclosed figure, when this boundary is mapped out it includes a combination of 
natural desert, agricultural fields, and built-out urban areas, such as residential subdivisions and 
the 1-10/US 60 traffic interchange. 

To assess the National Register eligibility of the Muhadagi Doag TCP, FHW A and ADOT 
propose using a boundary that is inclusive of its traditional uses and balanced with the 
surrounding built urban environment. The revised proposed boundary minimizes the inclusion of 
surrounding urban areas, such as housing subdivisions and freeway corridors, where no 
traditional uses of the South Mountain TCP are known to exist. In keeping with the 
Community's suggestions, this proposed boundary includes surrounding natural and less­
developed areas where traditional activities and access to the mountain are maintained. 

In the Southern Foothills area, there are areas where modem urban development falls within the 
proposed TCP boundary. These instances are ones where the built environment is fully 
surrounded by natural, undeveloped areas. The boundary was drawn to include those areas in 
order to capture the fullest possible extent of culturally sensitive traditional use areas directly 
associated with the TCP. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed map showing our proposed 
revised boundary for the Muhadagi Doag TCP. If you agree with the use of this proposed 
boundary for the National Register eligibility assessment, please sign below to indicate your 
concurrence. 

At this time we would also like to reiterate our request of January 18, 2007 regarding AZ 
T:12:112(ASM), the active shrine site. FHWA and ADOT are committed to investigating 
strategies to minimize potential impacts to historic properties and TCPs. In a letter dated January 
18, 2007 we requested pem1ission to disclose the general location of AZ T: 12: 112(ASM) to the 
projectmanager, the prime design consultant, and a small number of support personnel so that 
they might investigate design alternatives that would avoid the shrine, allow continued access, 
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and minimize indirect impacts to it. To date, we have not received a response. The draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be made public soon, and as you pointed out in 
your December 19, 2006letter, that document will include management recommendations to 
mitigate any potential adverse effects to TCPs, including the active shrine. We are requesting 
your input in investigating potential measures to minimize harm to the shrine, and requesting 
permission to involve the engineering design team in this effort. 

3 

Your December 19, 2006 letter also pointed out the need for mitigation strategies to be 
considered in close consultation with the Community and other concerned Native American 
communities. We, too, recognize the need for close consultation regarding potential mitigation 
strategies and other issues of mutual concern relating to the proposed South Mountain Freeway. 
As there are a number of issues that have thus far not been effectively resolved through our 
written consultations, we propose some meetings between the Community, FHWA, and ADOT. 
We recognize that forn1al decisions are unlikely to be made in such a forum, but feel that face-to­
face meetings would allow for an exchange of ideas and concerns and identify issues that could 
be brought back to our respective Community/agencies for discussion and consideration. 

We look forward to continued consultation with you. If you have any question or concerns, 
please do not hesitate to call Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or email RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 

Sincerely, 
,-

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Enclosure 
cc: 
Jennifer Allison-Ray, Lieutenant Governor, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, Arizona 85247 
David White, Community Manager, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, Arizona 85247 
Barnaby Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, Gila River Indian Community, P .O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 

85247 
J. Andrew Darling, CRMP Coordinator, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

SThomas 
WVachon 
KDavis 
MHollowell (EM02) 
RGreenspan (EM02) 
MBruder (614E) 
SDThomas:cdm 

·GILA RIVER INDIIAN COMCMUNITY 
:Executive Office of tlie iJovenw-r & Heutenant @ov.ernoY 

1Vil1'11t1'1> ::R. 'Fiwies 
Go•-mlor 

July2, 2007 

Robert E. Hollis, 'Divisi011 A.dmilli:;trator 
U. S. Department of !rm:tsportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Ariroua Dlvis:ion 
400 East Van Buren Street, Su.1te 4 10 
Phoe1_1ix, A.ri.zm.1.a 85004 

Jennifer AO"tson·:Ray 
Lirotf:~1\ G~n~e.mor 

RE: outh Mountain T~o~tlon Co~dor; S-ection\ lOIS Consultation, Tmdilion81 
Culv.rral Places, EJi gibilit~r Rq)o:n; HOP-.AZ NH-202-D. (ADY); P1oject No. 202:L 
:!YIA 054 H5764 ·011;, _ . . _.-: : :- . . . - .. ; ·. ~: , ' ·. 

- . . .. .. ... .: 

Dear Mr. Hollis, . , 
•', 

. ·' !' 

The Gila Rive-r ~an-,~~ity (GRIC) in respcms~· to-yoor -~~~ ~~ June ll. 2007 
i.n which you r~u6ste.4 additiqt~al inp-~t o'n the boundary ·for ~ .M~~~gi Doag (South 
Moi!W.min) TCP. · ·We:~appreciate_:.fha.t yo~ ~ogu.i~ .. the J!Elid:-:for· dose co:nsufcatiou 
rega.Iding poten,tial t:i:Jmgatjon' stra~,eg;aS: in close co1:1Sl;lltatiO.~i 'Witti the· ORIC and other 
concerned Nativ.e'Azn.erican coninii.mities, · · · · ' ' · · 

...... · 
We app:recime tha!· l:he H-l: WA ackMwledge-s that -l~e draft -_TCP e!igibility re.poit 
(Brodbeck 2006). <Jetiiled the boundary for the Mubadagj D9ag.·TCP based on geological 
features is: uot fuUy se~!3irive to ¢e-cultural importai:Jcc: ~ viev;.oe:d by ihe GRIC ru:td is not 
adequate for Section 106 pujposes bocause. it was ntit inclusive· of all of its traditional 
ose:-. In teview of the lnfoi:malion iProvidodl in YoLir Lc«a ·and the enclosed proposed 
rev1:5ed boundary map for the' Muhadagi Doag TCP. The GRIC wishes further 
oons-ill'tation before it$ submission for d1e purposes o.f NH!!ional Rl:gist:er el]gibility 
assessment 

We understand that the draft Environmental hnpact Statement (DElS) \'Vill be made 
public soon, and pleased that DE-IS will im:lt~d~ m.anagenl<U1t reoom.rrumd'e!ions ro 
rnit1gate .a.ny po~nliai a('l\ttrse effects to TCPs, includin~ the ac•rve s.hri.ne. 

We agree tll!U some meetings between tbe GRIC, FH\VA, and ADOT must be sclleduloo 
at th~ ·em-liest pos:silJle tUne to discuss your reques.-t for pcrmi~oion fo disclose the gener-al 
location ·of AZ T; 12:112 (ASM), ~ shrine area in meier to in'llestiga.te design 
altcrnatfvcs that would avoid the sluine, allow continued access. and n1imm.ize indirect 

525 Wes[ Gtt. u Kl · P.O. Box ·97 • Sacat on,, Arizona 8524 7 
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impacts to tbe shrine. We request consideration in inviting the State Historic Preservation 
Office to tbe proposed meeting as we discuss issues that have not been resolved through 
\vritten communications. 

The GRIC appreciates the efforts of the Federal Highway Administr~tion in addressing 
our grave concerns that must be resolved through the Nai!Onlil Htstonc Preservauon A~t 
106 Consultation process. We anticipate continued and mea~ungfu! consultattons on .thts 
federal undertaking. Please call GRIC Cultural Resou~e Speciali~t, Bam"!'y V. Lewts at 
1-520-562-6713 should you have any questions or requtre further mfom>alion. 

Since<ely, 

// /7/ ,?' /"" ~-q' 
William R. Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Commwtity 

cc J. Andrew Darling GRIC-CRMP Coordinator 
Errol Blackwater, GRIC Land Use Planning & ~ning 
Doug Torres, GRIC Department ofTransportatio~ . 
Kae Neustadt ADOT Historic Preservation Spectabst 
Ruth GreensPan, ADOT Historic Preservation Speciruist 
Mark Brodbeck, HDR Engineering, Inc. 

AIH!.ONA 0£1'1'. OfTRANSPOCtfA liON 
INT£.RMOD.•l TRANSPORT.ITIO~ DIVISION 

ENVIRONMEI<TAL& ENIUNCWOOGROUP 

.JUL 2 7 2007 

US. DC1XJ'~rn:."''lt 
ot li':o-s:~::x1Jii:ln 
fede:ta!JiighvtQy 
Admlt)Mration 

~1r. WiUi~111UJul1e.:~, Gov.:mnr 
Gila R.i\'er lndi.tJl Cotcnu."lity 
P.O.Bo<97 
Sac310D.J Arlmna 35247 

ARI7.<1:'i A. ·oi\'ISION 

llpril ?2, )008 

... , .......... , ...................... , 
SWW41(l 

l>t.~~L~. J.rim~• RSO::l4JJ6 71 
&J:!<H:l-3646 

In Rl>ply Rorec To: 
HOP-AT. 

1\IHIJZ.ll(ADY) 
PK-J~tl\c.~Jl2LMAOS4H5164 Ou. 

S i:t.tth Mou:n;l.ic. T ~ptrt.·nb~ Co1rii.Jr 
S~:ttil)rl 106 C:~:~:uru.t;.ltiou 

1',e:Uli~ Clllna:ell't&e::es 
},{j~~C:~L'n:'\1 

In pr!Mowt onnr.ultMiun :~::~u.:Unglllo po~.atial effea..1s ufthc ~osed SR 202.1. (Sooth.Mo·.m1?.i.ll 
.fl'l'OCWily) un Mstmic p.ropcrticr.: ud mhcr pf~ of rou~~ 11) the Gilalliotet Wdian C(IUWJt.all:y 
(OkJC), it was ::msge!'.ted that ):Ollld infurmo) n::.ectings bc;tv.'Cal rcpn:~tath'C!t of<iN IC, t:!lc 
~o·cde:ral Highw.:ty Admin!!:tcM(&D. (FII\VA), the Arimna Dcpartrecrt ofl'rA."':.SP<lrtl'ti.::>n (AOOI), 
UDd tlc ~ia!.; lfh;~.,rio l':c~-az::iou Ofli..:e (SIIPO) should ta!cc tJ!ooc in ordcrtD addrc~ pns!tible 
mitiga.tiun ..tratcgics. rd~ing to a pmpnsai (tcetny Qp1ion. Fulll>wiu"rea:cipt uf yu•.a ldterof 
July 2. 200?. 5CVC\-al iDfonml meelln~ 3)\t"l c&nvm~ttiOlls have: hdd bdv;~ villi~ 
J'q.rc;cotatives uft&c GRIC OllCarnl kc.:tnuroc 5!lCc\l'li~•·s Office (CR50). (]RIC Calllll"Al 
R.esowoc M'l'lntlgtmmt lt'rag:r~ll\ {CRMr), the FU\VA_, the Al>Ol' ~brtorlc \'rc::c:rv.af;nn 'l"c811\ 
(HPI}, tbc S~Jf'O, t1nd thtl Cit;· l:tffhocnill: Arcbaea!u.~ St:i::litm (COr-AS), As il Tault of thcsl!l 
vari~.>ll5 mcct:inw:. PHW A and Al>nr h~vta bce:a p\E¥uin,v lwu pos~iblt~o!il7ut~::gjeo. fo llelpmitip.IC 
po~lti."tl iidvcuc cff('J(;fs &f tlaepropnRcd ti'¢rr.."W~)' ()ll the MuN,dagiDuag (Soml\ M~>mtain) 
'l'wiitit:u:id Cultunl Yropclly (TCP) o..W nthcr pl~~ ('lftftldltjm"tl s.i&niiit.aucc• 1(1 yuur 
C:ODJWU:rily. 

Prcviot:~ cnltSUlliitiun:t:.ct~nding tlt¢.Vwh:•da,gi Doag 'l'Ct' addm;P.ed !tlelnr•h ttl define a bounditry 
thld cuuld be t:sed to Bafi~tfy FliwA•s St:a.:tion !06 (of the ~ratinnallJ'j.:trodc l'.rcsorw.tion Ac-.t) 
tespo:~.si.hU\tiC$ a.nd a1l'ord prntcctii)Jlll'JMrJ:ud!lg; Da~. As are&ult ofthi~ ooruru1Q.tion, JOH.WA 
ru;:;,gui~e:t that the h';'lditional t:sc: arca.Q of M1fhtJdag; DCJ«}{ t;Xt~ un the south a:ld rouf.lt.w~::st 
bo:>}'Ol:.<llbt: ~llem 'bouudary of the Com:mmit}·, and d1at au)' <~f l11<> b\Uld il!tmlal(,·c-; uftlte 
~}.l~o:i fre~-ay would &.a ... c m ad>'cr.~c ~.t OJJ.llu~ Mrtbt>!lt<J,;.i D.r.mg TC:P. lJt.-d=t~ cuD~"ltlta~ou 

If t) It :f/'i G T:H.' -·~"") 
AM!a'RIC.AN I 
ECOI'Hl.J\f:!.. ~ 
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it was also recognized that although some areas of Muhadagi Doag, such as the southwest ridges, 
clearly active traditional use areas, fully defining. a meaningful boundary for the TCP as a whole 
will require a more detailed study of traditional uses and cultural significance of Muhadagi Doag. 
Rather than define an arbitrary boundary until such time as a more meaningful boundary can be 
identified, FHW A proposes to formally ~cknowledge that any of the build alternatives of the 
proposed freeway would impact the southern and southwestern portion of Muhadagi Doag, and 
would have an adverse effect on the TCP. At this time, FHW A would like to proceed with 
consultation addressing specific mitigation measures to address that adverse effect. 

2 

One such mitigation measure discussed at some of the above-referenced meetings is for E!:ll¥A 
and ADOT to provide funds for GRIC CRMP to conduct a detailed study of traditional uses and 
cultural sigruficance of Muhadagi Doag. The City of Phoenix is currently working on a Nationaf 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility study of the archaeological and historical sites 
within South Mountain Park/Preserve. The City of Phoenix Archaeologist, the GRIC CRMP 
Coordinator, and the GRIC CRSO have expressed interest in working together and expanding the 
on-going study to include an evaluation of the Muhadagi Doag TCP. FHW A and ADOT are 
willing to consider funding GRIC's participation in this proposed study. If this potential 
mitigation measure is something that you are interested in pursuing, we request that you provide a 
brief scope of work and budget for the proposed study, to ensure a common understanding about 
exactly what proposal is being considered. 

Additionally, FHW A and ADOT are currently investigating design options to minimize impacts to 
. the active shrine site, AZ T:l2:112(ASM) and arock art site, AZ T:12:198(ASM). We would like 
· to meet with members of your Community to present and discuss some of these possible options. 

If you are interested in pursuing these potential mitigation measures, we look forward to receiving 
a proposal for a study of the Muhadagi Doag TCP, and to meeting with you to discuss possible 
avoidance measures. We look forward to continued consultation with you. If you have any 
question or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or email 
RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THOMAS 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

3 
cc: 
Jennifer Allison-Ray, Lieutenant Governor, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, 
Arizona 85247 . 
David White, Community Manager, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, Arizona 
85247 
Barnaby Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 2140, 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 
J. Andrew Darling, CRMP Coordinator, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, 
Arizona 85247 
SThomas 
WVachon 
KDavis 
MHollowell (EM02) 
RGreenspan (EM02) 
MBruder (EMOl) 
MBurdick (118A) 
SDThomas:cdm 
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QILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
SACATON, AZ 85247 

RESOLUTION NO. GR-41-07 

A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THE SOUTH MOUNTAIN RANGE (Muhadag, 
Avikwaxos) AS A SACRED PLACE AND TRADITIONAL CULTURAL 
PROPERTY OF THE GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY. 

WHEREAS, the Gila River Indian Community Council ("the Community Council") is 
the governing body of the Gila River Indian Community ("the 
Community"); and 

WHEREAS, the Community Council on January 6, 1982, did adopt Ordinance No. GR-
01-82 under Title XV of the Gila River Indian Community Law and Order 
Code in which "[i]t is ... declared as a matter of Community policy and 
legislative determination, that the public interests of the Pima-Maricopa 
people and the interests of all other persons living within the jurisdiction 
of the Gila River Indian Community require that the Community adopt a 
means whereby all sites, location, structures, and objects of sacred, 
historical or scientific interest or nature-will be protected from desecration, 
destruction, theft, or other interference."; and 

WHEREAS, the Community Council through Resolution GR-15-89 did approve the 
Policy Statement of the Four Southern Tribes (Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community, Ak Chin Indian Community, Tohono O'odham 
Nation, and the Gila River Indian Community) which outlines the Four 
Tribes intent to protect, promote, and preserve cultural affinity to the 
HuHuKam; and 

WHEREAS, the Community Council has always held the preservation of historical, 
archaeological, cultural, religious sites as a high priority and recognizes 
the need to protect the cultural heritages of the Akimel O'Odham (Pima) 
and the Pee Posh (Maricopa); and 

WHEREAS, the identification and authentication of sacred places I traditional cultural 
properties is the sole responsibility of the federally recognized tribe 
according to its unique culture; and 

WHEREAS, the Community does recognize certain locations to be sacred places I 
traditional cultural properties based on the unique cultural and spiritual 
beliefs of the Akimel O'Odham (Pima) and the Pee Posh (Maricopa); and 

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
RESOLUTION GR-41-07 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

WHEREAS, all, but not limited to, of the places referenced in the oral traditions of the 
Akimel O'Odham (Pima) and the Pee Posh (Maricopa) are culturally and 
spiritually significant to the continuing life ways of the Akimel O'Odham 
(Pima) and the Pee Posh (Maricopa); and 

WHEREAS, the Muhadag (Pima language) also known as (a.k.a.) Avikwaxos 
(Maricopa language), a.k.a. Greasy Mountain (English language), and 
geographically known as the South Mountain, South Mountain Range, or 
Salt River Mountains (Range) figures prominently in oral traditions of 
both the Akimel O'Odham (Pima) and the Pee Posh (Maricopa) 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Community Council hereby does 
acknowledge and recognize that the South Mountain Range in its entirety 
is a sacred place I traditional cultural property and must be kept inviolate. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Community Council hereby strongly opposes 
any alteration of the South Mountain Range for any purpose would be a 
violation of the cultural and religious beliefs of the Gila River Indian 
Community and would have a negative cumulative affect on the 
continuing lifeways of the people of the Gila River Indian Community. 

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Governor, or in his absence, the Lieutenant 
Governor, is hereby authorized to sign and execute such documents as are 
necessary to effectuate this resolution. 

CERTIFICATION 

Pursuant to authority contained in Article XV, Section 1, (a) (7), (9), (18), and Section 4 
of the amended Constitution and Bylaws of the Gila River Indian Community, ratified by 
the Tribe January 22, 1960, and approved by the Secretary of the Interior on March 17, 
1960, the foregoing Resolution was adopted on the 41

h of April, 2007, at a Regular 
Community Council Meeting held in District 3, Sacaton, Arizona at which a quorum of 
10 Members were present by a vote of: 2 FOR; Q OPPOSE;! ABSTAIN; 2, ABSENT;~ 
VACANCIES. 

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 

ATTEST: 

~--.::::} · -.d ku_h._Jf 
(.JMMUNJ'f\icoUNCIL SECRETARY 
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GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2140, SACATON, AZ 85247 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (520) 562-7150 
(520) 562-7165 

Fax: (520) 562-3268 

Robert E. Hollis, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
400 East Van Buren Street, Suite 410 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

November 18, 2008 

In reply to your previous request of April 22, 2008, please find attached a draft summary scope of work 
for proposed efforts offered as partial mitigation in connection with adverse effects to the Traditional 
Cultural Property {TCP) known as Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain), which will result with the 
proposed development of SR 202L (South Mountain Freeway) as currently desigoed. 

This summary scope recommends a Phased Treatment Plan be developed, which is appropriate when 
eligible properties are adversely affected by a federal undertaking and avoidance is not possible, as 
follows: 

Phase I- Treatment Plan Development 
Phase Il- Implementation of the Study 
Phase ill- Reporting and NRHP nomination of the South Mountain TCP. 

Understanding that previous cultural resource assessments, consultation with ADOT -FHW A, and GRIC 
Council resolution (with support from other Tribes) all agree that South Mountain is a TCP, this proposal 
serves to address the need to provide a strategy for mitigation in the draft Enviromnental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the South Mountain Freeway Project. 

We look forward to further comment and discussion of this proposal. Upon receipt of your concurrence or 
following revision of the proposal, the final version may be cited in the EIS in connection with the 
Muhadagi Doag TCP. Please note, that all other impacts to cultural properties located within the 
proposed aligoment, or that will be directly or indirectly impacted by prop9sed construction, will need to 
be addressed in accordance with federal regulations provided under NEP A and the NHP A. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact me at (520) 562-7151 or 
jadarlin@gilariver.com. 

Sincerely, 

?/~/PJ; 
A~;:ew Darling 7 

Coordinator 

U.S. Deportment 
ofTransportation ARIZONA DIVISION 

4000 North Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-1906 
602-379-3646 Federal Highway 

Administration January 13, 2009 

i ·, 

In Reply Refer To: 
HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
202LMA 054 H5764 OIL 

South Mountain Transp011ation Corridor 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Mr. William Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) is in receipt of the November 18, 2008 draft summary 
scope of work that you provided in response to our consultation of April22, 2008. The summary 
recommends development of a Phased Treatment Plan for a study of the traditional uses and cultural 
significance of the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) known as Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain). 
This study would complement and expand upon ongoing studies that contribute to the overall knowledge 
base of Muhadagi Doag and would serve as the basis of an evaluation of Muhadagi Doag' s eligibility for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a TCP. Financial support of this study by 
FHW A and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) would constitute partial mitigation to 
resolve potential adverse effects to Muhadagi Doag as a result of the development of the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway. 

FHW A and ADOT fmd the proposal acceptable, with the following clarifications. If you agree with these 
bullets, please sigu the concurrence line at the end of this letter. The next step after your concurrence, 
would be for ADOT and Gila River Indian Community (Community) to enter into a Joint Project 
Agreement. 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

FHW A's role in consultation regarding the study and its deliverables will be limited to the potential 
effects of the proposed South Mountain Freeway on the Muhadagi Doag TCP as required by Section 
I 06 (of the National Historic Preservation Act), Section 4(f) (of the Department of Transportation Act 
of 1966, as amended), and the National Enviromnental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 
The process of nominating the Muhadagi Doag TCP to the NRHP will be undertaken by the 
Community. ' 
FHW A and ADOT will be invited to participate in the public component of the work sessions . 
FHW A and ADOT will be invited to participate in the development of the Management Plan . 
With the exception of culturally sensitive documents, or portions of documents, the deliverables 
resulting from tbis study will be available to FHWA and ADOT for use in fulfilling FHW A's 
responsibilities under NEPA, Section 106, and Section 4(f) with regards to the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway or any other current or future projects. 
The funding of the Muhadagi Doag TCP study is a mitigation measure to resolve adverse effects of 
the proposed South Mountain Freeway. Therefore, if the Enviromnental Impact Statement (EIS) for 

-~· j' •·• h\ 'o·:: 

AMERICAN 
ECONOMY 
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the proposed project were to be cancelled or put on hold prior to the implementation of the proposed 
TCP study, fmancial support of the study would also be cancelled or put on hold until such time as 
the EIS were to move forward again. 

Additionally, FHWA and ADOT have responded to the request made at our meeting on November 18, 
2008 to investigate an elevated split design to minimize impacts to the active slnine site, AZ 
T: 12: 112(ASM). A design has been developed and efforts are underway to coordinate a presentation of 
that design to your Community. 

We look forward to your response to our comments regarding the proposed study of the Muhadagi Doag 
TCP, and to discussing the proposed avoidance measures. If you have any question or concerns , please 
do not hesitate to call Ruth Greenspan at 602-712-6266 or email RGreenspan@azdot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. THO~ft S 

Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Jennifer Allison-Ray,Lieutenant Governor, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, 
Arizona 85247 
David. White, Community Manager, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 97, Sacaton, Arizona 
85247 
Barnaby Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, 
Arizona 85247 

2 

J. Andrew Darling, CRMP Coordinator, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 
85247 
SThomas 
AHansen 
A Valle 
KDavis 
MHollowell (EM02) 
RGreenspan (EM02) 
MBruder (EM01) 
MBurdick (118A) 
SDThomas:cdm 

US. Department 
ofTransportaffon 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. William Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

April 28, 201 0 

4000 North Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Ariz.ona 85012-3500 
602-3 79-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
hllll://www.fhwa.dot.gov/a?.div/iJldex.htm 

In Reply Refer To : 
NH-202-D (ADY ) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D (ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 0 lL 

South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

"no adverse effect" 

The Federal Highway Administration (FI-IWA) and the Arizona Department ofTranspmiation 
(ADOT) initiated consultation regarding a proposed study of the Muhadagi Doag TCP (Hollis 
[FHW A] to Rhodes [Gila River Indian Community] Jmmary 13, 2009). FHW A found the 
proposal acceptable, pending clarification and elaboration of a few points before formal 
approval. The consultation letter also addressed the request made at the November 18, 2008 
meeting to investigate an elevated split design to minimize impacts to the active shrine site, AZ 
T:12:112(ASM). A design has been developed and efforts are underway to coordinate a 
presentation of that design to your Community. A copy of the consultation is enclosed to assist 
you in your review. 

FHWA would like to offer mwthcr opportunity for the Gila River Indian Community to respond 
to comments regarding the proposed study of the Muhadagi Doag TCP, and to discuss the 
proposed avoidance measures. We look forward to continuing consultation with your office. If 
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you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email Ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

r:··or/:. 
Robett E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

J . Andrew Darling, Coordinator, Cultural Resomce Management Program, GRIC, P.O. 
Box 2140, Sacaton, AZ 85247 (with enclosures) 
Barnaby V. Lewis, Cultural Resource Specialist, GRIC, P.O. Box E, Sacaton, AZ 85247 
(with enclosures) 
SThomas 
TDeitering 
A Hansen 
MFrye 
KDavis 
LDavis (EM02) 
SDThomas:cdm 

2 

JUL 
GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 

1 2010 
'Executive Office of tlie Governor & Lieutenant Governor 

IVi[{lam 'R. nfiodes 
Go\'(~ 1'111>1 ' 

June 23,2010 

Robet1 Hollis, Administrator, Arizona Division 
U.S. Depmtment of Transportation (FHW A) 
4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: HOP-AZ, NH-202"D(ADY) . ·.. . 

]osryli :ManU£{ 
l .ieutf•JJ:ml. Gow1·nor· 

Project No. 202L MA054li5764 01 L · .. ·.. ... . .. 
South Mountain Tra.llsportatiol'l C'onidor, Section 1 06 Consl.lltatiol1, Traditional Cultural Places, 
Mitigation Measur~s. .... · 

Dear Mr. Hollis: .. :::. - . . -. · __ <_.~ -: .-·.-_-. -_ :. 

In reply to yourlctteridated April28, 2010 regarding potential effects.ofth.eproposcd SR 202L 
(South Mountain Freeway), the Gila Rivet· Indian. CotntJ]~nity C::4ltl!mLRespurcc Management 
Program (GRIC CRl\llP) has prepared the attached proposal for the$\1(1/llqtlon ql Traditionul 
Cultural Prope/ty ant/Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor l)qvelQJlment posed by the 
proposed eonstruct~on of the current Pecos Alignment of the South. fy1o~l1tain Freeway. This 
proposal has been I'(!Viev•ed and approved by the GRIC CdmmutlitY Council and the GRIC 
Transpmtation T~ch.nicril Team. A digital (soft copy) was Stlbfuitted io Matthew Burdick 
(Arizona Department ofTransportation ~ADOT) via electronic m~itoll.J<Inuary 19, 2010. 

Please be advised t~at~lecutTe~tproposalonlyadcJrcss~spartialJneasttrcs for the mitigation of 
adverse effects posed by th~ P:ecos <tligrirllenfto Tl;aditioiiaLCultural Property (TCP) including 
individual sites and the mtnirit!1in (MuhqdagiDcmg - South/Mountain) and may be used in the 
preparation and finalization · of the Envirow~entallmpact Statement (EIS). All other 
requirements under such federal acts as the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for the 
protection and preservation of cultural properties including data recovery of archaeological sites 
within the proposed corridor still pertain to the project and arc not addressed by the attached 
document. The Community is aware that as the project developments, design changes and 
consideration of alternate corridors may require further adjustment m· revision to the plan as 
presented. 

The attached proposal also acknowledges the engineering solutions provided by ADOT in the 
form of overpasses for the avoidance and protection of sensitive cultural sites as acceptable 
concepts and that implementation of their design and construction will require further 

525 West Gu u Ki · P.O. Box 97 · Sacaton, Arizona 85147 

Telephone: 520-562-9840 · Fax: 520-562 -9849 · Email : executivemail@gric.nsn.us 
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consultation in the event these go forward. This includes especially the implementation of 
proposed massive cuts through the western ridges of Muhadagi Doag and earthworks required 
for construction of the Pecos aligrunent, which will significantly impact the mountain and the 
surrounding cultural landscape. 

Finally this proposal identifies the imp011ant and significant overlap of wildlife and culture 
corridors and the significance of all plants and animals in the traditional culture of the Akimel 
O'odham and Pee Posh of this Community. In this respect, we value the strong connection 
between the environment, the land, traditional places, and all living things, not just people. To 
this end, the attached proposal recognizes the intimate com1ection of TCPs to the environment in 
general, which certainly will be affected permanently through the construction of this major 
transportation facility. 

The Gila River Jndian Corru1mnity looks forward to continuing consultation through its newly 
established Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Barnaby V. Lewis (THPO), especially on the 
draft EIS once it is assembled. If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to 
call Dr. J. Andrew Darling, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program at (520) 562-
7151 or Bamaby V. Lewis (THPO) at (520) 562-7152. 

Sincerely, 

. ~-""?-:!····· ~.0 R... ~/ ,..... ~.. "--" -----.., (;; .~.f!!J -/~ 

A 
Lt. Governor Joseph Manuel, Chair 
Transportation Technical Team 

' 

Attachment: South Mountain Freeway Survey Proposal 

cc: Governor William R. Rhodes 
Chief of Staff Greg Mendoza 
Community Managers (5) 
Transportation Technical Team 
File 

U.S. Department 
of Tronsportotion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DTVTSTON 

September 16,2010 

Mr. Joh11 Holt, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 South 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Mr. Holt: 

4000 '-!orth Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix,Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
h!tJ2:i/y.;y.;w.t1Jwa.<:lo_t.gQviazdiv/indcx.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
202-C- 200 

HOP-AZ 

202-C- 200 
TRACS No. 202L MA 54.0 II5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1-06 Con~ultation 

Revised Programmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(hiS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the south side of Soutl1 Mountain ti·om Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the project area 
is not yet known. 

Consulting parties for this project include FJJWA, ADOT, Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office, Arizona State Land Department, Arizona State Museum, Army Corps of Engineers, 
Bureau of Land Management, Bureau or Reclamation, \Vcstcrn Area Power Administration 
(Western), Salt River Project, Maricopa County Department of Transportation, Flood Control 
District of Maricopa County, Roosevelt Irrigation District, City of Avondale, City of Chandler, 
City of Glendale, City of Phoenix, City of Tolleson, Ak-Chin Indian Community, Chemehuevi 
Tribe, Cocopah Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribe, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, Fort 
Mojave Tribe, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, Gila River Indian Community, Havasupai Tribe, Hopi 
Tribe, Hualapai Tribe, Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, Navajo Nation, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, Pueblo of Zuni, 
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Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache Nation, San Juan Southern 
Paiute, Tohono O'odham Nation, Tonto Apache Tribe, White Momnain Apache Nation, and the 

···Yavapai-Apache Nation, 

2 

In 2007, a Programmatic Agreement (P A) was executed for the project; however, Western had 
not hccn included. Western has transmission lines that intersect the proposed freeway alignments 
and asked FHW A to be included in the P A. Therefore, per Stipulation 14 of the PA, FHWA has 
revised the PA to include Western as a concurring party. Additionally, FHWA and ADOT are 
taking this opportunity to invite the Gila River Indi<m Community to participate as a concurring 
party at this time. 

A copy of the revised P A is enclosed for your review and comment If Western would like to 
participate, please sign the enclosed PA and return it to ADOT within 30 days. Upon receipt of 
Western's signahJre on the PA and of the Gila River Indian Community's signature, if they 
choose to participate at this time, FHWA will forward the updated PA through continued Section 
1 06 consultations. 

As more in[()fmation becomes available regarding the South Mountain Frcnvay project, it will 
be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please review· the 
information provided in this letter. Ifymt have any questions or concerns, please feel fi-ee to 
contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or by e-mail at LDavis2:.X.azdot.gov 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

l'/J;)a.:-;,y ~7. 
' u 

tzt6heii E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 

Department of Energy 
Western Area Power Administration 

Desert Southwest Customer Service Region 
P.O. Box 6457 

Phoenix, AZ 85005-6457 

OCT 2 5 2010 

Robert E. Hollis, District Administrator 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
4000 North Central A venue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

OCT 2 8 2010 

RE: Programmatic Agreement for the Federal Highway Administration and 
Arizona Department of Transportation South Mountain Freeway Project, Mohave 
County. 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

The Western Area Power Administration (Western) has received the Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) regarding the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which was 
developed for the proposed South Mountain Freeway Project The signed agreement is 
enclosed with the letter. 

Western supports the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation in their section 106 responsibilities related to tl~e project. Western's 
participation in the PA supports our requirements under the National Historic 
Preservation Act related to the requirement to move our transmission lines to 
accommodate the construction of this project. 

Western looks forward to participating in future meetings and reviewing related 
documents for the PA. Thank you for inviting us to sign the PA. 

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact Mary Barger at 
(602) 605-2524 or call me at (602) 605-2592. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

John R. Holt 
Environmental Manager 
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US. Depar1ment 
of Traosportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February I, 20 II 

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

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

4000 Not1h Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www. nw;a.dot. gov/azdi v/index. htm 

REflri~l ~W: To: 
NI-I-202-D(ADY) 

FEB 0 3 201HOP-AZ 

I\R1ZQ:M ~Tllll! P~.£f:\1 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 54.0 H5764 OIL 

202L, South Mountain Freeway 
DCRand EIS 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Revised Alignment Near Dobbins Road 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transpm1ation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in suppo11 of the Enviromnental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway (SMF), EIS & Location/Design Concept Report 
project. The EIS addresses alternative aligmnents for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, 
which would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 1 0 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I· l 0 in west Phoe~lLe..pJQ.j~ct would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employ.s federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. :ip, 
This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). This letter 
reguests concurrence onlLon the approach Qf L"!Ji!igating impacts to historic prog_e11ies in the area 
oftbe proposed SMF's intersection with Dobbins Road (see attached map). Land ownership in 
this portion of the project area is mostly private. Alternative alignments of the proposed SMF are 
being considered. The 1985 Phoenix General Plan Map had a proposed transportation corridor 
near 591h Avenue. ADOT's 1988 SMF Design Concept Report and Enviromnental Assessment 
presented a prefened alignment corridor along 61 st Avenue. That same year, the Phoenix 
Platming Commission recomm ended and City Council approved, an aligmnent shift in the 
General Plan to a 61 st Avenue aligmnent. It remained on this alignment until comprehensive · 
cultural resources investigations revealed several properties were eligible for listing on the 

2 

Nalional Register ofHis!uri~.; Plm;e::s (NRHP). As a re::sull of these:: inve::sligalions, in 2005 an 
alternative aligmnent on 63'd Avenue was developed to avoid these resources. 
In 2010, the City of Phoenix (COP) provided information to the Sl'vfF project team that the 63'd 
Avenue alignment conflicted with proposed land uses in the area. Tlu·cc rezoning cases and one 
specia l permit were approved by the COP assuming the 61'1 Avenue alignment. One of these 
cases, approved in 2009, was for the location of a hospital and healthcare campus. This facility 
would be directly in the path of the 63'd Avenue aligtmlcnt. As a result of these conflicts, the 
COP has asked FHW A to consider a proposed a lignment of the SMF on 61 st Avenue. 

NRHP-eligible prope11ies would be impacted by the alignment of the South Y!ountain Freeway 
along 61st Avenue. These include: 

1. The Colvin-Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy located at 6159 West Dobbins Road was 
determined not eligible to the NRHP as a whole because of a lack of integrity and historical 
significance. However, the dairy "head-to-toe" barn is reconm1ended as eligible to the NRHP 
under Criterion C because it is one of the few standing family-operated dairy barns in 
Laveen. 

2. The Hudson Farm located at 9300 South 59th Avenue was determined eligible to the NRHP 
under Criterion A as an exceptional example of a historic farmstead in Laveen, with the 
sunounding agricultural field an important contributing component that defines and 
preserves the farmstead's integrity of setting and feeling. 

3. The 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape was determined eligible to the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D as an example and reflection of the lower Salt River Valley's agricultural 
past. 

Potential impacts to NRHP-eligible properties by the alignment of the SMF along 61 ' ' Avenue 
include: 

• The Barnes dairy barn would be destroyed by the proposed project. 
• A sixteen-acre strip of the westem side of the Hudson Farm would he taken by the 

proposed SMF. A pm1ion of the agricultural field would be used to construct the 

proposed freeway. 

• The 6100 Block West Dobbins Road Streetscape would be destroyed by the proposed 

project. 

I 
/ !_tis important to note that the City of Phoenix has designated this area as the core area of 

~- L-..:._downtown" Laveen. Landowners in the area have expressed a desire to develop their properties 
J1' for commercial and/or residential uses. Therefore, it is highly likely that development actions by 

private land owners would also lead to the destruction of these resources. Although the property 
owners would have to comply wiili City of Phoenix historic preservation ordinances, it is still 
likely that destruction with limited documentation of these properties would occur. 

To mitigate the potential impacts from the SMF and to offer a greater level of protection to these 
resources than would otherwise be provided, ADOT, FHWA, and the COP's Historic 
Preservation Office are considering the following approach. The final details of mitigation are 
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still being developed (including the level of documentation of the resources) and may be 
influenced by conunents received from the public. However, the approach includes: 

• The Calvin-Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy and the West Dobbins Road Streetscape 
would be subjected to additional documentation and a possible interpretive 
exhibit/display. 

• The Hudson Fann property: 
l . Documentation on the property and proposal for listing on the NRHP 
2. Protection of the farmstead complex through a conservation easement on the 

remaining parcel. The language of the conservation easement would be developed 
in consultation with the COP, ADOT, and the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). 

3. Convey the property to private or public ownership for reuse 
4. Conduct a public involvement meeting in the vicinity of these resomces to solicit 

input from the public. 

P lease t'eview the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the proposed approach to 
mitigating impacts to these three historic properties, 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 by e-mail at LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'77;77E1-y-
obla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

• I 
Signature for SHPO concurrence 

r. 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Date 

c.a ·-G Y\ (;~ n 1-~ \c) I Pl'bvl" 
Enclosure 

US. Deportment 
of Trcnsportalion 
federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. William Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 7, 20 ll 

4000 North Centra! Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 850l2c3500 
602-3 79-3 646 

Fax: 602-3 82-8998 
ht!.u;i(www~:th.w~!iliot.goy/1).?;\!i.v/indcx.htln 

In Reply Refer To: 
202-C-200 
HOP-AZ 

202-C-200 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 0 lC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and E!S 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EfS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The ElS addresses alternative 
alignments foi· the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around ihe south side of·, 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-! 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The projeCt·: 
would be built entirely on ncw right-of-way (ROW). As this project employs federal funds; it is 
considered an undertaking subject to Section 1 06 1·eview. Because alternatives arc still under 
development, land ownership ofthe project area is not yet known. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Arizona State Land Department, Arizona State Museum, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau 
of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, Western Area Power Administration, Salt River Project, 
Maricopa County Department of Transportation, Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Roosevelt 
Irrigation District, City of Avondale, City of Chandler, City of Glendale, City of Phoenix, City of 
Tolleson, Ak-Chin Indian Community, Chemehuevi Tribe, Cocopah.Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribe, 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, Fort Mojave Tribe, Fort Yutna-Quechan Tribe, Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), Havasupai Tribe, Hopi Tribe, Hualapai Tribe, Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, Navajo Nation, 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe, Pueblo of Zuni, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache 
Nation, San Juan Southern Paiute, Tohono O'odham Nation, Tonto Apache Tribe, White Mountain 
Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires federal 
agencies to make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties that could be affected 
by a project, FHWA and ADOT pl'epared a traditional cultural property assessment titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor ElS & LIDCR 
Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2006), which was sent to your office for review June 2006 

-~~ 
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(Hollis [FHWA] to Rhodes [GRIC] June 28, 2006). GRIC responded in September 2006 notifying 
FHWA that their Cultural Resource Management.Program (CRMP) was.reviewing thetraditionaLcultural 
properties (TCP) evaluation report and that a formal response would be forthcoming (Rhodes [GRIC] to 
Hollis [FHWA] September 25, 2006). In December 2006, GRIC provided their formal response which 
included National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility concurrences and comments on the 
proposed boundary for the South Mountain TCP (Rhodes [GR[C] to Hollis [FHW A] December 19, 
2006). While the GRIC generally concurred with the NRHP eligibility recommendations provided in the 
TCP report, there were three points where they did not concur: (1) the designation of a 0 'odham core 
homeland, (2) the proposed boundary for the South Mountains TCP, and (3) the NRHP eligibility 
recommendation for Villa Buena site (AZ T: 12:9 [ASM]). 

Since then, FHWA and ADOT have continued an open dialog with GRIC's cultural resources staff 
regarding the identification and evaluation of traditional cultural properties as they pertain to the South 
Mountain freeway project. During this time, the TCP report has been revised per GRIC comments: (1) the 
report no longer uses the concept of a core O'odham homeland; (2) FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC have 
agreed to defer delineation ofTCP boundary for the South Mountains until a more detailed and 
comprehensive study of its traditional uses and cultural significance can be conducted, therefore the 
boundary proposed in the earlier version of the report has been removed; and, (3) the NRHP eligibility 
recommendation for the Villa Buena site has been changed to be inclusive of the entire site. With regards 
to the later, the Villa Buena site (AZ T: 12:9 [ASM]) is now recommended eligible for the NRHP under 
Criteria A and D. The site is recommended eligible under Criterion A as a traditional cultural property for 
its associations with traditional cultural practices of the GRIC. The site is also recommended eligible 
under Criterion D for its information potential as an archaeological site. The portions of the site off the 
reservation in agricultural fields, including the portions within the proposed action alternative alignments, 
do not retain qualities that contribute to its eligibility as a traditional cultural property. A copy of the 
revised report is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the revisedTCP report. Ifyou find the revised 
TCP report adequate and agree with FHWA's eligibility recommendations, please indicate your 
concurrence by signing below. As more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain 
Freeway project, it will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. If you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or by e-mail at 
LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 
202-C-200 
Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~dc. ::1-A(-
~laS.Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

J. Andrew Darling, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, GRIC, P.O. 
Box 2140, Sacaton, AZ 85247 (with enclosures) 
Barnaby V. Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, GRIC, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, AZ 85247 (with 
enclosures) 

US. Department 
of Trcnsportalion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

August 8, 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. fhwa.dot. gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

South Mountain Freeway UPRR OP - TROE 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Geotechnical Investigations 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning geotechnical borings at the W59 Alternative crossing of the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) for the proposed South Mountain Freeway in west Phoenix, Maricopa County. 
As this project is qualified for federal funding, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. This geotech work occurs on private land. Consulting parties for this undertaking 
include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and UPRR. Due to the 
limited scope and nature of work, tribal consultation is not warranted. 

The scope of this project would involve excavating ten 8-inch diameter borings approximately 
100 feet deep near the intersection of 59th A venue and the UPRR tracks, which run east-west 
about halfway between Van Buren Street and Buckeye Road. Access to the boring locations 
would be from 59th Avenue along the UPRR access roads and adjacent parking lots. No new 
right of way (ROW) or temporary construction easements are anticipated for this project. The 
area of potential effects (APE) is defined as 50 feet around the borings and access routes. A copy 
of the geotechnical boring plan is enclosed to assist you in your review. 

The UPRR right-of-way portion of the APE has been previously surveyed by SWCA, 
Environmental Consultants, Inc. (SWCA) in conjunction with a separate undertaking. The 
results are reported in "Archaeological Survey for a Proposed Fiber Optic Cable Line from 
Yuma to Phoenix" (Doak 1999). The historic Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line ofthe South 
Pacific Railroad (AZ T: 10:84 [ ASM]) was identified in the project area. The railroad's eligibility 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was evaluated as part of the South 
Mountain Freeway project by HDR Engineering, Inc (HDR). The results are reported in "An 
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Addendum Cultural Resources Reportfor the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR 
Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Pratt 2005). FHW A recommended that the 
railroad was eligible for NRHP listing under Criterion A. SHPO previously concurred with the 
adequacy of the report and eligibility determination (Jacobs [SHPO] to Greenspan [ADOT] 
SHPO concurrence October 3, 2005). 

The remainder of the APE has recently been surveyed by HDR. The survey results are reported 
in "A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for Geotechnical Investigations for the South 
Mountain Freeway W59 Alternative UP RR OP, City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona" 
(Brodbeck 2011), and are enclosed here for your review and comment. No new sites were 
identified in the project area. 

2 

AZ T:10:84 (ASM), the historic Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line, is located within the APE but 
will not be affected by the project. Therefore, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no 
adverse effect" is appropriate for this undertaking. 

Please review the enclosed report, geotechnical plans, and the information provided in this letter. 
If you find the report adequate and agree with FHWA's determination of project effect, 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 LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~aS. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

US. Department 
of Transporta1ion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Dino Orbiso 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

August 8, 2011 

Manager Environmental Field Operations 
Union Pacific Railroad 
2401 East Sepulveda Boulevard 
Long Beach, California 90810 

Dear Mr. Orbiso: 

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 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

South Mountain Freeway UPRR OP- TROE 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Geotechnical Investigations 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning geotechnical borings at the W59 Alternative crossing of the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) for the proposed South Mountain Freeway in west Phoenix, Maricopa County. 
As this project is qualified for federal funding, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. This geotech work occurs on private land. Consulting parties for this undertaking 
include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and UPRR. Due to the 
limited scope and nature of work, tribal consultation is not warranted. 

The scope of this project would involve excavating ten 8-inch diameter borings approximately 
100 feet deep near the intersection of 59th A venue and the UPRR tracks, which run east-west 
about halfway between Van Buren Street and Buckeye Road. Access to the boring locations 
would be from 59th Avenue along the UPRR access roads and adjacent parking lots. No new 
right of way (ROW) or temporary construction easements are anticipated for this project. The 
area of potential effects (APE) is defined as 50 feet around the borings and access routes. A copy 
of the geotechnical boring plan is enclosed to assist you in your review. 

The UPRR right-of-way portion of the APE has been previously surveyed by SWCA, 
Environmental Consultants, Inc. (SWCA) in conjunction with a separate undertaking. The 
results are reported in "Archaeological Survey for a Proposed Fiber Optic Cable Line from 
Yuma to Phoenix" (Doak 1999). The historic Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line ofthe South 
Pacific Railroad (AZ T:10:84 [ASM]) was identified in the project area. The railroad's eligibility 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was evaluated as part ofthe South 
Mountain Freeway project by HDR Engineering, Inc (HDR). The results are reported in "An 
Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR 



A352  •  Appendix 2-1

Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Pratt 2005). FHW A recommended that the 
railroad was eligible for NRIIP listing under Criterion A. SHPO previously concurred with the 
adequacy of the report and eligibility determination (Jacobs [SHPO] to Greenspan [ADOT] 
SHPO concurrence October 3, 2005). 

The remainder of the APE has recently been surveyed by HDR. The survey results are reported 
in "A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for Geotechnical Investigations for the South 
Mountain Freeway W59 Alternative UPRR OP, City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona" 
(Brodbeck 2011), and are enclosed here for your review and comment. No new sites were 
identified in the project area. 

2 

AZ T:10:84 (ASM), the historic Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line, is located within the APE but 
will not be affected by the project. Therefore, FHWA has determined that a finding of"no 
adverse effect" is appropriate for this undertaking. 

Please review the enclosed report, geotechnical plans, and the information provided in this letter. 
If you find the report adequate and agree with FHWA's determination of project effect, 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 LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for UPRR Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~ria S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

· US. Department 
of Trcnsportalicn 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA 

August 8, 2011 

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

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

South Mountain Freeway UPRR OP - TROE 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Geotechnical Investigations 

AUG 0 9 2011 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are planning geotechnical borings at the W59 Alternative crossing of the Union Pacific 
.Railroad (UPRR) for the pro_119Jl.e.d .. Scu..tth}1ountain Freeway in west Phoenix, Maricopa County. 

~~As this project is qualifi~~J~~~~~:t:~.f~~?:~!!f~~U,s-eonsi·slered an undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. This geotech work occurs on }'ffivate la~sl/Consulting parties for this undertaking 
include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Pr~s0rvatioh Office (SHPO) andYf>"RK. Due to the 
limited scope and nature of work, tribal consultation is 'not warranted. 

t'~)r~\b 
The scope of this project would involve excavating ten 8-inch diameter borings approximately 
100 feet deep near the intersection of 59th Avenue and the UPRR tracks, which run east-west 
about halfway between Van Buren Street and Buckeye Road. Access to. the boring locations 
would be from 59th Avenue along the UPRR access roads and adjacent parking lots. No new 
right of way (ROW) or temporary construction easements are anticipated for this project. The 
area of potential effects (APE) is defined as 50 feet around the boril:)_gs and access routes. A copy 
ofthe geotechnical boring plan is enclosed to assist you in your review. 

The UPRR right-of-way portion of the APE has been previously surveyed by SWCA, 
Environmental Consultants, Inc. (SWCA) in conjunction with a separate undertaking. The ) 
results are reported in "Archaeological Survey for a Proposed Fiber Optic Cable Line from 
Yuma to Phoenix" (Doak 1999). The historic Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line of the South 
Pacific Railroad (AZ T:10:84 [ASM]) was identified in the project area. The railroad's eligibility 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was evaluated as part of the South 
Mountain Freeway project by HDR Engineering, Inc (HDR). The results are reported in "An 
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Addendum Cultural Resources Report for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR 
Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck and Pratt 2005). FHW A recommended that the 
railroad was eligible for NRHP listing under Criterion A. SHPO previously concurred with the 
adequacy of the report and eligibility determination (Jacobs [SHPO] to Greenspan [ADOT] 
SHPO concurrence October 3, 2005). 

The remainder of the APE has recently been surveyed by HDR. The survey results are reported 
in "A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for Geotechnical Investigations for the South 
Mountain Freeway W59 Alternative UPRR OP, City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona" 
(Brodbeck 2011), and are enclosed here for your review and comment. No new sites were 
identified in the project area. 

2 

AZ T:10:84 (ASM), the historic Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Main Line, is located within the APE but 
will not be affected by the project. Therefore, FHWA has determined that a finding of"no 
adverse effect" is appropriate for this undertaking. 

Please review the enclosed report, geotechnical plans, and the information provided in this letter. 
If you find the report adequate and agree with FHWA's determination of project effect, 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 LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~aS. Petty 

~-~hOi~~) __ _ 
S1gnature for-lHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(AD t) 

Enclosures 

Division Administrator 

Dater / 

AUG 12 2011 

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2140. SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

August 17,2011 

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: South Mountain Transportation Corridor, Section 106 Consultation, Traditional 
Cultural Places; 202-C-200 HOP-AZ TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 C 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) has 
received HDR Engineering, lnc. Cultural Resource Report 06-01, Submittal Number 5 
titled "An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain 
Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona" (Brodbeck 
2011 ). The report reevaluates the National Register eligibility status of Traditional 
Cultural Properties that have been recorded and identified within the proposed 202L 
corridor. Comments by Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) Governor Rhodes have 
been incorporated into the reevaluation. Governor Rhodes submitted his review to the 
Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) on December 19,2009. 

The GRIC maintains and reinforces the cultural significance of South Mountain to the 
Four Southern Tribes (Gila River Indian Community; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community; Ak-Chin Indian Community and the Tohono O'Odham Nation) together 
with the Pee Posh (Maricopa). O'Odham oral history and religion defines our life and 
relationship to the natural world and the cultural landscape. Akimel O'Odham and Pee 
Posh oral histories, religion, creation stories, ceremonial activities and practices, and the 
concepts of power and sacred places are inseparably tied to every part of the natural 
environment. Sacred places and Traditional Cultural Places (TCPs) must be treated with 
reverence and respect. South Mountain is an O'Odham TCP. The National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 as amended provides the guidelines to nominate and place 
TCPs on the National Register of Historic Places. Impacts to Register eligible properties 
must be considered for all federal undertakings. Application of criteria of significance 
has often been applied in an inconsistent, incorrect manner. Archaeologists tend to apply 
the criteria without supporting oral history data (neglect of gathering oral histories) and 
without understanding of the people, their religion, and their culture. 
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Review and Comments 

Page 5, second paragraph, Brodbeck makes reference to "contemporary local/ore." The 
use of term lore is objectionable. O'Odham oral history is not lore, it is a history as valid 
and precise as mainstream history which is taught in elementary, high school, and college 
classes. References to O'Odham history as lore should be removed from the text. 

Page 38 and 77, third paragraph, Brodbeck states that because the platform mound has 
been obliterated at Pueblo del Alamo, "the direct link with tlte ancestral past has been 
lost." This is an untrue statement. The direct link with the ancestral past, the link 
between Pueblo del Alamo and the O'Odham people is still intact through oral histories. 
The link has not been lost because a platform mound on the site has been obliterated by 
non-O'Odham farmers. The direct link to the O'Odham ancestral past remains and it 
should be stated as such. The GRIC-THPO concurs with the evaluation with that Pueblo 
del Alamo is a Register eligible property. The GRIC-THPO disagrees with ADOT and 
Brodbeck who believe that Pueblo del Alamo is not a Register eligible TCP based upon a 
perceived lost of an ancestral link to the site. The GRIC-THPO maintains that "the 
ancestral link" to the site still exists and that Pueblo del Alamo is a Register eligible TCP. 

Pages 44-45 and page 77, the GRIC-THPO concurs with the re-evaluation of Villa Buena 
as being a Register eligible property as a site and as a TCP. However on page 45 
Brodbeck still considers portions of Villa Buena, located off GRIC lands, as not 
contributing to the Register eligibility status of the site and TCP. Again the GRIC-THPO 
would like to indicate that all portions of a site contribute to Register eligibility. If a 
cultural property is considered a Register eligible property as an archaeological site or as 
a TCP, then the entire cultural resource is a Register eligible property. ADOT 
acknowledges correcting this issue but Brodbeck still continues to evaluate Villa Buena 
in bits and pieces and not as a whole. 

Page 75, fifth paragraph, Brodbeck states "that South Mountain is an important element 
in a far-reaching spiritual landscape of the Akimel O'Odham and Pee Posh." We would 
like to point out that it is our cultural landscape as well and the statement should be 
modified to state "cultural and spiritual" in the sentence. 

The GRIC-THPO looks forward to continuing consultation regarding the proposed 202 
Loop. 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 \llOI 20~ I oop \u:..thl 7 )(If! 

US.Depor1ment 
of Trcnsporta1icn 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

Mr. Brian Bowker, Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Western Regional Office 

ARIZONA OIVISION 

October 31,2011 

2600 North Central Avenue, 4th Floor Mailroom 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3050 

Dear Mr. Bowker: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012·3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdivlindex.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
202-C- 200 

HOP-AZ 

202-C- 200 
TRACS No. 202L MA 54.0 H5764 Ol C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway. OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Revised Programmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support ofthe Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler and to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the project area 
is not yet known. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office, Arizona State Land Department, Arizona State Museum, Army Corps of Engineers, 
Bureau oflndian Affairs (BIA), Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, Western 
Area Power Administration, Salt River Project, Maricopa County Department of Transportation, 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Roosevelt Irrigation District, City of Avondale, City 
of Chandler, City of Glendale, City ofPhoenix, City of Tolleson, Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
Chemehuevi Tribe, Cocopah Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribe, Fort McDowell Yavapai 
Nation, Fort Mojave Tribe, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, Gila River Indian Community, 
Havasupai Tribe, Hopi Tribe, Hualapai Tribe, Kalbab-Paiute Tribe, Navajo Nation, Pascua 
Yaqui Tribe, Pueblo of Zuni, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache 
Nation, San Juan Southem Paiute, Tohono O'odham Nation, Tonto Apache Tribe, White 
Mountain Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 
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In 2005, FHW A circulated a revised draft Programmatic Agreement (P A) to agencies and tribes 
for review (Hollis [FHWA) to Cantley [BIA] July I, 2005). At that time, the BIA declined 
participation in the PA (Cantley [BIA] to Laine [ADOT] personal communication via phone call 
August 3, 2005). Since then, the BIA has asked FHWA to be included in the PA. Therefore, per 
Stipulation 14 of the P A, FHW A has revised the P A to include BIA as a concurring party. 

A revised PA is enclosed for your review and comment. If the BIA would like to participate, 
please sign the enclosed PA and return it to ADOT within 30 days. Upon receipt ofBIA's 
signature on the P A FHW A will forward the updated P A through continued Section I 06 
consultations. 

Furthermore, as more information becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway 
project, it will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please 
review the information provided in this letter. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel 
free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 7I2-8636 or by e-mail at LDavis2@azdot.gov 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
fw-

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

us. Depatment 
of ia1sportalion 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlsfraflon 

Mr. Brian Bowker, Director 
Bureau oflndian Affairs 
Western Regional Office 

January 23, 2012 

2600 North Central Avenue, 4th Floor Mailroom 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3050 

Dear Mr. Bowker: 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
202-C-200 
HOP-AZ 

202-C- 200 
TRACS No. 202L MA 54.0 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Revised Programmatic Agreement 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are conducting technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler and to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to Section 
106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the project area 
is not yet known. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office, Arizona State Land Department, Arizona State Museum, Army Corps of Engineers, 
Bureau oflndian Affairs (BIA), Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, Western 
Area Power Administration, Salt River Project, Maricopa County Department of Transportation, 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Roosevelt Irrigation District, City of Avondale, City 
of Chandler, City of Glendale, City ofPhoenix, City ofTolleson, Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
Chemehuevi Tribe, Cocopah Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribe, Fort McDowell Yavapai 
Nation, Fort Mojave Tribe, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, Gila River Indian Community, 
Havasupai Tribe, Hopi Tribe, Hualapai Tribe, Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, Navajo Nation, Pascua 
Yaqui Tribe, Pueblo of Zuni, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache 
Nation, San Juan Southern Paiute, Tohono O'odham Nation, Tonto Apache Tribe, White 
Mountain Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Ap.ache Nation. 
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In 200?, FHWA. circulated a revised draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) to agencies and tribes 
for ~e~Ie~ (H.olhs [FHW A] to Cantley [BIA] July 1, 2005). At that time, the BIA declined 
participation m the.PA (Cantley [BIA] to Laine [ADOT] personal communication via phone call 
A':lgust ~· 2005). Smce then, the BIA has asked FHW A to be included in the PA. Therefore, per 
Stipulation 14 of the P A, FHW A has revised the P A to include BIA as a concurring party. 

A revis~d P A is enclosed for your review and comment. If the BIA would like to partici ate 
P.lease sign the enclosed PA and return it to ADOT within 30 days. Upon receipt ofBrJ.s ' 
signature. on the P A FHW A will forward the updated P A through continued Section 106 
consultations. 

F~e~or~, as more ~nformation becomes available regarding the South Mountain Freeway 
pro~ect, It ~11 be pr?vided t~ yo~ agency through continued Section 106 consultation. Please 
review the mfori?at10n pr?vided m this letter. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel 
free to contact Lmda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or by e-mail at LDavis2@azdot.gov 

Sincerely yours, 

~lsJu 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Garry Can~ey, Archa~ologist, Bure~u oflndian Affairs-Western Region Office, 2600 N. Central 
Avenue, 4 Floor Mrulroom, Phoemx, Arizona 85004-3050 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

~~ 
Federal Htghway 
Administration 

Mr. Gregory Mendoza, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Mendoza: 

April24, 2012 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://INWW. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 
Section 4(t) Determination 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 

of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau oflndian Affairs, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt River Project, the 
Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, 
the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of 
Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the 
Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the 
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Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 
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In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 ofthe National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have been carrying out cultural 
resource studies and engaging in an ongoing open dialog with GRIC's Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office (THPO) and Cultural Resource Management Program (CRMP) regarding the 
identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural significance to the tribe, often 
referred to as traditional cultural properties (TCPs) as they may be affected by the South 
Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these discussions, the GRIC has identified five TCPs 
that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and could be affected by 
the construction of the South Mountain Freeway. These include the South Mountains (Muhadagi 
Doag), the prehistoric Hohokam villages ofVilla Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del 
Alamo (AZ T:12:52 [ASM]), a shrine site (AZ T:12:112 [ASM], and a petroglyph site (AZ 
T:l2:198 [ASM]) that is also a contributing resource to the South Mountains TCP. In addition, 
GRIC has identified five other archaeological sites that contribute to the South Mountains TCP 
(AZ T:l2:197 [ASM], AZ T:l2:201 [ASM], AZ T:l2:207 [ASM], AZ T:l2:208 [ASM], and AZ 

T:12:211 [ASM]). 

SHPO previously concurred with FHWA's determination that Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:197, AZ T:l2:198, AZ T:l2:201, AZ T:12:207, AZ T:12:208, and AZ T:12:211 are 
eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Greenspan [ADOT], January 23, 2006). This letter summarizes consultation between FHW A, 
ADOT, and GRIC relating to the eligibility of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo, as well as 
proposed mitigation to address any potential adverse effects to all TCPs identified within the 

project area. 

Through on-going Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC have been developing options for mitigating adverse 
effects to the TCPs. As a result of these discussions, avoidance alternatives have been developed 
for two of the TCPs, the petroglyph site and shrine site. They will now be avoided by project 
alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts to these sites. The South Mountains, Villa 
Buena, and Pueblo del Alamo TCPs cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore 
mitigation plans have been developed. The mitigation strategies are presented in Treatment Plans 
titled South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of 
Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of 
Transportation Corridor Development Summary Scope of Work (Draft) (Darling 2008), which 
the GRIC THPO previously approved (Manuel [GRIC] to Hollis [FHWA], June 23, 2010) 
and South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of 
Traditional Cultural Properties and Mitigation ofTransportation Corridor Development 
Adverse Effects, Addendum Planning for TCP Mitigation Villa Buena (AZ T: 12:9 [ ASM] and 
Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 [ASM]) (Draft) (Darling 2012), which is enclosed for your 
review. In addition, we are enclosing the revised An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural 
Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS and UDCR Project, 
Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012) for your review. 

The South Mountains 
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The South Mountain range as a whole is considered a TCP. The range is an important element in 
the spiritual landscape of the Akimel O'odham and Pee Posh, as well as for some of the 
Colorado River Tribes. For the Akimel O'odham, South Mountains was one of the homes of the 
deity and creator, Elder Brother (Se'ehe) and several shrines in the range associated with his 
presence continue to be recognized and honored by the GRIC. Further, South Mountain served as 
a resource procurement area for upland plants and animals and was a focal point of prehistoric 

and historic rock art production. 

FHW A has recommended that the South Mountains is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criteria A and Bas a TCP for its significant associations with the broad patterns of traditional 
cultural practices and beliefs of the Akimel O'odham, Pee Posh, and other tribes, and for the 
close association the mountain range has with the O'odham creator deity. The GRIC previously 
concurred with FHWA's eligibility recommendation (Rhodes [GRIC] to Hollis [FHWA], 
December 19, 2006). Furthermore, FHW A has determined that archaeological sites AZ T: 12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:198 (ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), 
and AZ T: 12:211 (ASM) are contributors to the South Mountains TCP under Criterion A. At the 
request ofFHWA and ADOT, GRIC CRMP prepared a draft Treatment Plan that presents 
measures to mitigate potential adverse affects of the South Mountain Freeway project on the 
South Mountains TCP, which GRIC THPO previously approved (Manuel [GRIC] to Hollis 

[FHWA], June 23, 2010). 

Vdla Buena and Pueblo del Alamo 

Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 [ASM]) are prehistoric 
villages for which Tribal consciousness and veneration exist to the present day in the form of 
active association and identification of these places with religious, historical, and ideological 
perpetuation ofGRIC's community culture. As TCPs, therefore, it is the position ofGRIC that in 
regard to eligibility, these sites cannot be subdivided or otherwise segregated into areas 
considered contributing or non-contributing to the overall significance of the historic property 
under NRHP criteria. Instead, these are historic properties in their entirety that are considered 

sacred. 

Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo are specifically referred to in the Akimel O'odham creation 
story, which plays an important role in the on-going cultural traditions of the members of the 
GRIC. While many aspects of the creation story detail elements of traditional history, such 
histories also identify places and physical associations in the landscape of the GRIC and its sister 
tribes (the Four Southern Tribes), as well as other Native communities in southern Arizona, 
Mexico, and California. By virtue of their associations with regular cycles of universal renewal, 
places such as Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo are critical to O'odham and Pee Posh beliefs 

about cultural perpetuation and GRIC survival. 

In consultation with the GRIC THPO, FHW A has determined that Villa Buena and Pueblo del 
Alamo are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A as TCPs for their significant 
associations with the preservation and perpetuation of broad patterns of Akimel O'odham and 
Pee Posh history and culture. FHW A has also determined, through consultation with the GRIC 
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THPO, SHPO, and other consulting parties, that Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo are eligible 
for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites. 

4 

Both Pueblo del Alamo and Villa Buena have been subjected to considerable disturbance from 
agricultural activities, road construction, and modem construction, as well as bioturbation and 
erosion. In discussions with ADOT and FHW A, GRIC has expressed the belief that regardless of 
the current condition of the sites, and regardless of whether the portion of the site within the 
project area of potential effects (APE) retains physical integrity, these places are known to be 
sacred and still convey their significance under Criterion A through the perpetuation of the 
traditional O'odham song culture and traditional religious beliefs and practices. Accordingly, the 
integrity of those elements that contribute to the significance of these sites under Criterion A 
would remain, despite any potential impacts from project-related construction, and would not be 
adversely affected by the proposed undertaking. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, GRIC CRMP has prepared a draft Treatment Plan that 
presents measures to mitigate potential adverse affects to the Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo 
TCPs, which is enclosed for your review. 

AZ T:12:112 (ASM) 

AZ T:12:112 (ASM) includes an active O'odhamjiawul himdag shrine that is part of an 
archaeological site with prehistoric and historic features. The site is a traditional O'odham shrine 
with historic precedence used by contemporary Community members actively exercising their 
traditional religious and ceremonial practices and beliefs. The site and its use are part of a broad 
pattern of traditional religious and ceremonial practices and beliefs that define the cultural 
identity, continuity, and tradition of the Akimel O'odham. The site's placement on the landscape 
also has the potential to provide information on prehistoric networks and regional connectivity. 
FHW A has determined AZ T: 12:112 (ASM) is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP under 
Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion D as an archaeological site. In consultation with the 
GRIC THPO and CRMP, ADOT and FHW A have developed proposed freeway alternatives that 
would avoid the site; therefore, it would not be directly impacted by the project. Mitigation 
measures for any potential indirect impacts would be developed through continuing consultations 
withGRIC. 

AZ T:12:198 (ASM) 

AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) is a petroglyph site that, in addition to being a contributor to the South 
Mountain TCP, is individually eligible as a TCP. The site includes seven panels of prehistoric 
and historic rock art. Rock art sites such as this continue to function for the GRlC as shrines or 
spiritual places and they are important in the perpetuation ofGRIC's identity and culture. In 
consultation with the GRIC THPO, FHWA has determined AZ T:12:198 (ASM) is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion 0 as an archaeological 
site. In consultation with the GRIC THPO and CRMP, ADOT and FHW A have developed 
proposed freeway alternatives that would avoid the site; therefore, it will not be directly 
impacted by the project. Mitigation measures for any potential indirect impacts would be 
developed through continuing consultations with GRIC. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and enclosed materials. If you agree with 
FHWA's determination ofNRHP eligibility for the TCPs, and the adequacy ofthe draft 
mitigation Treatment Plan, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for THPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

&lu ~.Petty • 

Division Administrator 

Date 

5 
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The previous letter was also sent to”

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Officer, State Historic Preservation Office
US. Department 
d1alsportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARlZONA DIVISION 

April 24, 2012 

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.fhwa.dot.govlazdivlindex.htm 

!Jff(JO - J._nO 3 --- I 'P 90(100 
., \;:: r -:-· ·;- · · ;~- In Reply Refer l tl l:3'f.3) 

l·, · -· • · C .!. V '- · NH-202-D(ADY) 

APR 2 5 2012 
:DJ 

.. • . i 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 
Section 4(f) Determination 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the south side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Musewn, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau oflndianAffairs, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt River Project, the 
Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, 
the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of 
Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City ofTolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the 
Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRlC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the 
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Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White MoWltain Apache Tribe, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into accoWlt the effects 
of their Wldertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have been carrying out cultural 

2 

resource studies and engaging in an ongoing open dialog with GRIC's Tribal Historic ) 
Preservation Office (THPO) and Cultural Resource Management Program (CRMP) regarding the 
identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural si~ance to the tribe, often 
referred to as traditional cultural properties (TCPs) as they ~ay be affected by the South 
MoWltain Freeway project. As a result of these discussions, the GRIC has identified five TCPs 
that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and could be affected by 
the construction of the South MoWltain Freeway. These include the South MoWltains (Muhadagi 
Doag), the prehistoric Hohokam villages ofVilla Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del 
Alamo (AZ T: 12:52 [ASM]), a shrine site (AZ T: 12:112 [ASM], and a petroglyph site (AZ 
T:12:198 [ASM]) that is also a contributing resource to the South Mountains TCP. In addition, 
GRIC has identified five other archaeological sites that contribute to the South MoWltains TCP 
(AZ T:12:197 [ASM], AZ T:12:201 [ASM], AZ T:12:207 [ASM], AZ T:12:208 [ASM], and AZ 
T:l2:211 [ASM]). 

SHPO previously concurred with FHW A's determination that Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:197, AZ T:12:198, AZ T:l2:201, AZ T:l2:207, AZ T:l2:208, and AZ T:l2:211 are 
eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Greenspan [ADOT], January 23, 2006). This letter summarizes consultation between FHWA, 
ADOT, and GRIC relating to the eligibility of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo, as well as 
proposed mitigation to address any potential adverse effects to all TCPs identified within the 
project area. 

Through on-going Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC have been developing options for mitigating adverse 
effects to the TCPs. As a result of these discussions, avoi~rna:tiU<s..have been developed 
for two of the TCPs, the petroglyph site and shrine site. They ~!L!!QF...be avoided by_p!~l~~t 
alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts to these sites. The South Mountains, Villal 
Buena, and Pueblo del Alamo TCPs cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore . J 
mitigation plans have been developed1'Ile mitigation strategies are presented in Treatment Plans 
titled South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of 
Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of 
Transportation Corridor Development Summary Scope of Work (Draft) (Darling 2008), and . " 

U
outh Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance ofTraditionaJl'· ~~ \) 

Cultural Properties and Mitigation of Transportation Corridor Development Adverse Effects, ~~\\\is J 
ddendum Planning for TCP Mitigation Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM} and Pueblo del Alamo . . , 

:.IZ T.·J2:52 {ASM}) (Draft) (Darling 2012), which are enclosed for your review. In addition, we ~· · 
are enclosing the revised An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South C.~~· 'i-f 
Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS and VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona ~ . 
(Brodbeck 2012) for your review. ~ < 

~~ .. 
~~ .~ 
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Tile South Mountains 

The South MoWltain range as a whole is considered a TCP. The range is an important element in 
the spiritual landscape of the Akirnel O'odham and Pee Posh, as well as for some of the 
Colorado River Tribes. For the Akirnel 0' odham, South MoWltains was one of the homes of the 
deity and creator, Elder Brother (Se'ehe) and several shrines in the range associated with his 
presence continue to be recognized and honored by the GRIC. Further, South Mountain served as 
a resource procurement area for upland plants and animals and was a focal point of prehistoric 
and historic rock art production. 

FHW A has determined that the South MoWltains is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criteria A and Bas a TCP for its significant associations with the broad patterns of traditional 
cultural practices and beliefs of the Akimel O'odham, Pee Posh, and other tribes, and for the 
close association the moWltain range has with the O'odham creator deity. The GRIC previously 
concurred with FHW A's eligibility determination (Rhodes [GRIC] to Hollis [FHW A], December 
19, 2006). Furthermore, FHWA has determined that archaeological sites AZ T:l2:197 (ASM), 
AZ T:12:198 (ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), andAZ 
T: 12:211 (ASM) are contributors to the South Mountains TCP under Criterion A. At the request 
of FHW A and ADOT, GRIC CRMP has prepared a draft Treatment Plan that presents measures 
to mitigate potential adverse affects of the South Mountain Freeway project on the South 
Mountains TCP, which is enclosed for your review. 

Vdla Buena and Pueblo del Al4mo 

Villa Buena (AZ T: 12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T: 12:52 [ASM]) are prehistoric 
villages for which Tribal consciousness and veneration exist to the present day in the form of 
active association and identification of these places with religious, historical, and ideological 
perpetuation ofGRIC's community culture. As TCPs, therefore, it is the position ofGRIC that in 
regard to eligibility, these sites cannot be subdivided or otherwise segregated into areas 
considered contributing or non-contributing to the overall significance of the historic property 
under NRHP criteria. Instead, these are historic properties in their entirety that are considered 
sacred. 

Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo are specifically referred to in the Akimel O'odham creation 
story, which plays an important role in the on-going cultural traditions of the members of the 
GRIC. While many aspects of the creation story detail elements of traditional history, such 
histories also identify places and physical associations in the landscape of the GRIC and its sister 
tribes (the Four Southern Tribes), as well as other Native communities in southern Arizona, 
Mexico, and California. By virtue of their associations with regular cycles of universal renewal, 
places such as Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo are critical to O'odham and Pee Posh beliefs 
about cultural perpetuation and GRIC survival. 

In consultation with the GRIC THPO, FHW A has determined that Villa Buena and Pueblo del 
Alamo are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A as TCPs for their significant 
associations with the preservation and perpetuation of broad patterns of Akimel O'odham and 
Pee Posh history and culture. FHW A has also determined, through consultation with the GRIC 
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THPO, SHPO, and other consulting parties, that Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo are eligible 
for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites. 

4 

Both Pueblo del Alamo and Villa Buena have been subjected to considerable disturbance from 
agricultural activities, road construction, and modem construction, as well as bioturbation and 
erosion. In discussions with ADOT and FHWA, GRIC has expressed the belief that regardless of 
the current condition of the sites, and regardless of whether the portion of the site within the "2.-
project area of potential effects (APE) retains physical integrity, these places are known to be ... ~ffi t 
sacred and still convey their significance under Criterion A through the perpetuation of the ~\~ 
traditional O'odham song culture and traditional religious beliefs and practices. ~Qingly, the 

J 
integrity of those elements that contribute to the significance of these sites under Criterion A \ ~ 
would remain, ~espite any potential impacts from project-related construction, and would not be ,Y 
adversely affected by the proposed undertaking. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, GRIC CRMP has prepared a draft Treatment Plan that 
presents measures to mitigate potential adverse affects to the Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo 
TCPs, which is enclosed for your review. 

The TCPs that are the topic of this letter are also subject to regulations set forth in Section 4(t) of 
the Department of Transportation (DOl) Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 303, as amended. Section 4(t) 
stipulates that FHW A and other DOT agencies cannot approve more than a de minimis use of 
land from publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and 
private historic sites unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of that land, and 
that the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting 
from such use. 

Section 4(t) generally applies to the use of TCPs that are determined to be eligible for listing in 
the NRHP, with some exceptions. FHW A has determined that Section 4(f) applies to the 
proposed use of a portion of the South Mountain TCP and will address the requirements of 
Section 4(f) for the South Mountain TCP in a separate Section 4(f) evaluation to be published as 
part of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement under preparation for this project. The shrine 
site (AZ T:l2: 112) and the petroglyph site (AZ T: 12:198) TCPs will not be addressed in the 
Section 4(f) evaluation because these sites would not be used by any project alternative under 
consideration. 

FHWA believes that Section 4(f) does not apply to the proposed use of portions of the Villa 
Buena and Pueblo del Alamo TCPs for the South Mountain Freeway project alternatives because 

"'?/the impacted area is primarily archeological in nature and preservation in place is not warranted. 
4l T he exception is detailed in 23 CFR 774.13 as follows: "The Administration has identified 

various exceptions to the requirement for Section 4(f) approval. These exceptions include, but 
are not limited to: (b) Archeological sites that are on or eligible for the National Register when: 
(1) The Administration concludes that the archeological resource is important chiefly because of 
what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal value for preservation in place. This 
exception applies both to situations where data recovery is undertaken and where the 
Administration decides, with agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction, not to recover the 
resource; and (2) The official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(t) resource have been 

consulted and have not objected to the Administration finding in paragraph (b)(1) of this 
section.'' 
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A number of meetings have taken place between FHW A, ADOT, GRIC CRMP, and GRIC 
THPO in which the nature of and the impacts to the Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo TCPs 
was discussed. Through these discussions the parties have come to the conclusion that modern 
development has already siS!!!fican_!!y_~!~9 the portions of these sites that would be impacted 
by the highway project. While the modem surface development does not diminish the 
association with traditional cultural practices ofthe GRIC for purposes ofthe consultation 
required by NHP A, for purposes of Section 4(f), the FHW A believes that the impacted area is 
important chiefly for what could be learned by data recovery of any subsurface features that may 
still be present. In addition, future archaeological investigations may contribute to their TCP 
status. 

If you have no objection to FHW A's determination under Section 4( f) that the portions of the 
Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo TCPs that would be used by the project alternatives under C ~~~")} 
consideration are chiefly important because of what can be learned by data recovery and have n 
minimal value for preservation in place, then FHW A will apply the Section 4(t) exception . 
described above to the use of these properties. This determination is for purposes of Section 4( f)') 
only and would not have any impact on the Section 106 consultation that is underway and will 
continue. 

AZ T:12:112 (ASM) 

AZ T:l2:112 (ASM) includes an active O'odhamjiawul himdag shrine that is part of an 
archaeological site with prehistoric and historic features. The site is a traditional O'odham shrine 
with historic precedence used by contemporary Community members actively exercising their 
traditional religious and ceremonial practices and beliefs. The site and its use are part of a broad 
pattern of traditional religious and ceremonial practices and beliefs that define the cultural 
identity, continuity, and tradition of the Akimel O'odham. The site's placement on the landscape 
also has the potential to provide information on prehistoric networks and regional connectivity. 
FHWA has determined AZ T: 12:112 (ASM) is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP under 
Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion D as an archaeological site. In consultation with the 
GRIC THPO and CRMP, ADOT and FHW A have developed proposed freeway alternatives that 
would avoid the site; therefore, it would not be directly impacted by the project. Mitigation 
measures for any potential indirect impacts would be developed through continuing consultations 
withGRIC. 

AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) 

AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) is a petroglyph site that, in addition to being a contributor to the South 
Mountain TCP, is individually eligible as a TCP. The site includes seven panels of prehistoric 
and historic rock art. Rock art sites such as this continue to function for the GRIC as shrines or 
spiritual places and they are important in the perpetuation ofGRIC's identity and culture. In 
consultation with the GRIC THPO, FHWA has determined AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion D as an archaeological 
site. In consultation with the GRIC THPO and CRMP, ADOT and FHW A have developed 
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proposed freeway alternatives that would avoid the site; therefore, it will not be directly 
impacted by the project. Mitigation measures for any potential indirect impacts would be 
developed through continuing consultations with GRIC. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and enclosed materials. If you agree with 
FHW A's determination ofNRHP eligibility for the TCPs, the adequacy of the draft mitigation 
Treatment Plans, and do not object to the Section 4(£) determinations described above, please 
indicate your agreement by signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel 
free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Slf;PO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(AD~ 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

MAY 18 2012 

f._l rm:H I 2.. 
Date 
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f 'i -' _., ~ 
r~~ GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
~ POST OFFICE Box 2140, SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

July3,2012 

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: NH-202-D(ADY) TRACS No. 202L MA 054 1-15764 01C 202L, South Mountain 
Freeway, DCR and EIS Continuing 106 Consultation Traditional Cultural 
Properties Section 4(t) Determination 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) has 
received two documents for review from the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A): 
1) An Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain 
Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona Submittal 
Number 6; and 2) Draft South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and 
Cultural Significance of Traditional Cultural Properties and Mitigation of Transportation 
Corridor Development Adverse Effects Addendum Planning for TCP Mitigation Villa 
Buena (AZT: 12:9[ASM]), Pueblo Del Alamo (AZ T:12:53[ASM]). The report 
reevaluates the National Register eligibility status cultural resources recorded within the 
202L during numerous and previous archaeological surveys of the 202 Loop Project 
Corridor. At issue was the unacceptable, piecemeal evaluation procedures HDR 
Engineering, Inc. used to evaluate Akimel O'Odham and Pee Posh Traditional Cultural 
Properties {TCP). The GRIC-THPO maintained that Akimel O 'Odham and Pee Posh 
TCP's were Register eligible properties under Criterion A and Criterion D (as 
archaeological sites). It now appears that the GRIC-THPO, the FHWA, and the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) have come to a reasonable, sensible agreement 
concerning the proper Register eligibility evaluations for the cultural resources 
considered TCP's in the 202 Loop Project Corridor. 

Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain) as a whole is now considered by the FHW A to be a 
TCP, eligible for inclusion on the National Register under Criteria A and B. The South 
Mountain has significant associations with broad patterns of traditional cultural practices 
and beliefs of the Akimel O'Odham and Pee Posh. 
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Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9[ASM]) is a large prehistoric village named and identified in the 
Akimel O'Odham creation story. The FHWA acknowledges that O'Odham 
consciousness and veneration exist today for this site in the form of active association and 
identification of this place as a religious, historical, and ideological perpetuation of the 
GRIC's community culture. The FHWA has determined that Villa Buena is a Register 
eligible TCP under Criterion A and as a Register eligible archaeological site under 
Criterion D. 

Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T: 12:52[ASM]) is a large prehistoric village named and identified 
in the Akimel O'Odham creation story. The FHWA acknowledges that O'Odham 
consciousness and veneration exist today for this site through the form of active 
association and identification of this place as a religious, historical, and ideological 
perpetuation of the GRI C' s community culture. The FHW A has determined that Pueblo 
del Alamo is a Register eligible TCP under Criterion A and as a Register eligible 
archaeological site under Criterion D. 

Jiavul Himdag (AZ T:l2:112[ASM]) is an O'Odham shrine which is also part of an 
archaeological site with prehistoric and historic components. The shrine has historic 
precedence and is still visited by Community members participating in the traditional 
O'Odham religion. Jiavul Himdag is considered a TCP which is Register eligible under 
Criterion A and a significant archaeological site under Criterion D. 

Site AZ T: 12: 198(ASM) is a petroglyph panel considered to be a contributing TCP 
element of Muhadagi Doag (South Mountain). In its own right, AZ T: 12: 198(ASM) 
represents a petroglyph site which continues to function as a GRTC shrine and spiritual 
place important to the perpetuation ofGRIC's identity and culture. AZ T:I2:198(ASM) 
is considered a Register eligible TCP under Criterion A and a significant archaeological 
site under Criterion D. 

Review the TCP mitigation plan prepared by the GRJC-Cultural Resource Management 
Plan indicates the Adverse Effects of the FHW A undertaking would be: I) The loss of 
physical and spiritual connections through the alteration of the cultural landscape; 2) Loss 
of Social Memory expressed by GRIC culture, creation stories traditional religious 
activities at sites, native language, song traditions and shared traditional knowledge; and 
3) Direct physical impacts to TCPS which could affect the GRIC through the loss of 
knowledge vested in these properties. Mitigative efforts would: 1) Allow Traditional 
religious activities at Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo prior to the initiation of 
construction activities which would address the spiritual needs of the ancestors and living 
community members preparing them for the impacts to the cultural landscape resulting 
from the undertaking; 2) Presentations, exhibits and outreach to the GRJC before, during, 
and after freeway development explaining efforts being made to recognize and alleviate 
adverse effects to GRJC tradition; 3) Tribal consultation will be on-going and not cease 
once the environmental and clearance processes are completed. A consultation plan will 
identify all Tribes with a vested interest in Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo and the 
consultation will be conducted before, during, and after freeway development; and 4) The 
protection of equivalent site and sacred landscapes will be a priority. The development 

2 \DOl 202 Loop LIS ,IJld ll P ~lttwat on 

of Management Plan(s) to protect sites from adverse effects in the future with the 
mitigative goal being site preservation and cultural perpetuation all integrating 
Tribal/Community involvement. Furthermore the mitigation plan offers Programmatic 
Solutions which include: I) Support of sustainable program in Education and Language 
Preservation including O'Odham and Pee Posh Song Culture; 2) Coordination of 
sustainable programs through existing GRIC tribal centers of heritage preservation 
specially the GRIC Huhugum Heritage Center (HHC); 3) Use of the GRIC repository at 
the HHC for housing all collections, data and information recovered from the mitigation 
efforts associated with the TCPs; and 4) Organization of exhibits and educational 
initiatives that result from freeway development. 

The GRJC-THPO concurs with all the determinations of Register eligibility for the TCP's 
and archaeological sites. The GRJC-THPO also accepts the mitigation Treatment Plan 
and all recommendations put forth in the document. The rewriting of the TCP report has 
greatly improved the document and we thank you for considering our suggestions for 
change. The mitigation Treatment Plan has put forth a thoughtful, unique way to mitigate 
the adverse effects of this undertaking. Tt too is well written. The GRJC-THPO 
appreciates the FHWA and ADOT for acknowledging and accepting the GRJC 
worldview. 

The GRIC maintains and reinforces the cultural significance of South Mountain to the 
Four Southern Tribes (Gila River Indian Community; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community; Ak-Chin Indian Community and the Tohono O'Odham Nation) together 
with the Pee Posh (Maricopa). O'Odham oral history and religion defmes our life and 
relationship to the natural world and the cultural landscape. Akimel O'Odham and Pee 
Posh oral histories, religion, creation stories, ceremonial activities and practices, and the 
concepts of power and sacred places are inseparably tied to every part of the natural 
environment. Sacred places and Traditional Cultural Places (TCPs) must be treated with 
reverence and respect. 

The GRIC-THPO looks forward to continuing consultation regarding the proposed 202 
Loop. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological 
Compliance Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-562-7162. 

Respectfully, 

&tu~~~ 
Barnaby V. Lewis 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

3 All()[ 2021AlllJ' fl'\ and fl P 1\lltio 10 
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us. Department 
ci lialsf::.>ortafoo 
federal Highway 
Admlnlstratlon 

ARIZONA DIVISION 
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 

July 11, 2012 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
13 00 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reassessment of Dobbins Road Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (AD01) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoeni..'<-. As this project would 
employ federal funds, it is considered a: federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subject ofextensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Recently four 
historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th Avenue in Laveen were reevaluated by AZTEC 
Engineering Group, Inc. The results of the reevaluation are presented in South Mountain Transportation 
Corridor Study: Evaluation of Four Historic Buildings and Districts, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Solliday 2012), a copy of which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation include FBW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona 
State Land Departm~t (ASLD), the City of PhoeniX-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City 
of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum (COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The four historic properties near the Dobbins Road/59th A venue intersection that were reevaluated 
include: 

1) Hudson Farm, 9300 South 59th Avenue 

2) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, 10048 South 59th Avenue 

3) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy, 6159 West Dobbins Road 

2 

4) Dobbins Road Streetscape, 6100 block of West Dobbins Road 

Hudson Farm 

The Hudson Farm, a historic district, was previously determined to be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under criterion A. The boundaries ofthe district encompassed nearly 
40 acres. Reassessment of the farm and historic farming in the Laveen area determined that the 
boundaries should encompass nearly 80 acres rather than 40. From the earliest times, the family farms in 
this area included two quarter~quarter sections, both before the Western Canal irrigated Laveen, and after 
construction of the canal and the establishment of 40-acre farm units. The original 80-acre farm remains 
intact, minus rights-of-way for roads and irrigation features. 

The cement stave silos at the farm were previously determined to be individually eligible for listing under 
criterion C. The reassessment agrees with this earlier determination. 

Hackln Farmstead/Dairy 

As a district, the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 
However, the dairy bMJ on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. 

Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

As a district, the Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the 
NRHP. However, the dairy bam on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. 

Dobbins Road Streetscape 

The Dobbins Road Streetscape District was previously determined eligible for listing on the NRHP under 
criteria A and D . The reevaluation has found that the district is ineligible. There are several characteristics 
of the Dobbins Road Streetscape that impact the integrity of the resource as a rural agricultural 
streetscape. Historic rural landscapes often include miles of roadway a:nd surrounding agricultural 
properties. The 325 feet of roadway along Dobbins Road is ofinadequa:te length to truly convey the rural 
agricultural character that once dominated this area. In addition, there are modem intrusions easily visible 
from the streetscape. At the west end there is a prominent 1977 house on the n.orth side of the road and a 
mobile home on the south side of the road that was moved onto the site about 1970. A recently 
constructed subdivision of two-story houses is located just over a quarter~mile east of the streetscape, and 
is clearly visible from within the streetscape boundaries. Additionally, many components of the historic 
streetscape have lost their historic character, as detailed in the enclosed report. Therefore, FHW A 
recommends that this district is ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Following is a summary of the reevaluation: 
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This letter was also sent to:

Mr. Steve Ross, Achaeologist, Arizona State Land Department

Mr. Dave Gifford, Archaeologist, Bureau of Reclamation

Ms. Cheryl Blanchard, Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management

Ms. Laurene Montero, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix

Ms. Michelle Dodds, Historic Preservation Office, City of Phoenix

Mr. Richard Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River Project
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US. Department 
of lo1sportalion 
federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

July 11, 2012 

llu;, !l~~rrc· ."'1~·1·1\VJr~rr·. ·: ru ~\.~ ·-=. \J u,; ll!: : 

Mr. Richard Anduze 
Salt River Project 

JUL 1 2 2012 
F-nvinir·i , .-.. :i ~·icc:·~ 
lr._rt((:·fl!:;• :. );,;::·:i!:-_lfl(:~ .. 

PO Box 52025, Mail Sta PAD355 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduzc: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. f~wa.dot.govlazdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Rcfur To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-J\.Z 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 2021. MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Scctinn 106 Consultation 
Reassessment ofHisLnric Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FIIW A) and lhc Arizona Dcpa.~tment of Transportation {ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of !he cnvironrnental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for lhe proposed South Mountain l'reeway, which would extend around lhc south side of 
South Mountain ti·om Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler to I-10 in we.-;l Phoenix. As this project would 
employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject. to Section 1 ()(, review. 

This project has been the su~jeet of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003- l 890). Recently four 
historic rural properties <~long Dobbins Road and 59'h A venue in Laveen were reevaluated by AZTEC 
Engineering Group, Inc. The results of the reevaluation are presented in South Mountain Transportation 
Corridor Study: E"valuation of Four !Iistoric Buildin!(s a11d Districts, Maricnpa County, Arizona 
(Solliday 2012), a copy of which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Consulting parties fur this reevaluation include FHW 1\, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), !he Rureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (RLM), the Arizona 
State Land Uepartment (ASLD), the City ofrhoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City 
of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum (COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The four historic properties near the Dobbins Road/59<11 Avenue intersection that were reevaluated 
include: 

1) Hudson Farm, 9300 South 59th Avenue 

2) Hackin farmstead/Dairy, 10048 South 59th Avenue 

3) Tyson Parmstead/Barnes Dairy, 6159 West Dohhins Road 

2 

4) Dobbins Road Strcctseape, 6100 block of West Dobbins Road 

Hudson Farm 

Tite Hudson Farm, a historic district, was previously determined to be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRIIP) under criterion A. The boundaries ofthc district cncornpaqsed nearly 
40 acres. Reassessment of the farm and hi~tor ie f<tnning in the Laveen area deterrn in ed that the 
boundaries should encompass nearly SO acres rather than 40. From the earliest times, the family farms in 
this area included two quatter-quarter sections, both before the Western Canal irrigated Laveen, and after 
construction of the canal and the establishment of 40-acre farm units. The original80-<tcn: farm rcmaim> 
intact, minus rights-of-way for roads and irrigation fe<ttures. 

The cement stave silos at the furm were previously determined to be individually eligible for listing under 
criterion C. The reassessment agrees with this earlier determination. 

Hackin Farmstead/Dairy 

As a district, the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the 
NRHP. However, the dairy barn on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No 
changes are recommended for these previous determinations. 

Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

As a district, the Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the 
NRHP. However, the dairy bam on the properly was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended fur these previous determinations. 

Dobbins Road Streetscape 

The Dobbins Road Streetscape District was previously determined eligible for listing on the NRHP under 
criteria A and 0. The reevaluation has found that the district is ineligible. There arc several characteristics 
of the Dobbins Road Streetscape that impact the integrity of lhe resource as a rural agricultural 
streetscape. Historic mrallandscapcs oficn include miles of roadway and surrounding agricultural 
properties. The 325 feet of roadway along IJohhins Road is of inadequate length to truly convey the rural 
agricultural character that once dominated this area. In addition, there are modern intrusions easily visiblc 
from the ~reetscape. At the west end there is a prominent 1977 house on the north side ofthc road aJtd a 
mobile home on the south side of the road that was moved onlo the site about 1970. A recently 
constructed subdivision oflwo-slury houses is locatcdjtL~t over a quarter-mile east of the streetscape, and 
is clearly visible from within the strccl::1cape boundaries. Additionally, many components of the historic 
slrcctscapc have ln.~t their historic character, as detailed in the enclosed report. Therefore, FHW A 
recommends that this district is ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Following is a summary ofthe rucvalualion: 
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J 

I Tax Parcel I 
Gate I 

·- --------

Inventory No. No. Property Name and Address 
Primary 
C•·itcrion 

Eligible His turk Districts . 

1 
1300 02 OJX I Hudson Farm --

300 02 037A 9300 S. 59tb Avenue I ca. 1926 A 

Individua~IL~l! !hie_ "=---=is-'-'t-"-or:.:ic::c-=B:.:u:.:irld';':in~tl!S"';'----c;:;-----;::;;-----;:;-,--------o:~---.-----,-------
l.OJ 300 o2 038 Hudson F~- Cement Stave Silos 

2.03 300 02 033 

9300 S. 591 Avenue 
IIackin Farmstead/Dairy- Dairy Flat 
Barn 

------+------~1:2::0.:::042:8~S. 5~111 ,Avenue 
Tyson Farmstead!Rames Daily -Dairy 

3.02 JUO 02 041 

lnclieihlc Historic DistJ·icts 

2 300 02 033 

3 300 02 041 

4 

Head-to-Toe Bam 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

Hackin Parmstead/Dairy 
10048 S. 59'11 Avenue 
Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 
Dobbins Strcctscapc 

1<)49 c 

1952 c 
-----

1951 c 

1930 N/A 

1930 NIA 

1930 N/A 300 02 041, 
301102 021J 6100 Block W.lJobbins Road -----===--____1 ___ __1_ __ _ 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached pr~ject location map, 11m! enclosed 
report .. rf ~ou find the report adequate and agn~e with FHW A's revised rccommendatio n of eli gih il ity, 
ple<tsc Jm!Jcatc your concurrence by signing below. If you have any questions or comments, please feel 
free to contact J ,inda Oavis at (602) 712-!1636 or e-mail LlJnvis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~&1; 
~(ariaS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

I :3 vu {!I ~ ot').. 
Date 

Enclosures 

~ zoo:!.• I q_'\C) (\Db rst;;) 4000North Cootr''"""' 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

US.Departmoot 
of li'cnsportalion 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

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

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

July 11, 2012 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fq.x: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L South Mountain Freeway OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section \06 Consultation 

Reassessment of Dobbins Road Histori~ Properties-

.. . Q.\1~\R.dlhj 
';. ' :·:· : '. \. 

iJUL 13 2012 

, ·' 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 

. South Mountain from Interstate 10 (l-1 0) in west Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. As this project would l employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation {SHP0-2003-1890). Recently four 
historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59'h Avenue in Laveen were reevaluated by AZTEC 
Engineering Group, Inc_ The results of the reevaluation are presented in South Mountain Transportation 
Corridor Study: Evaluation of Four Historic Buildings and Districts, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Solliday 2012), a copy of which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona 
State Land Department (ASLD), the City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City 
of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum (COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The four historic propetties near the Dobbins Road/5911
' Avenue intersection that were reevaluated 

include: 
1) Hudson Farm, 9300 South 59th Avenue 

2) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, 10048 South 59th Avenue 

3) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy, 6159 West Dobbins Road 
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4) Dobbins Road Streetscape, 6100 block ofWest Dobbins Road 

Hudson Farm 

The Hudson Farm, a historic district, was previously dete1mined to be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under cr~A,.._The boundaries of the district encompassed nearly 
40 acres. Reassessment of the farm and historic farming in the Laveen area dete1mined that the 
boundaries shou_l~_ ~<?()JE]l3_!!~~1lrly ~-0 a£~esratherthan40. From the earliest times, the family fanns in 
this area included two qumter-quarter sections, both before the Western Canal irrigated Laveen, and after 
construction of the canal and the establishment of 40-acre farm units. The original 80-acre farm remains --,k 
inta~, minus rights-of-way for roads and inigation features. ·----

The cement stave silos at the farm were previously determined to be individually eligible for listing under 
criterion C. The reasses~me11~~r~:~ ~ith this earlier determination. 

Hackin Farmstead/Dairy 

As a district, the Hack in Farmstead/Dairy was previously dete!TI)_L!ledineligible for listing on the NRHP. 
However, t!lt<_Q_~iry_Q_aJn_Q_nJhe_J~~opetty_was found eligibleuru'fer criterion C. No changes are 
_r~£_2[11men_?ed__ior tb,e~~__Qr_:~vious determinations. -- - - ----

Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

As a district, the Ty~on Far!!!_~1~ad~~~_Q_airy was previously determined .ineligible for listing on the 
NRHP. However: th~ dai!1'~ri!?_ll tliep!opertyw~f{)Uil_~_~ljgibl~ _tlQq~r ~~iterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. ---

Dobbins Road Streetscape 

The Dobbins Road Streetscape District was previously determined eligible for listing on the NRHP under 
criteria A and D.-.I~atiml.has__fuund.that-tlte-dist1'i~t-is---inel-igi-ble. There are several characteristics 
of the Dobbins Road Streetscape that impact the integrity of the resource as a rural agricultural 
streetscape. Historic rural landscapes often include miles of roadway and surrounding agricultural 
properties. The 325 feet of roadway along Dobbins Road is of inadequate length to truly convey the rural 
agricultural character that once dominated this area. In addition, there are modern intrusions easily visible 
from the streetscape. At the west end there is a prominent 1977 house on the n01th side of the road and a 
mobile home on the south side of the road that was moved onto the site about 1970. A recently 
constructed subdivision of two-story houses is located just over a quarter-mile east of the streetscape, and 
is clearly visible from within the streetscape boundaries. Additionally, many components of the historic 
streetscape have lost their l1istoric character, as detailed in the enclosed report, Iherefure,.FHWA 
rec~en~~hat ~i~~i~~rict ~-ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Following is a summary of the reevaluation: 

Tax Parcel \ 
Inventory N_o_.__L __ ~N'-'-"'o.:______-------'-~- Property Name and Address 

-Eligiblellistor_~ic~D~i~s~tr~ic~ts~----r=~ 

3 

Primary 
Criterion 

300 02 038 Hudson Farm -----r-ca. 1926 
300 02 037A 9300 S. 59th_Avenu~~e ___________ __i__'~_j__--~-----'--

A 

lndividually Eli! ible Historic Buildings ------.---------~-----.~-~---
--~- Hudson Farm- Cement Stave Silos 1949 

1.03 300 02 038 9300 S. 59th Avenue 
c 

Hackin Farmstead/Dairy- Dairy Flat 
1952 c Barn 

10048 S. 59th Avenue 
·Tyson Fannstead/B-ames Dairy- Dairy 

2.03 300 02 033 

~-----1------------

Head-to-Toe Bam 

----~--~--~~--~--~~6~1~5~9~\W~-~D~o~bb~i~n~sR~oa=d~~~--~--~---~---L--~--~­
I r 'bl H' t · n· t · t 

c 1951 300 02 041 3.02 

~~ 1s one 1s nc s 

2 300 02 033 
Hackln Farmstead/Dairy 1930 N/A 
10048 S. 591

h Avenue -
3 300 02 041 

Tyson Fa1mstead/Bames Dairy 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

1930 NIA 

4 
300 02 041, Dobbins Streetscape 1930 NIA 
300 02 021J 6100 Block W. Dobbins Road 

Please review the information provided in tllis letter, the attached project location map, and enclosed 
report. If you find the report adequate and agree with FHWA's revised re~ommendation of eligibility, 
please indicate your concunence by signing below. If you have any questwns or comments, please feel 
free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature fodSHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(A\DY) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~6W 
¥ 

Karla S _ Petty 
Division Administrator 

(~JUU{ {) __ 
Date 
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US. Department 
of Trmsportaticn 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Laurene Montero 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 East Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Ms. Montero: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

July 11,2012 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. : 202L MA 54 H5764 OiL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 
Reassessment of Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depattment of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. As this project would 
employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undettaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Recently four 
historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59111 A venue in Laveen were reevaluated by AZTEC 
Engineering Group, Inc. The results ofthe reevaluation are presented in South Mountain Transportation 
Corridor Study: Evaluation of Four Historic Buildings and Districts, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Solliday 2012), a copy of which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona 
State Land Department (ASLD), the City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City 
of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum (COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The four historic properties near the Dobbins Road/59111 A venue intersection that were reevaluated 
include: 

1) Hudson Farm, 9300 South 59th Avenue 

2) Hack in Farmstead/Dairy, I 0048 South 59th Avenue 

2 

3) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy, 6159 West Dobbins Road 

4) Dobbins Road Streetscape, 6100 block of West Dobbins Road 

Hudson Farm 

The Hudson Farm, a historic district, was previously determined to be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under criterion A. The boundaries of the district encompassed nearly 
40 acres. Reassessment of the farm and historic farming in the Laveen area determined that the 
boundaries should encompass nearly 80 acres rather than 40. From the earliest times, the family farms in 
this area included two quatter-quarter sections, both before the Western Canal irrigated Laveen, and after 
construction of the canal and the establishment of 40-acre farm units. The original 80-acre farm remains 
intact, minus rights-of-way for roads and irrigation features . 

The cement stave silos at the farm were previously determined to be individually eligible for listing under 
criterion C. The reassessment agrees with this earlier determination. 

Hackin Farmstead/Dairy 

As a district, the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 
However, the dairy barn on the propetty was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. 

Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

As a district, the Tyson Fannstead/Barnes Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the 
NRHP. However, the dairy barn on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. 

Dobbins Road Streetscape 

The Dobbins Road Streetscape District was previously determined eligible for listing on the NRHP under 
criteria A and D. The reevaluation has found that the district is ineligible. There are several characteristics 
of the Dobbins Road Streetscape that impact the integrity of the resource as a rural agricultural 
streetscape. Historic rural landscapes often include miles of roadway and surrounding agricultural 
properties. The 325 feet of roadway along Dobbins Road is of inadequate length to truly convey the rural 
agricultural character that once dominated this area. In addition, there are modern intrusions easily visible 
from the streetscape. At the west end there is a prominent 1977 house on the n011h side of the road and a 
mobile home on the south side of the road that was moved onto the site about 1970. A recently 
constructed subdivision of two-story houses is located just over a quarter-mile east of the streetscape, and 
is clearly visible from within the streetscape boundaries. Additionally, many components of the historic 
streetscape have lost their historic character, as detailed in the enclosed repot1. Therefore, FHW A 
recommends that this district is ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Following is a summary of the reevaluation: 

Inventory No. 
Tax Parcel 

No. 
Property Name and Address 

Primary 
Criterion 
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Hudson Farm A 

I d' 'd n lVI ua ty I I e tstonc Ul Ini.!S 

1.03 300 02 038 
Hudson Farm- Cement Stave Silos 

1949 c 
9300 S. 59th Avenue 
Hackin Farmstead/Dairy - Dairy Flat 

2.03 300 02 033 Barn 1952 c 
10048 S. 591h A venue 
Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy - Dairy 

3.02 300 02 041 Head-to-Toe Barn 1951 c 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

Ineligible Historic Districts 

2 300 02 033 
Hackin Farmstead/Dairy 

1930 N/A 
10048 S. 59th Avenue 

3 300 02 041 
Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

1930 N/A 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

4 
300 02 041, Dobbins Streetscape 1930 N/A 
300 02 0211 6100 Block W. Dobbins Road 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached project location map, and enclosed 
repmt. If you find the report adequate and agree with FHWA's revised recommendation of eligibility, 
please indicate your concurrence by sign ing below. If you have any questions or comments, please feel 
free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~&1 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosures 

3 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
of1a1sportalion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Michelle Dodds 
CLG Contact, Historic Preservation Office 
200 West Washington, 3rd Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Dear Ms. Dodds: 

July 11, 2012 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 
Reassessment of Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOD 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. As this project would 
employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subjectto Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Recently four 
historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th A venue in Laveen were reevaluated by AZTEC 
Engineering Group, Inc. The results of the reevaluation are presented in South Mountain Transportation 
Corridor Study: Evaluation of Four Historic Buildings and Districts, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Solliday 2012), a copy of which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona 
State Land Department (ASLD), the City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City 
of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum (COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The four historic properties near the Dobbins Road/59th Avenue intersection that were reevaluated 
include: 

1) Hudson Farm, 9300 South 59th Avenue 

2) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, 10048 South 59th Avenue 

3) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy, 6159 West Dobbins Road 

4) Dobbins Road Streetscape, 6100 block of West Dobbins Road 
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Hudson Farm 

The Hudson Farm, a historic district, was previously determined to be eligible for listing on the National 
Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP) under criterion A. The boundaries of the district encompassed nearly 
40 acres. Reassessment of the farm and historic farming in the Laveen area determined that the 
boundaries should encompass nearly 80 acres rather than 40. From the earliest times, the family farms in 
this area included two quarter-quarter sections, both before the Western Canal irrigated Laveen, and after 
construction ofthe canal and the establishment of 40-acre farm units. The original SO-acre farm remains 
intact, minus rights-of-way for roads and irrigation features. 

The cement stave silos at the farm were previously determined to be individually eligible for listing under 
criterion C. The reassessment agrees with this earlier determination. 

Hackin Farmstead/Dairy 

As a district, the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 
However, the dairy bam on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. 

Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

As a district, the Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the 
NRHP. However, the dairy bam on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. 

Dobbins Road Streetscape 

The Dobbins Road Streetscape District was previously determined eligible for listing on the NRHP under 
criteria A and D. The reevaluation has found that the district is ineligible. There are several characteristics 
of the Dobbins Road Streetscape that impact the integrity of the resource as a rural agricultural 
streetscape. Historic rural landscapes often include miles of roadway and surrounding agricultural 
properties. The 325 feet of roadway along Dobbins Road is of inadequate length to truly convey the rural 
agricultural character that once dominated this area. In addition, there are modem intrusions easily visible 
from the streetscape. At the west end there is a prominent 1977 house on the north side ofthe road and a 
mobile home on the south side of the road that was moved onto the site about 1970. A recently 
constructed subdivision of two-story houses is located just over a quarter-mile east of the streetscape, and 
is clearly visible from within the streetscape boundaries. Additionally, many components of the historic 
streetscape have lost their historic character, as detailed in the enclosed report. Therefore, FHW A 
recommends that this district is ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Following is a summary of the reevaluation: 

Hudson Farm 
9300 S. 59th Avenue 

Individually Eligible Historic Buildings 

Date 
Primary 
Criterion 

A 

c 

c 

c 

~: 
r 
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f---p~~GmEr--1 
ACnON BY: .. " J 

~Ctrtt:C ~RIZONA DIVISION 

:.:.s.Department JUL12 ! 
of TrCJlSf)Oftaticr _ ___ _ J 

Federal Hlghwc y-DAn I SvkNAME ii011Tt TO l 
Administration 

(' ! 

CONTOOL NG. 
·otEC! _________ _ 

Mr. Dave Gifford 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306-4001 

Dear Mr. Gifford: 

July 11, 2012 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 0 I L 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Reassessment of Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in suppott of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate I 0 (l-1 0) in west Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. As this prqject would 
employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Recently four 
l:ist~ric r~tral properties al?ng Dobbins Road and 59th A venue in Laveen were reevaluated by AZTEC 
F~ngu~eenng Group, Inc. : he results of the reevaluation are presented in South Mountain Transportation 
Corr1dor Study: Evaluatron of Four Historic Buildings and Districts, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Solliday 2012), a copy ofwhich is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona 
State La~d Depmim~nt (ASLD), the City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City 
of Phoemx-Pucblo Grande Museum (COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The four historic properties near the Dobbins Road/59th Avenue intersection that were reevaluated 
include: 

1) Hudson Farm, 9300 South 59th Avenue 

2) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, 10048 South 59th Avenue 

3) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy, 6159 West Dobbins Road 

2 

4) Dobbins Road Streetscape, 6100 block of West Dobbins Road 

Hudson Farm 

The Hudson Farm, a historic district, was previously determined to be eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under criterion A. The boundaries of the district encompassed nearly 
40 acres . Reassessment of the farm and historic farming in the Laveen area determined that the 
boundaries should encompass nearly 80 acres rather than 40 . From the earliest times, the family farms in 
this area included two quarter-quarter sections, both before the Western Canal irrigated Laveen, and after 
construction of the canal and the establishment of 40-acre farm units. The original 80-acre farm remains 
intact, minus rights-of-way for roads and irrigation features. 

The cement stave silos at the farm were previously determined to be individually eligible for listing under 
criterion C. The reassessment agrees with this earlier determination. 

Hackin Farmstead/Dairy 

As a district, the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 
However, the dairy barn on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations. 

Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

As a district, the Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy was previously determined ineligible for listing on the 
NRHP. However, the dairy barn on the property was found eligible under criterion C. No changes are 
recommended for these previous determinations . 

Dobbins Road Streetscape 

The Dobbins Road Streetscape District was previously determined eligible for listing on the NRHP under 
criteria A and D. The reevaluation has found that the district is ineligible . There are several characteristics 
of the Dobbins Road Streetscape that impact the integrity of the resource as a rural agricultural 
strcetscape. Historic rural landscapes often include miles of roadway and surrounding agricultural 
prope1iies. The 325 feet of roadway along Dobbins Road is of inadequate length to truly convey the rural 
agricultural character that once dominated this area. In addition, there are modern intrusions easily visible 
from the streetscape. At the west end there is a prominent 1977 house on the north side of the road and a 
mobile home on the south side of the road that was moved onto the site about 1970. A recently 
constructed subdivision oftwo-story houses is located just over a quarter-mile east of the streetscape, and 
is clearly visible from within the strcetscape boundaries. Additionally, many components of the historic 
streetscape have lost their historic character, as detailed in the enclosed report. Therefore, FHWA 
recommends that this district is ineligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Following is a summary of the reevaluation: 

--- - -~T·;~-Pa~~-;;-i-- J-- ----------- ---·-·- -- ________ ] ___________ ] Prima;---y 

-~~veJ~~~~~~-_1------~~~- -----·-- --- ---~~~-~~~-~~- ~~~~~~1~ -~-d-~~~~~--- - - ·--~~-~ - -- __ Q:!!.e~ion 
--~~~-~~«:-~i~_o.I!~[~i~t~·icts_ _ ----r ·-- ___ ___________________________ _____ ________ -----

Joo 02 038 l Hudson Farm - - ·-- -·-

I __ ___ __ ___ 3_92__9~_9}2~------ -~.QQ_ ~-- 5_?~~-!\-~~!~-~--- ___ _ ___ _ _ ___ ____ _t_~:~ _! _:_~6_r ___ ~-------
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-·---'-----'----·-········--·-··-·-

1930 N/A 
----t---·---··-·-···········-···--·-····-·········-···-

3 300 o2 041 Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 

--·-·-------~------· --~!?~_.Y{:.!?_obbins Road 

4 
300 02 041 , , Dobbins Streetscapc 

--------------- _3 00 02 021J l 6!_QQ_~l-~~* -W . Dobbins Road 

1930 N/A 
- ---1----- l-·-·-···-·- --··-··---·-····-·· 

1930 N/A 
- - - '-------·' -·-····--·------· 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached project location map, and enclosed 
report. If yo u find the report adequate and agree with FHWA 's revised recommendation of eligibility, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. If you have any questions or comments, please feel 
tl·ee to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDayj~vazdot.gov. 

Signature for Reclamation Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 4'04-~,;/ ~,//f 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~ \'; 

~dttv 
if 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

This letter was also sent to: 

Mr. Steve Ross , Archaeologist, Arizona State Land Department 
Dr. Beth Grindell, Director, Arizona State Museum 
Ms. Sallie D. McGuire, Chief Arizona Section, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Ms. Cheryl Blanchard, Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management 
Mr. Garry Cantley, Western Regional Archaeologist, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Mr. Bryan M. Lausten, Archaeologist, Bureau of Reclamation 
Mr. John Holt, Environmental Manager, Western Area Power Administration 
Mr. Richard A. Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River Project 
Mr. Hugh Davidson, Environmental Program Manager, Maricopa County Department of 

Transportation 
Mr. Larry Hendershot, Property Manager, Flood Control District of Maricopa County 
Mr. Charlie McClendon, City Manager, City of Avondale 
Mr. Rich Dlugas, City Manager, City of Chandler 
Mr. Jon M. Froke, Historic Preservation Officer, City of Glendale 
Ms. Laurene Montero, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix 
Ms. Michelle Dodds, Historic Preservation Office, City of Phoenix 
Mr. Reyes Medrano, Jr. , City Manager, City of Tolleson 

Mr. Louis Manuel, Jr., Chairman, Ak-Chin Indian Community 
Mr. Charles Wood, Chairman, Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 
Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman, Cocopah Indian Tribe 
Mr. Eldred Enas, Chairman, Colorado River Indian Tribes 
Dr. Clinton Pattea, President, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
Mr. Timothy Williams, Chairman, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 
Mr. Keeny Escalanti, President, Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe 
Mr. Gregory Mendoza, Governor, Gila River Indian Community 
Mr. Don E. Watahomigie, Chairman, Havasupai Tribe 
Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director, Cultural Preservation Office, Hopi Tribe 
Ms. Louise Benson, Chairwoman, Hualapai Tribe 
Mr. Manual Savala, Chairman, Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians 
Dr. Alan Downer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Navajo Nation 
Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chairman, Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
Mr. Arlen Quetawki Sr., Governor, Pueblo of Zuni 
Ms. Diane Enos, President, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman, San Carlos Apache Nation 
Ms. May Preston, President , San Juan Southern Paiute 
Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Tohono O'odham Nation 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Affairs Office, Tohono O' odham Nation 
Ms. Louise Lopez, Chairwomen, Tonto Apache Tribe 
Mr. Ronnie Lupe, Chairman, White Mountain Apache Tribe 
Mr. David Kwail, President, Yavapai-Apache Nation 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 
us.~ 

of~~ 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

August 8, 2012 

Mr. Jon M. Froke, AICP, Historic Preservation Officer 
City of Glendale 
5850 West Glendale Avenue #212 
Glendale, Arizona 85301 

Dear Mr. Froke: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate I 0 (I-1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the 

Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. The E 1 Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defmed primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features : a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 
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Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 

3 

Site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modem 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T:12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 2021, South Mountain Freeway EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:l2:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHWA has determined that a fmding of"no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 

and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot. gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 

""" Karla S. Petty 
AUG 16 2012 

Division Administrator 

Date 
1 

Enclosures 

4 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Linda, 

GjffurrJ payjd J 
Ljnda Dayjs 

202L 5 Mountain DCR and EIS, Chandler BLVD Extension 
Monday, August 13, 2012 10: 18:06 AM 
202L. South Mountain. DCR and EIS.odf. 

Reclamation does not appear to have any agency lands or interests in this part of the project area. 

Per our internal direction, we do not sign concurrence letters when we have no project lands 

affected. However, feel free to use this email as documentation that we have received and 

responded to your letter. 

Have a good one. 

Dave 

Dave Gifford 
Archaeologist 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6 150 W. Thunderbird Road 
Glendale AZ 85306 
6 23 773-6 262 
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ofT~ 
~ AI£ 10'12 _j 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 
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Mr. Bryan M. Lausten, Archaeologist 
Phoenix Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306-4001 

Dear Mr. Lausten: 

August 8, 2012 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of 
Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, 
the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River 
Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma­
Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, 
the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the 
Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache 
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Janice K. Brewer 
Governor 

Bryan Martyn 
Execulive Director 

August 13, 2012 

Karla Petty, Arizona Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, U.S Department of Transportation 
4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, AZ 85012-3500 

Attention: Rebecca Swieck:i 

RE: NH-202-D(ADY), TRACS #202L MA H5764 OlC 
SR 202L, South Mountain Freeway 
AZ T:l2:287 Site Eligibility 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
SHP0-2003-1890 (106850) 

Ms. Petty: 

Board Members 

Walter D. Armer, Jr .• Vail, Chair 
Maria Baier, State Land Commissioner, Vice Chair 
Kay Daggelt. Sierra Vista 
Alan Everelt, Sedona 
Larry Landry, Phoenix 
William C. Scalzo, Phoenix 
Tracey Westerhausen, Phoenix 

Thank you for consulting with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office [SHPO] pursuant to the 
National Historic Preservation Act as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800 regarding the proposed 
construction of an extension of Chandler Boulevard between 19th A venue and 27th A venue in the City of 
Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona. A culhrral resources survey was submitted with several 
archaeological sites identified within or next to the proposed project area, and recommendations of the 
eligibility status of the sites and a finding of effect were offered. We have reviewed the submitted 
materials and offer the following comments. 

The submitted cultural resource assessment [A Class III Culhu·al Resources Survey for the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, 
Arizona] and several assessments of the project area conducted earlier have identified site AZ T:12:287 
(ASM), located just outside the proposed project area. The eligibility of site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) has 
been recommended to be not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP] 
under Criterion D. Although not recommended as register-eligible, there have been earlier consultations 
in 2008 with the Gila River Indian Community [GRIC] by the Arizona State Land Department and the 
City of Phoenix that indicate the site in question may have significance as an O'odham shrine. Indeed, 
your cover letter recommends continuing consultation with GRIC's Tribal Historic Office to confirm its 
status. When that tribal consultation process is completed, and the status of the eligibility of site AZ 
T:12:287 (ASM) is detetmined, our office will then be prepared to comment upon the eligibility of the 
sites and an appropriate finding of effect. 

Arizona State Parks •1300 W. Washinglon Street • Phoenix,AZ 85007 
Phone/TTY: (602) 542-4174 ·Fax: (602) 542·4188 

PAGE 2 

Our office appreciates your continued cooperation in complying with federal historic preservation 
requirements. If you have any questions or concems, please feel free to contact me at 602/542-7140 or 
e-mail me at djacobs@azstat~~. 

J
Si~cere~y ,\\ ; 

... \ J!' \ " A\)-G /Ovtz,l"'< . .J 

David Jacobs 
Compliande Specialist/ Archaeologist 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

CC: Barnaby Lewis, GRIC 
. . OT 

, City ofPhoenix 
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, -

Mr. Steve Ross, Archaeologist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

August 8, 2012 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 I-15764 OIC 

202L South Mountain Freeway, DCR and ElS 
' Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizon~ Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing teclmical studies in support of the ~nv1ronr:nental Impact Statem~t~t _ 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway; EIS & Locat10n/Des1gn Co_nc~pt Report p~oJect. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountam Freewa~, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 1 0 (I -1 0) m west 
Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely o~-~~~-ctgh_t-of~~ 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal fu~1ds, it is considered an unde11akmg . 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are sttll under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting pm1ies for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Hist~ric 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Depm1ment (ASLD), the Anzona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Manage~~nt, t~e Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Admm1stratwn, the_ Sa_lt 
j{iver Project, the Maricopa County Department ofTrans~ortation, the Flood C~ntrol D1stnct ~f 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the Ctty of Avondale, ~he C1~y of Chandt:r, 
the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, the City ofTolle~on, the_Ak-C~m Indtan Commumty, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado RIVer Indt~n Tnbe, t~1c F~rt McD_owell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fmt Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tnbe,_ the_ Gtla RIVe~ Indtan. 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Huala~m Tnbe, th~ Kat~ab-Pmute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo ofZum, the Salt Rtver Pl~la­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Pamte, the 

Tohono O'odharn Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHWA and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th A venue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th A venue and 27th A venue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 
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Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 

3 

Site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modem 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRJC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRJC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confmn its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 

you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA ' s recommendation~ of.NRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, please indicate your concurrence by s1gnmg below. If you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or at 
ldavis2@.azdot.gov. 

Signature for ASLb Concurrence 
NH-202-D{ADY) 

1 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
t:..--Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Rue ben Ojeda, Arizona State Land Depmiment, Manager, Right-of-way Section, 1616 W. 
Adams, Phoenix, AZ 85007 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Depcll1me!1t 
cA liaisportclloo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Cultural Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

August 8, 2012 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative aligrunents for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section I 06 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab Band 
of Paiute Indians, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 
Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHWA and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. The E1 Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th A venue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix_ The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, 
religious, cultural, or historical importance to your community within the project area. Any 
information you 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 
will make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T:l2:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). Because oftheirproximity 
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_,c construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 

Site AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 

3 

Site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modern 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRJC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T :l2:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRJC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T : 12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T: 12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 
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Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of proj cct effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~Ju; 
..fv' 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Enclosure 
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Salt River 

PIMA-MARICOPA INDIAN COMMUNITY 
10,005 EAST OSBORN ROADISCOITSDALE, ARIZONA 852561 PHONE (480) 362-6337 

Cultural Preservation Program 

August 14, 2012 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administer 
US. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

RE: 202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS Continuing Section 106 Consultation Chandler Boulevard 
Extension NH-202-D(ADY) HOP-AZ, the project would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from 
Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. 

Dear Karla S. Petty: 

This correspondence is in reference to 202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS Continuing Section 106 
Consultation Chandler Boulevard Extension NH-202-D(ADY) HOP-AZ. This site, the location would extend 
around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west Chandler to I -10 in west Phoenix, is 
subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). The Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRP-MIC) is in receipt of your consultation request and appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on this project. The location of this project area is within the adjudicated ancestral claims area of the 
Four Southern Tribes of Arizona (SRP-MIC, Gila River Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian Community and the 
Tohono O'Odham Nation). 

The Four Southern Tribes of Arizona (Four Tribes) have an existing consultation management agreement to 
address consultation within the adjudicated ancestral claims area that divides the area into four geographic regions 
where one of the Four Tribes takes the lead and provides all Section 106 consultation (and all other federal, state, 
or local statutes as necessary) for specific areas on behalf of all of the Four Southern Tribes of Arizona. The Four 
Tribes in consensus agreed that the Gila River Indian Community will take the lead in providing comments in for 
this project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. Please contact me at (480-362-6337) or email 
jacob.butler@srpmic-nsn.gov with additional questions or comments in regard to this or any other cultural 
resource issue in behalf of the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community. 

Sincerely, 

Jacob Butler 
Cultural Resource Specialist 
SRP-MIC 

US. Department 
of Tla1Sp0rtalion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Louise Lopez, Chairperson 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairperson Lopez: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

August 8, 2012 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab Band 
of Paiute Indians, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 
Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A383

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 ofthe National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th A venue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 
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The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1, 180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, 
religious, cultural, or historical importance to your community within the project area. Any 
information you 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 
will make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T:12:1ll (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 

to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 

Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set ofrock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 
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Site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modem 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T : 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a defmable 
temporal context, FHW A recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T: 12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 
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Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. If you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-863 6 or at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

tk?t-~ 
.(r 

Karla S. Petty 
AUG 16 2012 

Division Administrator 

tgnature for Tonto Apache Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202~D~DY) 
.l?tMI{)S /7lf/llf.?S,{Jt:~el;f rHJ,V C!4f?t!'N #41Jl!'P/f 
Enclosures 

~~1/f 2/?J:::L 
Date/ ' 

US. Department a ltrisportallon 
Federal Highway 
AdmfnlstraHon 

Mr. Ronnie Lupe, Chairman 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 1150 
Whiteriver, Arizona 85941 

Dear Chairman Lupe: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

August 8, 2012 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot.qov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab Band 
of Paiute Indians, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 
Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 
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In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,23 0 feet between 19th A venue and 27th A venue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, 
religious, cultural, or historical importance to your community within the project area. Any 
information you 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 
will make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of 23 7 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 

to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 
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Site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modern 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:l2:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:l2:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 
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Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2(a),azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~&; 
V Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for White Mountain Apache Tribe Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Mark Altaha, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Historic Preservation Office, P.O Box 507, 
Fort Apache, AZ 85926 (with enclosures) 
Ramon Riley, Cultural Resource Director, Historic Preservation Office, P.O Box 507, Fort 
Apache, AZ 85926 

White Mountain Apache Tribe 
Office of Historic Preservation 

POBox507 
Fort Apache, AZ 85926 

Ph: (928) 338-3033 Fax: (928) 338-6055 

To: Linda Davis, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 

Date: August 17,2012 

Prj: NH-202-D(ADY) TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01C 202L South Mountain Freeway 

The White Mountain Apache Tribe Historic Preservation Office appreciates receiving 
information on the proposed project, August 8, 2012 . In regards to this, please attend to the 
following checked items below. 

~ There is no need to send additional information unless project planning or implementation 
results in the discovery of sites and/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 (WMA T). As part of the effort t o identify 
historical properties that maybe affected by the 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 information should this become 
necessary. 

~ Please refer to the attached additional notes in regards to the proposed project: 

We have received and reviewed the information regarding FHW AI ADOT proposed continued 
studies in support ofthe Environmental Impact Statement for 202L, South Mountain Freeway, 
EIS/Design Concept Report project which would extend around the southern side of South 
Mountain from Interstate 10 in west Chandler to I-10 west Phoenix, and we have determined the 
proposed action/plans will not have an adverse effect on the White Mountain Apache tribe's 
CWMAT) historic properties and/or traditional cultural resources. We propose any/all ground 
disturbing activities be monitored ifthere are reasons to believe that there are human remains 
and/or funerary objects are present, and if such 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. Altaha 

White Mountain Apache Tribe 

Historic Preservation Office 
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Us. Department 
dltcnsportalion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

August 8, 2012 

Mr. Larry Hendershot, Property Manager 
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 
2801 West Durango Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Mr. Hendershot: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County (FCDMC), the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of 
Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila 
River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 

Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. =fhe land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1, 180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 



A388  •  Appendix 2-1

Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 
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Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modem 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC' s Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHW A recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:l2:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 

you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, 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 at 
lclavis2ia),azdot. gov. 

Signature for FCDMC Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

R&~ 
¥ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

4 
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us. Department 
of Trmsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Dr. Clinton Pattea, President 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
P.O. Box I7779 
Fountain Hills, Arizona 85269 

Dear President Pattea: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

August 8, 2012 

• 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
( ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate I 0 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab Band 
of Paiute Indians, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 
Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th A venue and 27th A venue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township I South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 
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The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, 
religious, cultural, or historical importance to your community within the project area. Any 
information you 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 
will make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams I989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T:12:11I (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
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to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 

Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 

3 

Site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modern 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:l2:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHW A recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T: 12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 
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Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~&; AUG 2 3 2012 
~aria S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

c~~ <evl-!k: 
Signature or Fort Me owell Yavapru Natlon Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Erica McCalvin, Planning & Project Manager (with enclosures) 
Karen Ray, Culture Coordinator (with enclosures) 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A391

4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

US. Department 
of TrCI'lSpOrtalion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Richard A. Anduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
M.S. PAB 352 
P.O. Box 52025 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

August 8, 2012 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 0 I C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
· Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in suppott of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Repmt project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate I 0 (I -10) in west 
Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting patties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project (SRP), the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control 
District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of 
Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the 
Fmt McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fmt Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila 
River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt 
River Pima-Mru·icopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 

Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 
In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CPR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undettakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevru·d between 19th A venue and 27th A venue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township I South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north ofthe existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were repmted in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12: Ill (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint ~or the. . 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). Because of their proxtmtty 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 
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Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield infmmation about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 

3 

Site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
rutifacts and the age of the features is uncettain; the possibility exists that they are of modern 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unlmown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey ofthe Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed repmt and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 

and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~JJN 
-f' Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

/{~~~ Signature for SRP Concu 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

4 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

US. Department 
d lia1sportalioo 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman 
Cocopah Tribe 
County 15th & A venue G 
Somerton, Arizona 85350 

Dear Chairwoman Cordova: 

August 8, 2012 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to I -1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right -of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section I 06 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab Band 
ofPaiute Indians, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 
Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings .on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. The El Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th A venue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township I South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, 
religious, cultural, or historical importance to your community within the project area. Any 
information you 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 
will make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T:12: Ill (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
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to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set ofrock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 

3 

Site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modern 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 20 12). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHW A recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T: 12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

4 

Based on the above, FHWA has determined that a finding of"no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rebecca Swiecki 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
H. JilLMCConni~ Cultural Resources Manager (with enclosures) 
RSwiecki 
LDavis (EM02) 
RSwiecki:cdm 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

us. Department 
of Trmsportafion 
Federal HlghwCJy 
Administration 

Ms. Michelle Dodds 

August 8, 2012 

CLG Contact, Historic Preservation Office 
City of Phoenix 
200 West Washington, 3rd Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Dear Ms. Dodds: 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot. gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D{ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate I 0 (I-1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section I 06 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 ofthe National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. The E1 Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th A venue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 

2 

The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for I , 180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12: Ill (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 

Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
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Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 

3 

Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modem 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHW A recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are aiready easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a fmding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot. gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 

4 

~ 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

SEP 4- 2012 

Signature for City of Phoenix Concurrence 
Historic Preservation Office 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

f) - 2 'l - 11-
Date 

Jodey Elsner, M.A. Historian, COP Historic Preservation Office, 200 W. Washington Street, 3rd 
floor, Phoenix, AZ 85003 (with enclosures) 
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.0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US. Department a limspoltalion 

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 

August 8, 2012 

Mr. Rich Dlugas, Chandler City Manager 
City Manager's Office 
P.O. Box 4008, Mail Stop 605 
Chandler, Arizona 85244-4008 

Dear Mr. Dlugas: 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section l 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the. City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the 

Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 
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The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th A venue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class !Inventory and A Class 111 Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T:12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 
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Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 
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Site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modem 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and \'v'ith 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHW A recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation.Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of"no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 

and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2CdJ,azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

/~ S£r- : 1 W1Z 
-Or 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for City of Ch er Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

4 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A399

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST O FFICE BdX 2140, SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

September 10,2012 

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: NH-202-D(ADY) TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 202L, South Mountain 
Freeway, DCR and EIS, National Historic Preservation Act Continuing I 06 
Chandler Boulevard Extension 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) has 
received your consultation documents dated August 8, 2012. The documents describe a 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Department of Transportation 
(AZDOT) undertaking to extend Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue ahd 2ih 
A venue. This report is one in a series of technical reports supporting the 202 Loop, 
South Mountain Freeway, Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Design Concept Report 
(DCR). The project location is on the northern edge of District 6 of the Gila River Indian 
Community (Community), but entirely off Community lands. The extension of Chandler 
Boulevard is intended to provide access to residential subdivisions in the area. The 
construction zone area of potential effect (APE) will vary between 200 to 400 feet wide 
by 6;230 feet between 19th and 27th Avenues. The APE and surrounding areas have been 
archaeologically surveyed in 1989, 2000, 2008, and 2012. The 2012 survey covered a 
total area of 36.8 acres in size. 

Three archaeological sites have been recorded near and within the APE: 
AZ:T: 12:111 (ASM) is described as a historic mine site with a rock ring, prospecting pit, 
tailings pile and a cleared area. The site was not considered a Register eligible property; 
AZ:T: l2:286(ASM) a prehistoric abrricultural site consisting of clusters/piles of rock. 
The site was considered an Register eligible property under Criterion D of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and AZ:T:l2:287(ASM) an undated site consisting of 
two rock features and an etched deer(?) petroglyph on a small, potentially portable 
boulder. The site was not considered a Register eligible property. During the 2012 
survey, these sites were relocated and reassessed. AZT: l 2: lll (ASM) could not be 
relocated and was likely destroyed by the construction of a City of Phoenix waterline 
through the area. Site AZ:T: 12:286(ASM) is still an intact cultural resource, outside of 

the APE and is still considered Register eligible. AZ:T:l2:287(ASM) has been impacted 
by off-road vehicles. The petroglyph boulder was turned over and the top covered with 
graffiti and some of the circular rock features have been disturbed through realignments 
of the stone. In 2008 Barnaby V. Lewis and J. Andrew Darling were consulted in regards 
to the site, and both confirmed that the site is an historic O'odham shrine. The site is still 
not considered a Register eligible property. Based upon this evidence, the FHW A has 
made a determination of no adverse effect for this part of the South Mountain 202 Loop 
Freeway project. 

The GRIC-THPO concurs with a fmding of no adverse effect for the undertaking. A site 
visit to AZ: 12:287(ASM) is recommended in order to assess damage to the site. Perhaps 
collection of the petroglyph boulder should be considered before the petroglyph boulder 
is lost through accumulated disturbance to the site and/or theft. 

The GRIC reiterates the cultural significance of South Mountain to the Four Southern 
Tribes (Gi la River Indian Community; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community; 
Ak-Chin Indian Community and the Tohono O'Odham Nation). O'Odham oral history 
and religion defines our life and relationship to the natural world and the cultural 
landscape. Akimel O'Odham and Pee Posh oral histories, religion, creation stories, 
ceremonial practices, and the concepts of power and sacred places are inseparably tied to 
every part of the natural environment. Sacred places and Traditional Cultural Places 
(TCPs) must be treated with reverence and respect. 

The GRIC-THPO looks forward to continuing consultation regarding the proposed 202 
Loop. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological 
Compliance Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-562-7162. 

Respectfully, 

~~ 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

2 ADOT 202 Loop Chandler 81vd [ '\ten<>ion 
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us. Deportment 
d Trmsportation 
Federal Highway 
AdmJnbtratlon 

Dr. Beth Grindell, Director 
P.O. Box 210026 
Arizona State Museum 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0026 

Dear Dr. Grindell: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

August 8, 2012 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot.qov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 0 I C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum (ASM), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, 
the Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control 
District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of 
Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila 
River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 
Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. The E1 Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 
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The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A401

Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 
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Site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modern 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202£, South Mountain Freeway EIS & L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a defmable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T:l2:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T: 12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 
you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 

and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot. gov. 

Signature for ASM Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

.{;.--
~Jyu 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

4 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 
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 

us. Deportment 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

September 6, 2012 

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

Re: SHPO 2003-1890 (106135) 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Project Effect on the Dobbins Road Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (Anon 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. As this project 
would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Most recently 
FHWA consulted on a reassessment ofhistoric rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th Avenue in 
Laveen. SHPO concurred to the reassessment (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty (FHWA], July 16, 2012). 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation of project effect on the Dobbins Road historic properties include 
FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the 
City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City ofPhoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum 
(COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The purpose of this consultation is to address the project effects of four alternative alignments near these 
historic properties. AZTEC Engineering Group, Inc. recently prepared a report that assesses the direct and 
indirect effects from the four alignments on the historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th 
A venue entitled South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study: Assessment of Project Effects on Three 
Historic Buildings and a District, Maricopa County, Arizona (Solliday 2012). A copy of the report is 
enclosed for your review and comments. 

Historic Properties 

Four historic properties have been identified near the Dobbins Road/591
h Avenue intersection. These 

include: 

1) Hudson Farm Historic District, ca. 1926, Criterion A 
2) Hudson Farm- Cement Stave Silos, 1949, Criterion C 
3) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy- Dairy Flat Barn, 1952, Criterion C 
4) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy- Dairy Head-to-Toe Barn, 1951, Criterion C 

Alternatives 

The four alternatives near these historic properties are: 

1) 62"d Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond- Elevated Freeway 
2) 62nd Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond - Semi-Depressed Freeway 
3) 62"d Avenue Alignment Half Diamond- Elevated Freeway 
4) 62"d Avenue Alignment Half Diamond- Semi-Depressed Freeway 

Project Effect 

Direct 

All four ofthe alignment alternatives currently under consideration adequately avoid the Hudson Farm, 
the Dairy Flat Bam on the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, and the Dairy Head-to-Toe Barn on the Tyson 
Farmstead/Barnes Dairy; none of the properties is located within the proposed ADOT right-of-way 
(ROW). However, the two semi-depressed freeway alternatives would require a realignment of access to 
the Tyson/Barnes bam. There would be a no adverse effect on the Tyson/Barnes barn as a result of the 
access modification. 
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Each of the four alignment alternatives would have a similar impact on the Hudson Farm Historic 
District. The freeway would be at least 200 feet west of the Hudson Farm property and 1,500 feet west of 
591

h Avenue, and the setting of the farmstead (farmhouse and associated structures) from the primary 
public view (from 59th Avenue) or from within the farmstead would be buffered by the dense windbreak 
of trees located on the north and west sides of the farmstead. The freeway would be more visibly intrusive 
from the secondary public view (from Dobbins Road) and from some places in the fields associated with 
the property, but these vantage points do not provide a view of the district's significant features, i.e., the 
farmstead buildings and structures seen within the context of the whole farm. A drainage basin adjacent to 
the southern boundary of the Hudson Farm would not be visible from the primary public view or from 
within the farmstead. Thus, any visual intrusion created by the project would be negligible and would not 
impact the National Register eligibility of the Hudson Farm or any of its contributing elements. 

• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to general visual intrusion. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to increased traffic noise. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to nighttime lighting. 
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The freeway would pass approximately 1,500 feet west of the Hackin barn, 1,000 feet west of the 
Huds?n Farm silos, ~d 10 feet e~st ?fthe Tyson/Barnes Dairy barn. Since integrity of design, 
mat~nals, :'~r~anshtp, and ass~ctatwn are most important for these property types, their National 
Re~1ster ehgtbtltty would not be Impacted by a change in setting. Likewise, the placement of a drainage 
basm to the south and west of the Hackin barn would not impact its integrity of design materials 
workmanship, and association. · ' ' 

• !here. would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to general visual 
tntrUSlOn. 
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• 
• 

There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to increased traffic noise. 
There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to nighttime lighting . 

Summary of Indirect Impacts to the Dobbins Road Historic Properties 

j Collapsed !I C:ollapsed j Half Halt 

I 
Primary Diamond- Daamond - I DI'amond - Diamond -

Property Name and Address · S · I Semi-Criterion Elevated 

1 

ema- Elevated 

I 
Freeway Depressed Freeway ji Depressed 

-:~~~J;:>-=~~~~-------L ______ _J __________ i__£F'~re~e~w~a~V_l ______ ~ __ l_~F~rr. ~ee~~ 
Eli~tible Historic Districts 
Hudson Farm 
9300 S. 59th Avenue A 
Individuallv Eligible Historic Buildings 
Hudson Farm - Cement Stave Silos 
9300 S. 59th Avenue C 
Hack:in Farmstead/Dairy Dairy Flat 
B~ C 
10048 S. 59th Avenue 
Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy 
Dairy Head-to-Toe Bam C 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

The City of Phoenix has designated this area as the core area of"downtown" Laveen. Local landowners 
have expressed a desire to develop their properties for commercial and/or residential uses. Housing 
de.velopm~nts. and some associated commercial centers have been constructed nearby; the advancement of 
tht~ urbaniZatiOn was_ slowed o~Iy by the eco~omic collapse. Some adjacent landowners have recently had 
their property reclassified for either commercial or residential property use. Therefore, it is highly likely 
that future development by the private landowners would also lead to the destruction of the agricultural 
properties and the historical setting of rural Laveen. 

The construction of a freeway through the South Mountain Corridor would accelerate urbanization and 
likely en~ourage more commercial and industrial ·development rather than the predominantly residential 
constructiOn that has oc~urred to date. However, since ADOT, the City of Phoenix, landowners, and 
developers are a~l plannmg ~or future development in the area, it is difficult to determine what the specific 
agent ~f change 1~. Cumulatively, the future development and construction of the freeway has the 
potential to contr1bute to an adverse cumulative affect the Hudson Farm and silos, Hac kin barn, and 
Tyson/Barnes barn. 
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Continuing Cultural Resource Management 

In order to proactively address the potential indirect and cumulative adverse effects described above, 
FHW A and ADOT would document the Hudson Farm Historic District and silos, the Hackin barn, and 
the Tyson/Barnes barn in a Historic Landscape report. The report would be consistent with the SHPO 
Standards for Documentation of Historic Properties. For each of the properties this documentation would 
at a minimum include a descriptive narrative of the property, maps showing geographic location and 
contextual relationships with other structures and the surrounding landscape, reproductions of original 
plans/engineering drawings or prepared drawings (or creation of plans/drawings ifthe originals cannot be 
found), and photo documentation. 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached project location maps, and enclosed 
report. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and agree with FHW A's revised determination of 
project effect for each alignment and proposed documentation of the historic properties please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below and return to FHW A. If you have any questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDavis2@.azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

Date 
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J:t>l • I C& q 0 {tO') r; 4~lo)orth Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

us. Department 
ofTronsportaffon 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

September 6, 2012 

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

Re: SHPO 2003-1890 (106135) 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Project Effect on the Dobbins Road Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler and to I-10 in west Phoenix. As this project 
would employ federal nds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been e subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Most recently 
FHW A consulted on a reassessment of historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th Avenue in 
Laveen. SHPO concurred to the reassessment (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], July 16, 2012). 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation of project effect on the Dobbins Road historic properties include 
FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the 
City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum 
(COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The purpose of this consultation is to address the project effects of four alternative alignments near these 
historic properties. AZTEC Engineering Group, Inc. recently prepared a report that assesses the direct and 
indirect effects from the four alignments on the historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th 
Avenue entitled South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study: Assessment of Project Effects on Three 
Historic Buildings and a District, Maricopa County, Arizona (Solliday 2012). A copy of the report is 
enclosed for your review and comments. 

Historic Properties 

Four historic properties have been identified near the Dobbins Road/591
h Avenue intersection. These 

include: 

1) Hudson Farm Historic District, ca. 1926, Criterion A 
2) Hudson Farm- Cement Stave Silos, 1949, Criterion C 
3) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy-Dairy Flat Bam , 1952, Criterion C 
4) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy- Dairy Head-to-Toe Bam, 1951, Criterion C 

Alternatives 

The four alternatives near these historic properties are: 

I) 62nd Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond- Elevated Freeway 
2) 62nd Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond- Semi-Depressed Freeway 
3) 62nd Avenue Alignment Half Diamond - Elevated Freeway 
4) 62nd Avenue Alignment Half Diamond - Semi-Depressed Freeway 

Project Effect 

Du ct·t lmpat:l 

All four of the alignment alternatives currently under consideration adequately avoid the Hudson Farm, 
the Dairy Flat Bam on the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, and the Dairy Head-to-Toe Bam on the Tyson 
Farmstead/Barnes Dairy; none of the properties is located within the proposed ADOT right-of-way 
(ROW). However, the two semi-depressed freeway alternatives would require a realignmwJ.ill..I!P.f~.t9 

. the Tyson/Barnes bam. There would be a no adverse effect on the Tyson/Barnes barn as a result of the 

acces'smodification. ~ V\ ~~ ~ ~ ~:r-;c..:f .. 
lndire<:tlmpact 
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Each of the four alignment alternatives would have a similar impact on the Hudson Farm Historic 
District. The freeway would be at least 200 feet west of the Hudson Farm property and 1,500 feet west of 
59th Avenue, and the setting of the farmstead (farmhouse and associated structures) from the primary 
public view (from 591

h Avenue) or from within the farmstead would b~red by the dense windbreak 
of trees located on the north and west sides of the farmstead. The freeway would be more visibly intrusive 

.. ffiffifthe secondary public view (from Dobbins Road) and from some places in the fields associated with 
the property, but these vantage points do not provide a view of the district's significant features, i.e., the 
farmstead buildings and structures seen within the context of the whole farm. A drainage basin adjacent to 
the southern boundary of the Hudson Farm would not be visible from the primary public view or from 
within the farmstead. Thus, any visual intrusion created by the project would be negligible and would not 
impact the National Register eligibility of the Hudson Farm or any of its contributing elements. 

• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to general visual intrusion. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to increased traffic noise. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to nighttime lighting. 
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~. fieoway would P'" l oxhrurtely I ~00 foot wo~ of tho H"'ldn ham, 1,000 foot wo& of tho 
Hudson Farm silos, andJ..Q..f.eet east of the Tyson/Barnes Dairy barn. Since integrity of design, 
materials, workmanship~sociation are most important for these property types, their National 
Register eligibility would not be impacted by a change in setting. Likewise, the placement of a drainage 
basin to the south and west of the Hackin barn would not impact its integrity of design, materials, 
workmanship, and association. · 

• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to general visual 
intrusion. 
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• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to increased traffic noise. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to nighttime lighting. 

Summary oflndirect Impacts to the Dobbins Road Historic Pr.~o:.tp~e::.rti.=":=e::::.s~----~~------
1 I C 11 :;-rcouapsed 

I 
o apsell 1 D' d 

Primary Diamond- ' I~mo~ -

1 
Criterion Elevated [ D emi- d 

Freeway epresse 
Freewa 

Property Name and Address 

Eli ible Historic Districts 
HudsonFann 
9300 S. 59"' Avenue 

d' Individually Eligible Historic Buil mgs 
Hudson Fann - Cement Stave Silos c No adverse No adverse 
9300 S. 59"' A venue 
Hackin Fannstead/Dairy-Dairy Flat 
Bam c No adverse No adverse 
10048 S. 59th Avenue 
Tyson Fannstead/Bames Dairy-
Dairy Head-to-Toe Bam c No adverse No adverse 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

Cumulative Impacts 

Half 

No adverse 

No adverse 

No adverse 

Half 
Diamond­

Semi-

No adverse 

No adverse 

No adverse 

No adverse 

The City of Phoenix has designated this area as the core area of"downtown" Laveen. Local landowners 
have expressed a desire to develop their properties for commercial and/or residential uses. Housing 
developments and some associated commercial centers have been constructed nearby; the advancement of 
this urbanization was slowed only by the economic collapse. Some adjacent landowners have recently had 
their property reclassified for either commercial or residential property use. Therefore, it is highly likely 
that future development by the private landowners would also lead to the destruction of the agricultural 
properties and the historical setting of rural Laveen. ,____ 

The construction of a freeway through the South Mountain Corridor would accelerate urbanization and 
likely encourage more commercial and industrial development rather than the predominantly residential 
construction that has occurred to date. However, since ADOT, the City of Phoenix, landowners, and 
developers are all planning for future development in the area, it is difficult to determine what the specific 
agent of change is. Cumulatively, the future development and construction of the freeway has the 
potential to contribute to an adverse cumulative affect the Hudson Farm and silos, Hackin barn, and 
Tyson/Barnes barn. 
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Continuing Cultural Resource Management 

In order to proactively address the potential indirect and cumulative adverse effects described above, \ 
FHW A and ADOT would document the Hudson Farm Historic District and silos, the Hackin barn, and 
the Tyson/Barnes barn in a Historic Landscape report. The report would be consistent with the SHPO 
Standards for Documentation of Historic Properties. For each of the properties this documentation would 
at a minimum include a descriptive narrative of the property, maps showing geographic location and 
contextual relationships with other structures and the surrounding landscape, reproductions of original 
plans/engineering drawings or prepared drawings (or creation of plans/drawings if the originals cannot be 
found), and photo documentation. 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached project location maps, and enclosed 
report. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and agree with FHW A's revised determination of 
project effect for each alignment and proposed documentation of the historic properties please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below and return to FHWA. Ifyou have any questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

I, 
Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~JJ:.J 
~aria S. Petty 

SEP 18 2012 

Division Administrator 

/Lf 5¥<frl2... 
Date 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 

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 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

September 6, 2012 

... 

Mr. Steve Ross, Cultural Resources Manager 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 Ol L 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Proj cct Effect on the Dobbins Road Historic Propetties 

............. .D.ear...Mr .... Ross: .................................. _. ···································-·················· ·········································································-·········-·-············································································ 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I- 1 O) in west Chandler and to I-10 in west Phoenix. As this project 
would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subj ect of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Most recently 
FHWA consulted on a reassessment of historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59

1
h Avenue in 

Laveen. SHPO concurred to the reassessment (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], July 16, 20 12). 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation of project effect on the Dobbins Road historic properties include 
FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the 
City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum 
(COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The purpose ofthis consultation is to address the project effects of four altemative alignments near these 
historic properties. AZTEC Engineering Group, Inc. recently prepared a report that assesses the direct and 
indirect effects from the four alignments on the historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59

11
' 

Avenue entitled South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study: Assessment of Project Effects on Three 
Historic Buildings and a District, Maricopa County, Arizona (Solliday 2012). A copy of the report is 
enclosed for your review and comments. 

···--·.-····· - ·····- ·'-··'·'·"· .. ····-····-··'·'·'·"·'' ., ..... -; 
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Continuing Cultural Resource Management 

In order to proactively address the potential indirect and cumulative adverse effects described above, 
FHWA and ADOT would document the Hudson Farm Historic District and silos, the Hackin barn, and 
the Tyson/Barnes barn in a Historic Landscape report. The repmt would be consistent with the SHPO 
Standards fo r Documentation of Historic Propetties. For each of the propetties this documentation would 
at a minimum include a descriptive narrative of the property, maps showing geographic locati on and 
contextual relationships with other structures and the surrounding landscape, reproductions of original 
plans/engineering drawings or prepared drawings (or creation of plans/drawings ifthe originals cannot be 
found), and photo documentation. · 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached project location maps, and enclosed 
report. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and agree with FHW A's revised determination of 
project effect for each alignment and proposed documentation of the historic propetties please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below and return to FHWA. If you have any questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for ASLD Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Rueben Ojeda, Manager, Right-of-way Section 

Sincerely yours, 

(ZIU..dv{J 
+Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 
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0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us.~ 
c:l~ 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: {602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://WYNJ.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

August 8, 2012 

Mr. Garry Cantley, Western Regional Archaeologist 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2600 Nm1h Central Avenue, Suite 400 
MS-620EQS 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3008 

Dear Mr. Cantley: 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L M.A. 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Trar..sportation 
(ADOT) a..-re continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
{EIS) for the 2021, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Repmt project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal fimds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, .ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHFO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration; the 
Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the Flood Control 
District of:Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of 
Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofFhoenix, the City ofTolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the 
Fort McDowell Yave.pai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yur11a-Quechan Tribe, the Gila 
River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Krd.bab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt 
River Pi.rrm-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern 

Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache 
Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to talce into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have Wlderta..l{en cultural 
resource studies. TI1e El Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting offaccessto residential subdivisions west of27thAvenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surroWlding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township 1 South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north oft11e existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 
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The aren of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-·w:ide north­
south corridor that extends for 1,130 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), su&·veyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were · identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoeni" water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Irrventory and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Plnces (NRHP). 

In 2003, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Des"rt) performed a Class m survey that covered the portion 
of the APE nmth of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T: 12:236 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:/.87 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included h1 the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting r.nd the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 
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Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 
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Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modem 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T:12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NIUIP. Desert also recor.unended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary 0' odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O'odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perfonn a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class III Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 101L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & IJDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2012). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T:12:111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASivi) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHWA recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287, (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the ,glyph is face down a..1d the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some ofthe rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRI-IP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its manr~ger.1ent. Because sites AZ T:12:286 (AS1-!) and AZ 
T: 12:237 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
signiflcm~t indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHW A hr.s delermiwvd that a finding of ''no adverse effecf' is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 

you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
f,.--'Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

tru~ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

SEP 2 7 2012 

AUG 2 8 2012 

4 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A409

ARIZONA DIVISION 
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 

us. Department 
ci Trcnportatioo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Richard Anduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
P.O. Box 52025, Mail Sta PAB355.l. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

September 6, 20~2 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Project Effect on the Dobbins Road Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler and to I-10 in west Phoenix. As this project 
would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section I 06 review. 

This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Most recently 
FHWA consulted on a reassessment of historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th Avenue in 
Laveen. SHPO concurred to the reassessment (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], July 16, 2012). 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation of project effect on the Dobbins Road historic properties include 
FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the 
City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum 
(COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The purpose of this consultation is to address the project effects of four alternative alignments near these 
historic properties. AZTEC Engineering Group, Inc. recently prepared a report that assesses the direct and 
indirect effects from the four alignments on the historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59th 
A venue entitled South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study: Assessment of Project Effects on Three 
Historic Buildings and a District, Maricopa County, Arizona (Solliday 2012). A copy of the report is 
enclosed for your review and comments. 

Historic Properties 

Four historic properties have been identified near the Dobbins Road/59th Avenue intersection. These 
include: 

1) Hudson Farm Historic District, ca. 1926, Criterion A 
2) Hudson Farm- Cement Stave Silos, 1949, Criterion C 
3) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy- Dairy Flat Bam , 1952, Criterion C 
4) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy - Dairy Head-to-Toe Bam, 1951, Criterion C 

Alternatives 

The four alternatives near these historic properties are: 

1) 62nd Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond -Elevated Freeway 
2) 62nd Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond- Semi-Depressed Freeway 
3) 62nd Avenue Alignment Half Diamond- Elevated Freeway 
4) 62nd Avenue Alignment Half Diamond - Semi-Depressed Freeway 

Project Effect 

Diret·t Impact 

All four of the alignment alternatives currently under consideration adequately avoid the Hudson Farm, 
the Dairy Flat Bam on the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, and the Dairy Head-to-Toe Bam on the Tyson 
Farmstead/Barnes Dairy; none ofthe properties is located within the proposed ADOT right-of-way 
(ROW). However, the two semi-depressed freeway alternatives would require a realignment of access to 
the Tyson/Barnes bam. There would be a no adverse effect on the Tyson/Barnes bam as a result of the 
access modification. 

f ncl iJ·ect lnJpat"! 
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Each of the four alignment alternatives would have a similar impact on the Hudson Farm Historic 
District. The freeway would be at least 200 feet west of the Hudson Farm property and 1,500 feet west of 
59th Avenue, and the setting of the farmstead (farmhouse and associated structures) from the primary 
public view (from 59th Avenue) or from within the farmstead would be buffered by the dense windbreak 
of trees located on the north and west sides of the farmstead. The freeway would be more visibly intrusive 
from the secondary public view (from Dobbins Road) and from some places in the fields associated with 
the property, but these vantage points do not provide a view of the district's significant features, i.e., the 
farmstead buildings and structures seen within the context of the whole farm. A drainage basin adjacent to 
the southern boundary of the Hudson Farm would not be visible from the primary public view or from 
within the farmstead. Thus, any visual intrusion created by the project would be negligible and would not 
impact the National Register eligibility of the Hudson Farm or any of its contributing elements. 

• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to general visual intrusion. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to increased traffic noise. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to nighttime lighting. 
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The freeway would pass approximately 1,500 feet west of the Hackin barn, 1,000 feet west of the 
Hudson Farm silos, and 10 feet east of the Tyson/Barnes Dairy bam. Since integrity of design, 
materials, workmanship, and association are most important for these property types, their National 
Register eligibility would not be impacted by a change in setting. Likewise, the placement of a drainage 
basin to the south and west of the Hackin barn would not impact its integrity of design, materials, 
workmanship, and association. 

• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to general visual 
intrusion. 
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• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to increased traffic noise. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to nighttime lighting. 

Summary oflndirect Impacts to the Dobbins Road Historic Properties 

I 
Colla sed I C:ollapsed ! 

. . P Dtamond-
Pnmary 1 Dtamond - II S . I 
Criterion [' Elevated Deper:;;ed 

Freeway Freewav I 

Property Name and Address 

Eligible Historic Districts 
Hudson Farm 
9300 S. 59th Avenue A No adverse No adverse 

Individually Eligible Historic Buildin2s 
Hudson Farm - Cement Stave Silos 
9300 S. 59th Avenue 
Hackin Farmstead/Dairy- Dairy Flat 
Bam 
10048 S. 59th Avenue 
Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy­
Dairy Head-to-Toe Bam 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

Cumtll.ativf.: lmpact'i 

c No adverse No adverse 

c No adverse No adverse 

c No adverse No adverse 

I Half 
Half 

I 

Diamond-
Diamond- Semi-

Elevated Depressed Freeway Freewa.I....___ 

No adverse No adverse 

No adverse No adverse 

No adverse No adverse 

No adverse No adverse 

The City of Phoenix has designated this area as the core area of"downtown" Laveen. Local landowners 
have expressed a desire to develop their properties for commercial and/or residential uses. Housing 
developments and some associated commercial centers have been constructed nearby; the advancement of 
this urbanization was slowed only by the economic collapse. Some adjacent landowners have recently had 
their property reclassified for either commercial or residential property use. Therefore, it is highly likely 
that future development by the private landowners would also lead to the destruction of the agricultural 
properties and the historical setting of rural Laveen. 

The construction of a freeway through the South Mountain Corridor would accelerate urbanization and 
likely encourage more commercial and industrial development rather than the predominantly residential 
construction that has occurred to date. However, since ADOT, the City of Phoenix, landowners, and 
developers are all planning for future development in the area, it is difficult to determine what the specific 
agent of change is. Cumulatively, the future development and construction ofthe freeway has the 
potential to contribute to an adverse cumulative affect the Hudson Farm and silos, Hacl<in barn, and 
Tyson/Barnes barn. 
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Continuing Cultural Resource Management 

In order to proactively address the potential indirect and cumulative adverse effects described above, 
FHW A and ADOT would document the Hudson Farm Historic District and silos, the Hackin barn, and 
the Tyson/Barnes barn in a Historic Landscape report. The report would be consistent with the SHPO 
Standards for Documentation of Historic Properties. For each of the properties this documentation would 
at a minimum include a descriptive narrative of the property, maps showing geographic location and 
contextual relationships with other structures and the surrounding landscape, reproductions of original 
plans/engineering drawings or prepared drawings (or creation of plans/drawings if the originals cannot be 
found), and photo documentation. 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached project location maps, and enclosed 
report. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and agree with FHWA's revised determination of 
project effect for each alignment and proposed documentation of the historic properties please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below and return to FHW A. If you have any questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~<&w 
.y 

SEP 26 Z012 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

s~~cr~ 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 
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August 8, 2012 

Ms. Laurene Montero, City Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 
4619 East Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Ms. Montero: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 0 I C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section I 06 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State 
Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Western Area Power Administration, the Salt 
River Project, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, the flood Control District of 
Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, 
the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City of Tolleson, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the 

Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 ofthe National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. The E I Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th A venue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th A venue and 27th A venue. The alignment for the proposed 
Chandler Boulevard Extension follows an existing City of Phoenix water line. The surrounding 
area is undeveloped. 

The proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension is located in Section 36 of Township I South and 
Range 2 East. The land in Section 36 north of the existing City of Phoenix water line is owned 
by the City of Phoenix. The land in Section 36 south of the water line is administered by ASLD. 
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The area of potential effects (APE) for the Chandler Boulevard Extension is defined primarily by 
the proposed construction footprint which includes a 200-foot-wide east-west corridor that 
extends for 6,230 feet between 19th A venue and 27th A venue and short segments at the east and 
west end where the corridor is 400 feet wide. The footprint also includes a 120-foot-wide north­
south corridor that extends for I , 180 feet from the western end of the Chandler Boulevard 
alignment to the current alignment of Pecos Road. A map of the APE is enclosed to assist you in 
your review. 

In 1989, Archaeological Consulting Service, Ltd. (ACS), surveyed the APE in its entirety 
(Adams 1989). The results were reported in An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 
South Mountain State Planning Permit Project for Burns International, Inc. (Adams 1989). No 
sites were identified. 

In 2000, Logan Simpson Design (LSD) performed an archaeological survey for a City of 
Phoenix water line which covered a 20-m-wide corridor along the centerline of the Chandler 
Boulevard Extension. The results are reported in A Class I Inventmy and A Class III Cultural 
Resources Survey for the City of Phoenix Waterline Route Around the Western and Southern 
Edges of South Mountain Park, Maricopa County, Arizona (Shaw 2000). LSD recorded one site 
in the APE. Site AZ T: 12: Ill (ASM) is a historic mining site that include four features: a 
collapsed rock ring, a prospecting pit, a tailings pile, and a cleared area. The site was 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2008, Desert Archaeology, Inc. (Desert) performed a Class III survey that covered the portion 
of the APE north of the centerline. The results are reported in Cultural Resources Survey of237 
Acres Within the 620 Property, South of South Mountain Park, Phoenix, Arizona (Darby and 
Bagwell 2008). Desert identified two sites near the proposed construction footprint for the 
Chandler Extension, AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:287 (ASM). Because of their proximity 
to the construction footprint, the sites were included in the APE for the consideration of indirect 
effects, such as alterations to visual setting and the potential for vandalism as a result of 
increased access provided by the new roadway. 
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Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of rock 
clusters/piles. Desert recommended that the site was eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under 
Criterion D for its potential to yield information about prehistoric land use practices at the 
margins of the middle Gila River Valley. 
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Site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) consists of two rock features, one with a petroglyph on a portable stone 
at the center. The petroglyph is etched on to the stone, not pecked. The site lacks diagnostic 
artifacts and the age of the features is uncertain; the possibility exists that they are of modern 
origin. Given that the temporal context of AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) was unknown, and that additional 
investigations of the features was unlikely to uncover this information, Desert could not establish 
a relevant historic context for the site, and therefore recommended that it was not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Desert also recommended that this type of site could represent a 
contemporary O'odham shrine. As discussed in the report, a meeting took place on August 28, 
2008 between representatives from GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (CRMP) 
and the City of Phoenix archaeologist to discuss the site. The CRMP representatives agreed it 
was probably a historic O' odham shrine. 

Because the initial survey of the Chandler Boulevard Extension had been performed in 1989, and 
previously undocumented sites had been recorded in the area by more recent surveys, ADOT 
requested that HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) perform a new Class III survey of the APE. The 
results are reported in A Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey for the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension, 202L, South Mountain Freeway EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 20 12). No new sites were identified. The survey confirmed that AZ T: 12: 111 (ASM) 
had been obliterated by the City of Phoenix water line project. The survey also documented the 
condition of sites AZ T:12:286 (ASM) and AZ T:12:287 (ASM). 

Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) was found as described by Desert in 2008, in good condition, and with 
no new disturbances. FHW A recommends that the site is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric agricultural practices. 

The condition of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) has changed since its 2008 recording. The petroglyph 
rock has been turned upside down so that the glyph is face down and the top is painted with 
graffiti. Also, some of the rocks in the outer circle had been shifted. The surrounding area has 
also been disturbed by off-road vehicles. Because the site could not be placed within a definable 
temporal context, FHWA recommends that AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is not eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A recommends continuing consultation 
with the GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office to confirm its status as a potential traditional 
cultural property and regarding its management. Because sites AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) and AZ 
T:12:287 (ASM) are not located within the construction footprint of the Chandler Boulevard 
Extension and therefore can be avoided, neither site would be directly impacted. Furthermore, 
the construction of the Chandler Boulevard Extension would not increase the potential for 
significant indirect effects because they are already easily accessible given their location near 
existing roads, hiking trails, and residential development. 

Based on the above, FHWA has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is appropriate 
for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If 

you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's recommendations ofNRHP eligibility 
and determination of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

--r;.v 
Rg_~ 

ignat re for City of Phoenix Concurrence 
City Archaeologist 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
1 

4 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Laurene Montero 
City of Phoenix Archaeologist 
Pueblo Grande Museum 
4619 East Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Ms. Montero: 

September 6, 2012 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 202L MA 54 H5764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Project Effect on the Dobbins Road Historic Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are conducting technical studies in support of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Rep01t project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate I 0 (1-1 0) in west Chandler and to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. As this project 
would employ federal funds, it is considered a federal undertaking subject to Section 106 review. 

This project has been the subject of extensive prior consultation (SHP0-2003-1890). Most recently 
FHW A consulted on a reassessment of historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59'11 Avenue in 
Laveen. SHPO concurred to the reassessment (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], July 16, 20 12). 

Consulting parties for this reevaluation of project effect on the Dobbins Road historic properties include 
FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the 
City of Phoenix-Historic Preservation Office (COP-HPO), the City of Phoenix-Pueblo Grande Museum 
(COP-PGM), and Salt River Project (SRP). 

The purpose of this consultation is to address the project effects of four alternative alignm.ents near these 
historic properties. AZTEC Engineering Group, lnc. recently p~epared a report that assesses the direct and 
indirect effects from the four alignments on the historic rural properties along Dobbins Road and 59'11 

Avenue entitled South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study: Assessment of Project Effects on Three 
Historic Buildings and a District, Maricopa County, Arizona (Solliday 20 12). A copy of the report is 
enclosed for your review and comments. 

Historic Properties 

Four historic properties have been identified near the Dobbins Road/59111 Avenue intersection. These 
include: 

1) Hudson Farm Historic District, ca. 1926, Criterion A 
2) Hudson Farm- Cement Stave Silos, 1949, Criterion C 
3) Hackin Farmstead/Dairy- Dairy Flat Barn , 1952, Criterion C 
4) Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy- Dairy Head-to-Toe Barn, 1951, Criterion C 

Alternatives 

The four alternatives near these historic properties are: 

I) 62"d Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond- Elevated Freeway 
2) 62"d Avenue Alignment Collapsed Diamond- Semi-Depressed Freeway 
3) 62"d Avenue Alignment Half Diamond - Elevated Freeway 
4) 62"d Avenue Alignment Half Diamond- Semi-Depressed Freeway 

Project Effect 

Dir ect Impact 

All four of the alignment alternatives currently under consideration adequately avoid the Hudson Farm, 
the Dairy Flat Barn on the Hackin Farmstead/Dairy, and the Dairy Head-to-Toe Barn on the Tyson 
Farmstead/Barnes Dairy; none of the properties is located within the proposed ADOT right-of-way 
(ROW). However, the two semi-depressed freeway a lternatives would require a rea lignment of access to 
the Tyson/Barnes barn. There would be a no adverse effect on the Tyson/Barnes barn as a result of the 
access modification. 

Indirect Impact 
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Each of the four alignment alternatives would have a similar impact on the Hudson Farm Historic 
Distt·ict. The freeway would be at least 200 feet west of the Hudson Farm property and I ,500 feet west of 
59111 Avenue, and the setting of the farmstead (farmhouse and associated structures) from the primary 
public view (from 59111 Avenue) or from within the farmstead would be buffered by the dense windbreak 
of trees located on the north and west sides of the farmstead. The freeway would be more visibly intrusive 
from the secondary public view (from Dobbins Road) and from some places in the fields associated with 
the property, but these vantage points do not provide a view of the district' s significant features, i.e., the 
farmstead buildings and structures seen within the context of the whole farm. A dra inage basin adjacent to 
the southern boundary of the Hudson Farm would not be visible from the primary public view or from 
within the farmstead . Thus, any visual intrusion created by the project would be negligible and would not 
impact the National Register eligibility of the Hudson Farm or any of its contributing elements. 

• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to general visual intrusion. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to increased traffic noise. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the Hudson Farm due to nighttime lighting. 

The freeway would pass approximately I ,500 feet west of the Hackin bam, 1,000 feet west of the 
Hudson Fa rm silos, and I 0 feet east of the Tyson/Ba rnes Dairy barn. Since integrity of design, 
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materials, workmanship, and association are most important for these property types, their National 
Register eligibility wou ld not be impacted by a change in setting. Likewise, the placement of a drainage 
basin to the south and west of the Hackin barn would not impact its integrity of design, materials, 
workmanship, and association. 

• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to general visual 
intrusion. 

• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible propert ies due to increased traffic noise. 
• There would be no adverse effect on the individually eligible properties due to nighttime lighting. 

s ummaryo I fi d' n rrect mpacts to th D bb' R d H' t . P e 0 m s oa IS OriC t' roper 1es 

Collapsed 
Collapsed Half 

Half 
Diamond- Diamond-

Property Name and Address 
Primary Diamond - Semi-

Diamond- Semi-
Criterion Elevated Elevated 

Freeway 
Depressed 

Freeway 
Depressed 

Freeway Freeway 
Eligible Historic Districts 
Hudson Farm A No adverse No adverse No adverse No adverse 
9300 S. 59'h A venue .. . . 

e rstonc Ul II lVI Ua ly rgr I d d II El bl H 8 ld mgs 
Hudson Farm - Cement Stave Silos c No adverse No adverse No adverse No adverse 
9300 S. 59th Avenue 
Hackin Farmstead/Dairy- Dairy Flat 
Barn c No adverse No adverse No adverse No adverse 
I 0048 S. 591h Avenue 
Tyson Farmstead/Barnes Dairy -
Dairy Head-to-Toe Barn c No adverse No adverse No adverse No adverse 
6159 W. Dobbins Road 

Cumulative Impacts 

The City of Phoenix has designated this area as the core area of "downtown" Laveen. Local landowners 
have expressed a desire to develop their properties for commercial and/or residential uses. Housing 
developments and some associated commercial centers have been constructed nearby; the advancement of 
this urbanization was slowed only by the economic collapse. Some adjacent landowners have recently had 
their property reclassified for either commercial or residential property use. Therefore, it is highly likely 
that future development by the private landowners would also lead to the destruction of the agricultural 
properties and the historical setting of rural Laveen. 

The construction of a freeway through the South Mountain Corridor would accelerate urbanization and 
likely encourage more commercial and industrial development rather than the predominantly residential 
construction that has occurred to date. However, since ADOT, the City of Phoenix, landowners, and 
developers are all planning for future development in the area, it is difficult to determine what the specific 
agent of change is. Cumulatively, the futu re development and construction of the freeway has the 
potential to contribute to an adverse cumulative affect the Hudson Farm and silos, Hackin barn, and 
Tyson/Bames bam. 
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Continuing Cultural Resource Management 

In order to proactively address the potential indirect and cumulative adverse effects described above, 
FHW A and ADOT would document the Hudson Farm Historic District and silos, the Hack in barn, and 
the Tyson/Barnes barn in a Historic Landscape report. The report would be consistent with the SHPO 
Standards for Documentation of Historic Properties. For each of the properties this documentation would 
at a minimum include a descriptive narrative of the property, maps showing geographic location and 
contextual relationships with other structures and the surrounding landscape, reproductions of original 
plans/engineering drawings or prepared drawings (or creation of plans/drawings if the originals cannot be 
found), and photo documentation. 

Please review the information provided in this letter, the attached project location maps, and enclosed 
report. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and agree with FHWA's revised determination of 
project effect for each alignment and proposed documentation of the historic properties please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below and return to FHWA. If you have any questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or e-mail LDavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~Jlli 
k 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

g I d--r}~o , ~ 
D\lte 

Enclosures 
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October 11, 2012 

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

Re: SHP0-2003-1890 (106850) 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. 

FHW A and ADOT initiated consultation regarding the Chandler Boulevard Extension 
identifying the consulting parties, scope, area of potential effects (APE), and a finding of"no 
adverse effect" (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] August 8, 2012). Concurrence was received 
from ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA] August 14, 2012), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA] September 11, 2012), BIA (Crain [BIA] to Petty [FHWA] September 21, 2012), 

FCDMC (Stevens [FCDMC] to Petty [FHWA] August 20, 2012), the City of Chandler (Dlugas 
[City of Chandler] to Petty [FHWA] September 10, 2012), the City of Glendale (Ritz [City of 
Glendale] to Petty [FHWA] August 13, 2012), the City of Phoenix Historic Preservation Office 
(Dodds [City of Phoenix] to Petty [FHWA] August 29, 2012), the City of Phoenix Pueblo 
Grande Museum (Montero [City of Phoenix] to Petty [FHWA] September 26, 2012), SRP 
(Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA] August 24, 2012), the Cocopah Tribe (McCormick [Cocopah 
Tribe] to Petty [FHWA] August 27, 2012), the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation (Pattea [Fort 
McDowell Yavapai Nation] to Petty [FHWA] August 21, 2012), the Gila River Indian 
Community (Lewis [THPO] to Petty [FHWA] September 10, 2012),the Hopi Tribe (Morgart 
[Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHWA] August 14, 2012), the Tonto Apache Tribe [Leubner [Tonto 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA] August 14, 2012), the White Mountain Apache Tribe (Altaha 
[White Mountain Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHW A] August 17, 20 12). The Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC) responded stating that the Four Southern Tribes in 
consensus agreed that the Gila River Indian Community will take the lead in providing 
comments for this project (Butler [SRP-MIC] to Petty [FHW A] August 14, 20 12). 
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Consultation for the Chandler Boulevard Extension identified three sites near and within the 
proposed APE, Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM), Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM), and Site AZ T:12:111 
(ASM). Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of 
rock clusters/piles located near the APE. The site is in good condition with no new disturbances. 
FHWA recommended that the site is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric 
agricultural practices. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that has been obliterated 
by a City of Phoenix water line project and FHWA recommended the site as not eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. 

Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) is identified as a possible O'odham shrine located near the APE. The 
site consists of two rock features, one with an etched petroglyph on a portable stone at the center. 
Because the site could not be placed within a defmable temporal context, FHW A recommended 
that it was not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A 
recommended continuing consultation with Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office (THPO) to confirm the site's status as a potential traditional cultural property 
and regarding its management. The Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
responded stating that "when that tribal consultation process is completed, and the status of the 
eligibility of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is determined, our office will then be prepared to comment 
upon the eligibility of the sites and an appropriate finding of effect" (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] August 13, 2012). 

In response to the Chandler Boulevard Extension consultation, the Gila River Indian 
Community's THPO concurred with FHW A's eligibility recommendations and a fmding of"no 
adverse effect". Additionally, the THPO noted that in 2008 Barnaby V. Lewis and Andrew 
Darling were consulted in regards to Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM); at this time they both confirmed 
that the site is a historic O'odham Shrine and that it is still not considered a NRHP eligible 
property (Lewis [THPO] to Petty [FHW A] September 10, 20 12). The THPO also recommended 
that a site visit to AZ T:12:287 (ASM) be conducted to assess damage to the site, and ascertain if 
the petroglyph boulder should be collected before it is lost through accumulated disturbance. 
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Coordination of the site visit is currently underway. A copy of Gila River Indian Community' s 
THPO response is enclosed for your reference. 

Based on Gila River Indian Community's THPO concurrence, FHW A recommends Site AZ 
T:12:286 (ASM) as eligible for the NRHP, Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) and Site AZ T:12:111 
(ASM) as not eligible for the NRHP, and has determined that a finding of"no adverse effect" is 
still appropriate for this undertaking. Please review the enclosed THPO response and the 
information provided in this letter. If you agree with the NRHP eligibility recommendation and 
finding of project effect, 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 at 
ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~<Jttto 
1¥ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

3 

lu03 • o (io<t,L/1 1) 
4000 North Central Avenue 

ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

US. Department 
ci 1a1sportatlon 
federal Highway 
Administration 

October 11, 2012 

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

Re: SHP0-2003-1890 (1 06850) 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Si'AJf f'l~,::~NHt!2o2-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Chandler Boulevard Extension 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-1 0 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is considered an undertaking 
subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership 
of the project area is varied. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have undertaken cultural 
resource studies. TheEl Alternative for the proposed freeway would be built along and replace 
Pecos Road, effectively cutting off access to residential subdivisions west of 27th Avenue. The 
proposed Chandler Boulevard Extension would provide a new access route by extending 
Chandler Boulevard between 19th Avenue and 27th Avenue. 

FHW A and ADOT initiated consultation regarding the Chandler Boulevard Extension 
identifying the consulting parties, scope, area of potential effects (APE), and a fmding of "no 
adverse effect" (Petty [FHW A] to Jacobs [SHPO] August 8, 2012). Concurrence was received 
from ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA] August 14, 2012), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA] September 11, 2012), BIA (Crain [BIA] to Petty [FHWA] September 21 , 2012), 
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FCDMC (Stevens [FCDMC] to Petty [FHW A] August 20, 2012), the City of Chandler (Dlugas 
[City of Chandler] to Petty [FHWA] September 10, 2012), the City of Glendale (Ritz [City of 
Glendale] to Petty [FHW A] August 13, 2012), the City of Phoenix Historic Preservation Office 
(Dodds [City ofPhoenix] to Petty [FHWA] August 29, 2012), the City of Phoenix Pueblo 
Grande Museum (Montero [City of Phoenix] to Petty [FHWA] September 26, 2012), SRP 
(Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A] August 24, 2012), the Cocopah Tribe (McCormick [Cocopah 
Tribe] to Petty [FHWA] August 27, 2012), the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation (Pattea [Fort 
McDowell Yavapai Nation] to Petty [FHWA] August 21, 2012), the Gila River Indian 
Community (Lewis [THPO] to Petty [FHW A] September 10, 2012),the Hopi Tribe (Morgart 
[Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHWA] August 14, 2012), the Tonto Apache Tribe [Leubner [Tonto 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA] August 14, 2012), the White Mountain Apache Tribe (Altaha 
[White Mountain Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHW A] August 17, 2012). The Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC) responded stating that the Four Southern Tribes in 
consensus agreed that the Gila River Indian Community will take the lead in providing 
comments for this project (Butler [SRP-MIC] to Petty [FHWA] August 14, 2012). 

2 

Consultation for the Chandler Boulevard Extension identified three sites near and within the 
proposed APE, Site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM), Site AZ T: 12:286 (ASM), and Site AZ T: 12:111 
(ASM). Site AZ T:12:286 (ASM) is a possible prehistoric agricultural site consisting of a set of 
rock clusters/piles located near the APE. The site is in good condition with no new disturbances. 
FHW A recommended that the site is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) under Criterion D for its potential to contribute information on prehistoric 
agricultural practices. Site AZ T: 12:111 (ASM) is a historic mining site that has been obliterated 
by a City of Phoenix water line project and FHWA recommended the site as not eligible for 

inclusion in the NRHP. 

Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) is identified as a possible O'odham shrine located near the APE. The 
site consists of two rock features, one with an etched petroglyph on a portable stone at the center. 
Because the site could not be placed within a definable temporal context, FHW A recommended 
that it was not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as an archaeological site. Furthermore, FHW A 
recommended continuing consultation with Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office (THPO) to confrrm the site's status as a potential traditional cultural property 
and regarding its management. The Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
responded stating that ''when that tribal consultation process is completed, and the status of the 
eligibility of site AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) is determined, our office will then be prepared to comment 
upon the eligibility of the sites and an appropriate finding of effect" (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] August 13, 2012). 

In response to the Chandler Boulevard Extension consultation, the Gila River Indian 
Community's THPO concurred with FHW A's eligibility recommendations and a finding of "no 
adverse effect". Additionally, the THPO noted that in 2008 Barnaby V. Lewis and Andrew 
Darling were consulted in regards to Site AZ T:l2:287 (ASM); at this time they both confirmed 
that the site is a historic O'odham Shrine and that it is still not considered a NRHP eligible 
property (Lewis [THPO] to Petty [FHWA] September 10, 2012). The THPO also recommended 
that a site visit to AZ T: 12:287 (ASM) be conducted to assess damage to the site, and ascertain if 
the petroglyph boulder should be collected before it is lost through accumulated disturbance. 

Coordination of~e site visit is currently underway. A copy of Gila River Indian Community's 
THPO response 1s enclosed for your reference. 

B~e~ on Gila River ~~ian Community's THPO concurrence, FHW A recommends Site AZ 
T.12.286 (ASM! ~ ehgtble for the NRHP, Site AZ T:12:287 (ASM) and Site AZ T:12:111 
(~SM) as n~t ehgtble .for the NRHP, and has determined that a finding of "no adverse effect" is 
~t1ll appr?pnate ~or th~s un?ertaking. Please review the enclosed THPO response and the 
mfo:mation p~ov1ded m this lett~r. !fyou agree with the NRHP eligibility recommendation and 
find~g of proJect effect, please mdicate your concurrence by signing below. If you have any 
ques:uons or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or at 
ldavts2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

3 

~~&Jv 
1¥ 

OCT 2 2 2012 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Enclosure 
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This letter was also sent to:

Mr. Steve Ross, Cultural Resources Manager, Arizona State Land Department

Ms. Chery Blanchard, Archaeologist, Bureau of Land Management

Mr. Dave Gifford, Archaeologist, Bureau of Reclamation

Ms. Michelle Dodds, Historic Preservation Office, City of Phoenix

Ms. Laurene Montero, Archaeologist, City of Phoenix

Mr. Richad A. Anduze, Archaeologist, Salt River Project
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programmatic solutions focused on preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the roles 
of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in GRIC culture and history. Through the 
implementation of the TCP Enhancement Plan, adverse effects to the two sites under 
Criterion A will be eliminated. Implementation of the TCP Enhancement Plan would 
allow the FHW A to make a determination of no adverse effect for Villa Buena and 
Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A. The FHW A acknowledges that if the plan is not 
implemented, that the GRIC and the GRIC-THPO would be able to revise their position 
and not concur with FHW A and ADOT recommendations. In addition, the GRIC-THPO 
and the FHW A want to make it clearly understood that mitigation of adverse effects for 
Criterion D is still required. Data recovery efforts must still be undertaken at the two 
sites. 

The GRIC-THPO concurs with a determinations of no adverse effect to Villa Buena and 
Pueblo del Alamo as it pertains to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
and to Criterion A which is defined under 36 CFR 60: National Register of Historic Places. 
The GRIC-THPO also accepts the TCP Enhancement P lan and all recommendations put 
forth in the document. The TCP Enhancement Plan is a thoughtful, unique way to avoid 
potential adverse effects of this undertaking. It is well written. The GRIC-THPO would 
like to reiterate our appreciation to the FHWA and ADOT for acknowledging and 
accepting the GRIC worldview. 

The GRIC maintains and reinforces the cultural significance of South Mountain to the 
Four Southern Tribes (Gila River Indian Community; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community; Ak-Chin Indian Community and the Tohono O' Odham Nation) together 
with the Pee Posh (Maricopa). O'Odham oral history and religion defines our life and 
relationship to the natural world and the cultural landscape. Akimel O'Odham and Pee 
Posh oral histories, religion, creation stories, ceremonial activities and practices, and the 
concepts of power and sacred places are inseparably tied to every part of the natural 
environment. Sacred places and Traditional Cultural Places (TCPs) must be treated with 
reverence and respect. 

The GRIC-THPO looks forward to continuing consultation regarding the proposed 202 
Loop. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological 
Compliance Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-562-7162. 

Barnaby V. Lewi 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

us. Department 
of lit:nspoi10iion 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

October 23, 2012 

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

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No.: 2{)2L MA 54 HS764 OIL 

202L. South Mountain Freeway DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Section 4(f) 
No Adverse Effect 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOl) 
are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the south side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be 
built entirely on new right-of-way (ROW). As this project would employ federal funds, it is considered an 
undertaking subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land 
ownership of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Bureau efLand Management, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau ofReclamation, the 
Western Area Power Administration, the Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department of 
Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the City 
of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City ofPhoenix, the City ofTollcson, the 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribe, 
the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Gila River 
Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute 
Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima- Maricopa 
Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odharn 
Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(36 CFR 800, NHPA), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have been canying out cultural resource studies 
and engaging in an ongoing open dialog with GRIC's Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) and 
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Cultural Resource Management Program (CRMP) regarding the identification and evaluation of places of 
religious and cultural significance to the tribe, often referred to as traditional cultural properties (TCPs) as 
they may be affected by the proposed South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these discussions, 
the GRIC has identified TCPs that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and 
could be affected by the construction ofthe South Mountain Freeway. These include, among others, the 
prehistoric Hohokam villages of Villa Buena (AZ T: 12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T: 12:52 
[ASM]) (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], April24 2012). 

Previous correspondence has summarized the specific qualities of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo as 
TCPs under Criteria A and D of the NRHP, as well as proposed mitigation to address any potential 
adverse effects to all TCPs identified within the South Mountain freeway project area (Petty [FHW A] to 
Mendoza [GRIC], April 24, 20 12). The mitigation strategies presented thus far include Treatment Plans 
entitled South Mountain Freeway (SR 102L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi 
Doag (South Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation 
Corridor Development Summary Scope of Work (Draft) (Darling 2008), and an addendum to the 
aforementioned document entitled Addendum Planning for TCP Mitigation Villa Buena (AZ T: 12:9 
[ASM] and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 [ASM]) (Draft) (Darling 2012), both of which the SHPO 
previously approved (Petty [FHWA] to Jarobs [SHPO], April24 2012 [SHPO concurrence 18 May 
2012]). 

However, based on comments received from SHPO as part of previous consultation dated April24, 2012 
(Petty [FHW A] to Jacobs [SHPO]), and in further consideration of the GRIC's specific concerns for the 
spiritual welfare and cultural loss to their members and those of other affiliated Tribes due to potential 
impacts to Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo, this letter proposes that in the event of :freeway 
construction an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential adverse effects_ to these two sites as 
they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. The South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural 
Property Enhancement and Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T: 12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del 
Alamo (AZ T: 12:52 [ASM]), replaces the previously identified "Addendum Plan" for Villa Buena and 
Pueblo del Alamo. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, a TCP 
Enhancement Plan will be developed and implemented, which would insure the following: 

1) Preparation of the site(s) and Tribal members for anticipated ground disturbance including Traditional 
Religious Activities, Exhibits and Outreach, Tribal Consultation, Cultural Sensitivity Training, and 
the Protection of Equivalent Sites and Sacred Landscapes; and 

2) Development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation ofthe roles of 
Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in GRIC culture and history. 

As noted in previous correspondence with the SHPO (Petty [FHW A] to Jacobs [SHPO], April24, 2012), 
the present surface condition of both sites within the area of potential effects (APE) of the proposed 
western alignments of the 202L freeway is highly disturbed by recent activities such as farming and other 
development. However, FHW A also recognizes and respects the GRIC's position that these disturbances 
in no way diminish the qualities of these sites as TCPs. This includes those aspects of site presence, both 
physical and spiritual; that the GRIC believes will be negatively impacted by freeway construction. 
These impacts could arguably be considered potential adverse effects under Criterion A of the NRHP. 
The FHW A also recognizes the GRIC's concerns in regard to site desecration due to intrusion and ground 
disturbance, which may affect the spiritual welfare of its members and other affiliated Tribes. 

In order to address these concerns and in consultation with the GRIC, the FHW A position is that the 
proposal to develop and implement a TCP Enhancement Plan for Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo will 
serve to prevent or eliminate the potential for these adverse effects to Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo 
under Section 106 ofthe NHPA as it pertains to Criterion A ofthe NRHP. This plan will not address 

other TCPs in the APE or adverse effects under Criterion D of the NRHP as they pertain to these two 
sites. However, FHW A believes that this revised strategy addresses the SHPOs concerns over the 
presence or absence of adverse effect under Criterion A and allows the GRIC to take the lead in 
developing a plan for eliminating the potential for adverse effects, which they feel remain in spite of the 
present surface condition of these two sites. The attached consultation dated October 22,2012 indicates 
the GRIC's concurrence that the development and implementation of a TCP Enhancement Plan will 
prevent potential adverse effects under Criterion A to Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in the event of 
freeway construction. Furthennore, the GRIC concurred that the TCP Enhancement Plan is an adequate 
precondition for their concurrence with FHWA's recommendation for a finding of .. no adverse effect" 
under Criterion A. 

3 

In conclusion, since the proposed strategy for TCP enhancement is to prevent the potential for adverse 
effects, it is the position ofthe FHWA that the adoption of the attached proposal is a sufficient and 
reasonable condition for recommending a finding of ''no adverse effect" for Villa Buena and Pueblo del 
Alamo under Section 106 of the NHPA as it pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP. SHPO concurrence 
with this finding is requested with the full understanding that FHW A and ADOT are committed to the 
development and implementation of the TCP Enhancement Plan as presented in the attached proposal. 
Furthermore, FHW A acknowledges that failure to develop and implement such a plan could result in 
adverse effects under Criterion A, if :freeway construction proceeds, and in that event, the SHPO may find 
it necessary to revise its position. 

The TCPs that are the topic of this letter are also subject to regulations set forth in Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 303, as amended. Section 4(£) stipulates 
that FHW A and other DOT agencies cannot approve the use of land from publicly owned parks, 
recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historic sites unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of that land, and that the proposed action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. 

Section 4(f) generally applies to the use ofTCPs that are determined to be eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. FHW A believes that Section 4(f) does not apply to the proposed use of portions of the Villa 
Buena and Pueblo del Alamo TCPs for the proposed South Mountain Freeway project alternatives 
because the impacted area is primarily archeological in nature and preservation in place is not 
warranted. The exception is detailed in 23 CFR 774.13 as follows: ''The Administration has identified 
various exceptions to the requirement for Section 4(t) approval. These exceptions include, but are not 
limited to: (b) Archeological sites that are on or eligible for the National Register when: (1) The 
Administration concludes that the archeological resource is important chiefly because of what can be 
learned by data recovery and has minimal value for preservation in place. This exception applies both to 
situations where data recovery is undertaken and where the Administration decides, with agreement of the 
official(s) with jurisdiction, not to recover the resource; and (2) The official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
Section 4(f) resource have been consulted and have not objected to the Administration fmding in 
paragraph (b)(l) of this section." 

As mentioned above, a number of meetings have taken place between FHWA, ADOT, GRIC CRMP, and 
GRIC THPO in which the nature of and the impacts to the Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo TCPs were 
discussed. Through these discussions the parties have come to the conclusion that modern development 
has already significantly altered the portions of these sites that would be impacted by the highway 
project. While the modem surface development does not diminish the association with traditional cultural 
practices of the GRIC for purposes of the consultation required by NHPA, for purposes of Section 4(£), 
the FHW A believes that the impacted area is important chiefly for what could be learned by data recovery 
of any subsurface features that may still be present. In addition, future archaeological investigations may 
contribute to their TCP status. 
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If you have no objection to FHWA's determination under Section 4(f) that the portions of the Villa Buena 
and Pueblo de Los Alamos TCPs that would be used by the proposed project alternatives under 
consideration are chiefly important because of what can be learned by data recovery and have minimal 
value for preservation in place, then FHW A will apply the Section 4(t) exception described above to the 
use of these properties. This determination is for purposes of Section 4(t) only and would not have any 
impact on the Section 106 consultation that is underway and will continue. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed consultation.If you agree with 
FHW A's finding of "no adverse effect" and do not object to the Section 4(t) determinations described 
above, 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
{v-

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

~ 

9 GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2140, SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAl HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

Octobt:r 22, 2012 

Karla S. Petty, Division J\.dmini<~trator 
U. S. Department ofTransportation 
Federal HighVt"liY Admini'ltration. Arizona J>hision 
4000 Nonh Central Awnue. Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

(520) 562-7162 
Fax: (520) 562-5083 

ru:· NH-202-DIADY) TRACS No. ~02L MA 0541-15764 OJC 202L, South Mountain 
Freeway, DCR and EIS Continuing 106 Traditional Cullural Properties (TCP) 
Enhancement Plan. No Adverse Effect 

Dear Ms. Petty. 

The Gila RiY\..>'f indian Community Tribal Historic. Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) has 
ro:ccived report South Mountain FreeWcJ).' (.{{1? ~02l) Traditional Uus and Cultural 
Significance of Tradilifmal Cultural l'mJU!rties and .Mitigation of 1i"tm.sportatiim 
Corridor Dewlopment Adverse Effects Addendum Planning .fnr TCl' Mitigation Villu 
Buena tAZ1':12:9{ASM/J, Pueblo Del Alamo (AZ T·J2.53[ASMJ) (Dar/in.~ and lmmdmj" 
201 2) datoo September 26. 20 12. The report evaluates the National Register eligibility 
status of s.itcs Villa Buena (AZ T:l2;9fASMJ) and J'ucblo del Alanw (AZ 
T: l2:52!ASMI) and plans for mitigation of adverse eflects to the sites 

For the .:::dent of the consultation process. the GRIC-THPO has maintain~d that Villa 
Buena and Pueblo del Alamo are Akimel O'Odham and Pee Posh Trailitiornt.l Cultural 
Pmp~"Tlies (TCPs) and Register eligible properties under Criterion A and Criterion D a<~ 
stipulated in 36 CFR 60: National RegisKT of Hio,wri.; Placeli. Tiu: FHWA and lhe Ari1.ona 
Department of Transportation (.-'\DOn haw both agreed that the sites an~ Register 
eligible propcrtks under Criterion A .md that there wuuld be adverse e!Tects to the sites if 
construction of the Loop 202 South Mountain rreeway were to proceed. The finding of 
site significance undt'!r Criterion A presented a situation when: mitigative actions would 
requir~ an altcmativc strategy to Jltl~vent potential adverse etlix:ts to the sites. The 
J>arling and Loendorf docunl(:nt propuscs that a TCJ> Enhancement Plan he developed 
and implcm~11tcd upon completion of the Hnvironmcntallmpact Statement (EIS) proc(..-ss. 
The TCP Enhancc:ment Plan would msure that: 1) The sites and the people ill\! phystcally 
and sptritually pr~pared for anticipated ground disturbance through conducting traditional 
rchgiou.s activities., developing and sponsoring exhibits and outreach. through continued 
tribal consultation, sponsoring of cultural KenSitivity training -,essions., and through thl:' 
prtlttx:tion of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes; and 2) The di.'Vclopment of 
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progranunatic solutions focused on preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the roles 
of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in GRIC culture and history. Through the 
implementation of the TCP Enhancement Plan. adverse effects to the two sites under 
Criterion A will be eliminated. Implementation of the TCP Enhancement Plan would 
allow the FHW A to make a detennination of no adverse effect for Villa Buena and 
Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A. The FHW A acknowledges that if the plan is not 
implemented, that the GRIC and the GRIC-THPO would be able to revise their position 
and not concur with FHW A and ADOT recommerulations. In addition, the GRIC-TIIPO 
and the FHW A want to make it clearly urulerstood that mitigation of adverse effects for 
Criterion D is still required. Data recovery efforts must still be undertaken at the two 
sites. 

The GRIC-THPO concurs with a determinations of no adverse effect to Villa Buena and 
Pueblo del Alamo as it pertains to Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
and to Criterion A which is defmed under 36 CFR 60: National Register of Historic PJaces. 
The GRIC-TIIPO also aCcepts the TCP Enhancement Plan and all recommendatiom put 
forth in the document. The TCP Enhancem~mt Plan is a thoughtful, unique way to avoid 
potentia! adverse effects of this undertaking. It is well written. The GRIC-THPO would 
like to reiterate our appreciation to the FHW A and ADOT for acknowledging and 
accepting the GRIC worldview. 

The GRIC maintains and reinforces the cultural significance of South Mountain to the 
Four Southern Tribes (Gila River Indian Community; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community; Ak-Chin Indian Community and the Tohono O'Odham Nation) together 
with the Pee Posh (Maricopa). O'Odham oral history and religion defines our life and 
relationship to the natural world and the cultural landscape. Aki:mel O'Odham and Pee 
Posh oral histories, religion. creation stories, ceremllnial activities and practices, and the 
concepts of power and sacred places are inseparably tied to every part of the natural 
environment. Sacred places and Traditional Cultural Places (TCPs) must be treated with 
reverence and respect. 

The GRIC-TIIPO looks forward to continuing consultation regarding the proposed 202 
Loop. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological 
Compliance Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-562-7162. 

Blllllaby V. Lewi 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

us. Depcrtment 
cl11a'lsportotion 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlstrcdlon 

Mr. Gregory Mendoza, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O.Box97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85147 

Dear Governor Mendoza: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

October 31,2012 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http:/fwww.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htrn 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and ElS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Western Transmission Line Realignment 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (AD01) 
are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the southern side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-1 0) in west Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be 
built entirely on new right-of-way (ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is 
considered an undertaking subject to Section I 06 review. Because alternatives are still under 
development, land ownership of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department 
of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the 
City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix. the City ofTolleson, 
the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian 
Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the 
Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the To!tono 
O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic propetties, FHW A and ADOT have been carrying out cultural resource studies. The proposed 
South Mountain Freeway would require realignment of the Liberty-Coolidge 230-kV Transmission Line, 
which is administered by Western. At the request of ADOT, GRIC's Cultural Resource Management 
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Program (CRMP) pertonned a Class ill survey of three potential transmission line realignment corridors 
that would be required for the proposed South Mountain Freeway. At the time the survey was conducted, 
two separate eastern alignments for the freeway, the Pecos Road alignment (El) and an alignment located 
on the GRIC (E2), were being studied by FHW A and ADOT. Thus, the survey addressed potential 
transmission line realignment corridors required for both the Eland the E2 alignments. CRJ\1P 
documented seven archaeological sites within the Western realignment corridors. 

Site Number Site Type South Mountain Freeway alignment 
alternative site is located within 

AZ T:12:52 (ASMJ I Village with platform mounds E1 
Pueblo del Alamo and canal 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM) Shrine site containing mound, E2 

trail, and cleared area 
GR-1002 Dry farming agricultural site E2 
GR-1003 Dry farming agricultural site E2 
GR-1081 Petroglyph site with an E2 

associated artifact scatter of 
sherds and lithics 

GR-1569 Dry farming agricultural site E2 
GR-1571 Historic artifact scatter E2 

The E2 South Mountain Freeway alignment will not be carried forward in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Therefore, this letter does not include a discussion of the realignment corridors 
required for the proposed E2 alignment or the sites affected only by the E2 alignment. 

The realignment corridor alternatives required for the proposed El corridor are 200 feet wide. The 
corridor between transmission line structures 1811 and 1816, is located on private land; the corridor 
between transmission line structures 26/2 and 2615 is located on the GRIC and private land. 

The results ofCRMP's Class ill survey of the transmission line realignment corridors are reported in "A 
Class I and Class III Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Liberty-Coolidge 230-Kv Transmission 
Line Realignment, in Support ojth£ South Mountain Loop 2002 Alignment, in the Gila River Indian 
Community, the Unincorporated Community of Laveen, and the City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (McCool and Loendorf2012). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 
Because of the confidential nature of the Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) infonnation contained 
within the report, FHWA has limited its distribution to Western, the GRIC, and the SHPO. 

AZ T: 12:52 (ASM), also known as Pueblo del Alamo, is a prehistoric Hohokam village site that wns 
previously determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under 
Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion D as an archaeological site (Lewis [Tribal Historic Preservation 
Office {THPO)] to Petty (FHWA], July 3, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], May 15, 2012). A 
portion of the site was documented within the Western realignment corridors. The line realignment for the 
El Alternative would require relocating one transmission line tower (structure 1813) within the site's 
boundaries. 

The construction of the new tower would require ground disturbing activities; therefore, FHW A has 
determined the transmission line realignment would resulr in an "adverse effect" to AZ T:l2:52 (ASI\1) I 
Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion D as an archaeological site. Mitigation of any adverse effects to the 
archaeological site resulting from the realignment would be developed in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement (P A) that has been developed and executed for the project as a whole. 
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The present surface condition of AZ T: 12:52 (ASM) I Pueblo del Alamo within the area of potential 
effect (APE) is highly disturbed by recent activities such as fanning and other development; however, 
FHW A recognizes and respects the GRIC' s position that these disturbances in no way diminish the 
qualities of the site as a TCP. This includes the physical and spiritual aspects of the site that the GRIC 
believes could be negatively impacted by the proposed line relocation. Additionally, FHW A recognizes 
the GRIC's concerns in regard to site desecration due to intrusion and ground disturbance, which may 
affect the spiritual welfare of its members and other affiliated Tribes. A TCP Enhancement Plan was 
developed and will be implemented to address these concerns and to prevent adverse effects to the site 
under Criterion A. The GRIC ~0 concurred that the development and implementation of a TCP 
Enhancement Plan will prevent potential adverse effects under Criterion A to Pueblo del Alamo (Lewis 
[THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012). Therefore it is the position of the FHWA that the TCP 
Enhancement Plan is a sufficient and reasonable condition for recommending a fniding of"no adverse 
effecf' for Pueblo del Alamo under Section 106 ofthe NHPA as it pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP. 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a ftnding of "adverse effect" is appropriate for AZ 
T:l2:52 (ASM) I Pueblo del Alamo under Section 106 of the NHPA as it pertains to Criterion D of the 
NRHP and that a fmding of"no adverse effect" is appropriate under Section 106 of the NHPA as it 
pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP for the proposed Western transmission line realignment. Please 
review the enclosed report and information provided in thi11 letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report and project effect, 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~Jlli 
-i(' Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 2140, 
Sacaton, AZ 85147 (with enclosure) 
Kyle Woodson, Acting Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, AZ, 85147 (with enclosure) 
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us. Deportrnerlt 
of 'Jiaisport'aiiQ 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

October 31, 2012 

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 65012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.gov/azd iv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Western Transmission Line Realignment 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) 
an:: continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statcm=t (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the southern side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be 
built entirely on new right-of-way (ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is 
considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under 
development, land ownership of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau oflndian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department 
of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the 
City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City ofTolleson, 
the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian 
Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the 
Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 
In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 ofthe National Historic Preservation Act 
(36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties, FHWA and ADOT have been carrying out cultural resource studies. The proposed 
South Mountain Freeway would require realignment of the Libetty-Coolidge 230-kV Transmission Line, 
which is administered by Western. At the request of ADOT, GRIC's Cultural Resource Management 
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Program (CRMP) performed a Class III survey of three potential transmission line realignment corridors 
that would be required for the proposed South Mountain Freeway. At the time the survey was conducted, 
two separate eastern alignments for the freeway, the Pecos Road alignment (El) and an alignment located 
on the GRIC (E2), were being studied by FHW A and ADOT. Thus, the survey addressed potential 
transmission line realignment corridors required for both the Eland the E2 aJignments. CRMP 
documented seven archaeological sites within the Western realignment corridors .. 

Site Number Site Type South Mountain Freeway alignment 
alternative site Is located within 

AZ T:12:52 (ASM} / Village with platform mounds E1 
Pueblo del Alamo and canal 
AZT:12:112 (ASM) Shrine site containing mound, E2 

trail, and cleared area 

GR-1002 Dry farming agricultural site El 
GR-1003 Dry farming agricultural site E2 
GR-1081 Petroglyph site with an E2 

associated artifact scatter of 
sherds and lithics 

GR-1569 Dry farming agricultural site E2 
GR-1571 Historic artifact scatter E2 

The E2 South Mountain Freeway alignment will not be carried forward in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Therefore, this letter does not include a discussion of the realignment corridors 
required for the proposed E2 alignment or the sites affected only by the E2 alignment. 

The realignment corridor alternatives required for the proposed El corridor are 200 feet wide. The 
corridor between transmission line structures 18/1 and 18/6, is located on private land; the corridor 
between transmission line structures 26/2 and 26/5 is located on the GRIC and private land. 

The results of CRMP's Class III survey of the transmission line realignment corridors are reported in "A 
Class I and Class III Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Liberty-Coolidge 230-Kv Transmission 
Line Realignment, in Support of the South Mountain Loop 2002 Alignment, in the Gila River indian 
Community, the Unincorporated Community of Laveen. and the City of Phoenix. Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (McCool and Loendorf2012). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 
Because of the confidential nature of the Traditional Cultural Properties (I'CP) information contained 
within the report, FHWA has limited its distribution to Western, the GRIC, and the SHPO. 

AZ T:l2:52 (ASM), also known as Pueblo del Alamo, is a prehistoric Hohokam village site that was 
previously determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under 
Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion D as an archaeological site (Lewis [Tribal Historic Preservation 
Office(THPO)J to Petty [FHWA], July 3, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], May 15, 2012). A 
portion of the site was documented within the Western realignment corridors. The line realignment for the 
E1 Alternative would require relocating one transmission line tower (structure 18/3) within the site's 
boundaries. 

The construction of the new tower would require ground disturbing activities; therefore, FHW A has 
determined the transmission line realignment would result in an "adverse effect" to AZ T:12:52 (ASM) I 
Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion D as an archaeological site. Mitigation of any adverse effects to the 
archaeological site resulting from the realignment would be developed in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement (P A) that has been developed and executed for the project as a whole. 
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The present surface condition of AZ T:I2:52 (ASM)/ Pueblo del Alamo within the area of potential 
effects (APE) is highly disturbed by recent activities such as farming and other development; however, 
FHWA recognizes and respects the GRIC's position that these disturbances in no way diminish the 
qualities of the site as a TCP. This includes the physical and spiritual aspects of the site that the GRIC 
believes could be negatively impacted by the proposed line relocation. Additionally, FHW A recognizes 
the GRIC's concerns in regard to site desecration due to intrusion and ground disturbance, which may 
affect the spiritual welfare of its members and other affiliated Tribes. A TCP Enhancement Plan was 
developed and will be implemented to address these concerns and to prevent adverse effects to the site 
under Criterion A. The GRIC THPO concurred that the development and implementation of a TCP 
Enhancement Plan will prevent potential adverse effects under Criterion A to Pueblo del Alamo (Lewis 
[THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012). Therefore it is the position of the FHWA that the TCP 
Enhancement Plan is a sufficient and reasonable condition for recommending a fmding of "no adverse 
effect" for Pueblo del Alamo under Section I 06 of the NHP A as it pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP. 

3 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" is appropriate for AZ 
T:12:52 (ASM) I Pueblo del Alamo under Section 106 of the NHPA as it pertains to Criterion D of the 
NRHP and that a finding of"no adverse effect" is appropriate under Section 106 of the NHPA as it 
pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP for the proposed Western transmission line realignment. Please 
review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. [fyou agree with the adequacy of the 
report and project effect, 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~dU> 
lf 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

us. Deportment 
dJmsportaHcn 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

October 31, 2012 

Ms. Linda Hughes, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 South 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85009 

Dear Ms. Hughes: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
htto:/lwww.fhwa:dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Western Transmission Line Realignment 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, ElS & Location!Uesign Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the southern side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be 
built entirely on new right-of-way (ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is 
considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under 
development, land ownership of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau oflndian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department 
of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt hrigation District, the 
City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City ~fTolles.on, 
the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River lndtan 
Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the 
Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southem Paiute, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, theYavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the reguJations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties, FHW A and AOOT have been carrying out cultural resource studies. The proposed 
South Mountain Freeway would require realignment of the Liberty-Coolidge 230-kV Transmission Line, 
which is administered by Western. At the request of ADOT, GRIC's Cultural Resource Management 
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Program (CRMP) performed a Class III survey of three potential transmission line realignment corridors 
that would be required for the proposed South Mountain Freeway. At the time the survey was conducted, 
two separate eastern alignments for the freeway, the Pecos Road alignment (El) and an alignment located 
on the GRIC (E2), were being studied by FHW A and ADOT. Thus, the survey addressed potential 
transmission line realignment corridors required for both the Eland the E2 alignments. CRMP 
documented seven archaeological sites within the Western realignment corridors. 

Site Number Site Type South Mountain Freeway alignment 
alternative site is located within 

AZ 1:12:52 (ASM) I Village with platform mounds E1 
Pueblo del Alamo and canal 

AZ 1:12:112 (ASM} Shrine site containing mound, E2 
trail, and cleared area 

GR-1002 Dry farming agricultural site E2 

GR-1003 Dry farming agricultural site E2 

GR-1081 Petroglyph site with an E2 
associated artifact scatter of 
sherds and lithics 

GR-1569 Dry farming agricultural site E2 

GR-1571 Historic artifact scatter E2 

Tite E2 South Mountain Freeway alignment will not be carried forward in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Therefore, this letter does not include a discussion of the realignment corridors 
required for the proposed E2 alignment or the sites affected only by the E2 alignment. 

The realigrunent corridor alternatives re.quired for the proposed El corridor are 200 feet wide. The 
corridor between transmission line structures 18/1 and 18/6, is located on private land; the corridor 
between transmission line structures 26/2 and 26/5 is located on the GRIC and private land. 

The results of CRMP's Class Ill survey of the transmission line realignment corridors are reported in "A 
Class I and Class III Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Liberty-Coolidge 230-Kv Transmission 
Line Realignment, in Support of the South Mountain Loop 2002 Alignment, in the Gila River Indian 
CommWJity, the Unincorporated Community of Laveen, and the City of Phoenix, Maricopa CoWJty, 
Arizona" (McCool and Loendor£2012). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 
Because of the confidential nature of the Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) information contained 
within the report, FHWA has limited its distribution to Western, the GRIC, and the SHPO. 

AZ T: 12:52 (ASM), also known as Pueblo del Alamo, is a prehistoric Hohokam village site that was 
previously determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under 
Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion D as an archaeological site (Lewis [Tribal Historic Preservation 
Office (THPO)] to Petty [FHWA], July 3, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO]to Petty [FHWA], May 15, 2012). A 
portion of the site was documented within the Western realignment corridors. The line realignment for the 
E 1 Alternative would require relocating one transmission line tower (structure 18/3) within the site's 
boundaries. 

The construction of the new tower would require ground disturbing activities; therefore, FHW A has 
determined the transmission line realignment would result in an "adverse effect" to AZ T:12:52 (ASM) I 
Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion D as an archaeological site. Mitigation of any adverse effects to the 
archaeological site resulting from the realignment would be developed in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) that has been developed and executed for the project as a whole. 

The present surface condition of AZ T:12:52 (ASM) I Pueblo del Alamo within the area of potential 
effects (APE) is highly disturbed by recent activities such as farming and other development; however, 
FHW A recognizes and respects the GRIC's position that these disturbances in no way diminish the 
qualities of the site as a TCP. This includes the physical and spiritual aspects of the site that the GRIC 
believes could be negatively impacted by the proposed line relocation. Additionally, FHW A recognizes 
the GRIC's concerns in regard to site desecration due to intrusion and ground disturbance, which may 
affect the spiritual welfare of its members and other affiliated Tribes. A TCP Enhancement Plan was 
developed and will be implemented to address these concerns and to prevent adverse effects to the site 
under Criterion A. The GRlC THPO concurred that the development and implementation of a TCP 
Enhancement Plan will prevent potential adverse effects under Criterion A to Pueblo del Alamo (Lewis 
[THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012). Therefore it is the position of the FHW A that the TCP 
Enhancement Plan is a sufficient and reasonable condition for recommending a finding of "no adverse 
effecf' for Pueblo del Alamo under Section 106 of the NHPA as it pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP. 
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Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a fmding of "adverse effect" is appropriate for AZ 
T:12:S2 (ASM) I Pueblo del Alamo under Section 106 of the NHPA as it pertains to Criterion D of the 
NRHP and that a finding of"no adverse effecf' is appropriate under Section 106 of the NHPA as it 
pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP for the proposed Western transmission line realignment. Please 
review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report and project effect, 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Western Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~Svtu 
-v 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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US. Deportment 
r::J~ 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlstr<Jtlon 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

October 31,2012 

Ms. Linda Hughes, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 South 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85009 

Dear Ms. Hughes: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Western Transmission Line Realignment 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental hnpact Statement (EIS) for the 202L, 
South Mountain Freeway, EIS & Location/Design Concept Report project. The EIS addresses alternative 
alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which would extend around the southern side of 
South Mountain from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be 
built entirely on new right-of-way {ROW). As this project is scheduled to employ federal funds, it is 
considered an undertaking subject to Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under 
development, land ownership of the project area is varied. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Salt River Project, the Maricopa County Department 
of Transportation, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, the Roosevelt Irrigation District, the 
City of Avondale, the City of Chandler, the City of Glendale, the City of Phoenix, the City ofTolleson, 
the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian 
Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the 
Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), the Havasupai Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the 
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian Conununity, the San Carlos Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, theYavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

In accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(36 CFR 800), which requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties, FHW A and ADOT have been carrying out cultural resource studies. The proposed 
South Mountain Freeway would require realignment of the Liberty-Coolidge 230-kV Transmission Line, 
which is administered by Western. At the request of ADOT, GRIC's Cultural Resource Management 
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Program (CRMP) performed a Class Ill survey of three potential transmission line realignment corridors 
that would be required for the proposed South Mountain Freeway. At the time the survey was conducted, 
two separate eastern alignments for the freeway, the Pecos Road alignment (E 1) and an alignment located 
on the GRIC (E2), were being studied by FHW A and ADOT. Thus, the survey addressed potential 
transmission line realignment corridors required for both the El and the E2 alignments. CRMP 
documented seven archaeological sites within the Western realignment corridors. 

Site Number Site Type South Mountain Freeway alignment 
alternative site is located within 

AZ T:12:52 (ASM) / Village with platform mounds E1 

Pueblo del Alamo and canal 

AZ T:12:112 (ASM) Shrine site containing mound, E2 
trail, and cleared area 

GR-1002 Dry farming agricultural site E2 

GR-1003 Dry farming agricultural site E2 

GR-1081 Petroglyph site with an E2 

associated artifact scatter of 
sherds and lithics 

GR-1569 Dry farming agricultural site E2 

GR-1571 Historic artifact scatter E2 

The E2 South Mountain Freeway alignment will not be carried forward in the Draft Envirownental 
Impact Statement. Therefore, this letter does not include a discussion of the realignment corridors 
required for the proposed E2 alignment or the sites affected only by the E2 alignment. 

The realignment corridor alternatives l't\quired for the proposed El corridor are 200 feet wide. The 
corridor between transmission line structures 18/l and 18/6, is located on private land; the corridor 
between transmission line structures 26/2 and 26/5 is located on the GRIC and private land. 

The results ofCRMP's Class III survey ofthe transmission line realignment corridors are reported in "A 
Class I and Class III Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Liberty-Coolidge 230~Kv Transmission 
Line Realignment. in Support of the South MoW!tain Loop 2002 Alignment, in the Gila River Indian 
CommWiity, the Unincorporated CommWiity of Laveen, and the City of Phoenix, Maricopa County, 
Arizona" (McCool and Loendorf2012). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 
Because of the confidential nature of the Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) information contained 
within the report, FHW A has limited its distribution to Western, the GRIC, and the SHPO. 

AZ T:12:52 (ASM), also known as Pueblo del Alamo, is a prehistoric Hohokam village site that was 
previously determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under 
Criterion A as a TCP and under Criterion D as an archaeological site (Lewis [Tribal Historic Preservation 
Office (THPO)] to Petty [FHWA], July 3, 20 12; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], May 15, 20 12). A 
portion of the site was documented within the Western realignment corridors. The line realignment for the 
El Alternative would require relocating one transmission line tower (structure 18/3) within the site's 
boundaries. 

The construction of the new tower would require ground disturbing activities; therefore, FHW A has 
determined the transmission line realignment would result in an "adverse effect" to AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) I 
Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion D as an archaeological site. Mitigation of any adverse effects to the 
archaeological site resulting from the realignment would be developed in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) that has been developed and executed for the project as a whole. 
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The present surface condition of AZ T:l2:52 (ASM)/ Pueblo del Alamo within the area of potential 
effects (APE) is highly disturbed by recent activities such as farming and other development; however, 
FHW A recognizes and respects the GRIC's position that these disturbances in no way diminish the 
qualities of the site as a TCP. This includes the physical and spiritual aspects of the site that the GRIC 
believes could be negatively impacted by the proposed line relocation. Additionally, FHW A recognizes 
the GRIC's concerns in regard to site desecration due to intrusion and ground disturbance, which may 
affect the spiritual welfare of its members and other affiliated Tribes. A TCP Enhancement Plan was 
developed and will be implemented to address these concerns and to prevent adverse effects to the site 
under Criterion A. The GRIC THPO concurred that the development and implementation of a TCP 
Enhancement Plan will prevent potential adverse effects under Criterion A to Pueblo del Alamo (Lewis 
[THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012). Therefore it is the position of the FHWA that the TCP 
Enhancement Plan is a sufficient and reasonable condition for recommending a fmding of "no adverse 
effect'' for Pueblo del Alamo under Section 106 of the NHPA as it pertains to Criterion A ofthe NRHP. 

3 

Based on the above, FHW A has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" is appropriate for AZ 
T:12:52 (ASM) /Pueblo del Alamo under Section 106 ofthe NHPA as it pertains to Criterion D of the 
NRHP and that a finding of"no adverse effect'' is appropriate under Section 106 ofthe NHPA as it 
pertains to Criterion A of the NRHP for the proposed Western transmission line realignment. Please 
review the enclosed report and information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report and project effect, 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
..y NOV 2 7 2012 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

/1 ·20 ·(2._ 
Date 

Enclosure 

us. Department 
clltalsportallon 
Federal Highway 
Admtnlstratton 

Mr. Louis Manuel, Jr., Chairman 
Ak:-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nail Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 85138 

Dear Chairman Manuel: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

January 31, 2013 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 362-8998 
htto:llwww.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Enviromnental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and LocationtDesign Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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us. Department 
d ltcrlsportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Louis Manuel, Jr., Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 8513 8 

Dear Chairman Manuel: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate I 0 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau oflndian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class Ill survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena} and AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:l2:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:l2:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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of the enhancement plan prop?sal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effe~ts on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurre? ':1th the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would ehmmate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would a~versely affect tho.se ~haracteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South M~u~tams TCP ~der Cntena A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the charactenst1cs that contnbute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore FHWA , 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appr;priate. 

Please review !he information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you ag:e~ :V~th the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
~RJ:IP ehg1b1hty, and management recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by 
s1gmng below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 
602-712-8636 or at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rebecca Swiecki 

Sig t re for Fort San Carlos Apache Tribe Concurrence 
N -2 2-D(ADY) 

E 

cc: 
Vemelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (with enclosure) 
RSwiecki 
LDavis (EM02) 
RSwiecki:cdm 

·0 4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500 

US. Department 
of lalsportation 

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 
Cultural Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

January 31,2013 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result ofthese 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. -
At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:l2:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation ofTraditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHWA, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T: 12:112 (ASM), and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
¥ 

Karla S. Petty 

FEB B ~ 2013 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Enclosure 

US. Department 
of TI'Cl1Sp0rta1ion 
federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Louise Lopez, Chairwoman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairwoman Lopez: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I -10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ale-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12: 112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class Ill Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), andAZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South MoWltain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles ofVilla Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility Wlder Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
Ifyou agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, FEB 8"" 2013 

{if 
~~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

US. Department 
ofTrmsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman 
Cocopah Tribe 
County 15th & A venue G 
Somerton, Arizona 85350 

Dear Chairwoman Cordova: 

January 31,2013 

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: 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing· Section I 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CPR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning/or Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their ''presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community; the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
ofTraditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning/or Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in 0 'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal dt:veloped by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHW A 
has determined that a fmding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
1)r 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Cocopah Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Date 

H. Jill McCormick, Cultural Resources Manager (with enclosure) 
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CCR-037-12-009 

Ms. Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

THE COCOPAH INDIAN TRIBE 
Cultural Resource Department 

14515 S. Veterans Drive 
Somerton, Arizona 85350-2689 

Telephone (928) 627-4849 
Cell (928)503-2291 
Fax (928) 627-3173 

February 11, 2013 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Avenue- Suite 1500 
Phoenix, AZ 85012-3500 

RE: Comments for the Proposed South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design 
Concept Report 

Dear: Ms. Petty 

The Cultural Resources Department of the Cocopah Indian Tribe appreciates your 
consultation efforts on this project. We are pleased that you contacted our department on 
this issue for the purpose of solicitation of our input and to address our concerns on this 
matter. At this time we wish to make no comments on the development of the project. 
We defer the decision making process regarding the sensitive cultural resources of the 
area to the most local tribe(s) and support their determinations on this issue. However, 
we would like to continue to be kept informed on the progress of this project and the 
effects on cultural resources 

If you have any questions or need additional information please feel free to contact the 
cultural resource department. We will be happy to assist you with any future concerns or . 
questions. 

- ~N · 
H Jill McC~~~ 
Cultural Resource Manager 

US. Deportment 
cJ Trcr.sportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

MAR 0 6 2013 

January 31,2013 

Mr. Garry Cantley, Western Regional Archaeologist 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2600 North Central Avenue, Suite 400 
MS-620EQS 
Phoenix,Arizona 85004-3008 

Dear Mr. Cantley: 

l.b{ )..-13 8' 
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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa [ndian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi.Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning/or Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf 20 12), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the pr~ction of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

..,.... 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

RJk~ 
,flrKarla S. Petty 

MAR 0 6 Z013 

Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

US. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 

Ms. Laurene Montero, City Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 
4619 East Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Ms. Montero: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoen~.Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, OCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 1 0 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I -10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau oflndian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class Ill survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T: 12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T: 12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) and AZ T:\2:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:\2:197 
(ASM), AZ T:\2:201 (ASM), AZ T:\2:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12: 112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T: \2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12: 198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T: 12:197 (ASM) and AZ T: l2:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a fmding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
-w--

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Chemehuevi Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
June Leivas, Cultural Center Director (with enclosure) 

Date 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM}) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:J2:52 
[ASM}) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history- the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:l2:112 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~J;w 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

>I?, ~ ~\J-a~~~~ 
~fPhoenix Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 
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US. Department 
of 1iunsportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ronnie Lupe, Chairman 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 1150 
Whiteriver, Arizona 85941 

Dear Chairman Lupe: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation of TCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRlC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T: 12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T: 12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:J2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHWA and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
~aria S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for White Mountain Apache Tribe Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Mark Altaha, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Historic Preservation Office, P.O Box 507, 
Fort Apache, AZ 85926 (with enclosure) 
Ramon Riley, Cultural Resource Director, Historic Preservation Office, P.O Box 507, Fort 
Apache, AZ 85926 
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White Mountain Apache Tribe 
Office of Historic Preservation 

PO Box 507 
Fort Apache, AZ  85926 

Ph: (928) 338-3033 Fax: (928) 338-6055 

 

To:           Linda Davis, ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 

Date:        February 21, 2013 

Project:  NH-202-D(ADY) TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01C 202L South Mtn Freeway DRC/EIS 

..........................................................................................................................................................
The White Mountain Apache Tribe Historic Preservation Office appreciates receiving 
information on the proposed project,  January 31, 2013  . In regards to this, please attend to the 
following checked items below. 

► There is no need to send additional information unless project planning or implementation 
results in the discovery of sites and/or items having known or suspected Apache Cultural 
affiliation. 
N/A -  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 to identify 
historical properties that maybe affected by the 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 information should this become 
necessary. 

► Please refer to the attached additional notes in regards to the proposed project: 

 We have received and reviewed the information regarding ADOT’s continuing technical studies 
in support of the EIS for 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept 
Report proejct, Arizona, and we have determined the proposed project will not have an adverse 
impact on the White Mountain Apache tribe's (WMAT) historic properties and/or traditional 
cultural resources. Regardless, we recommend any/all ground disturbing activities be monitored 
if there are reasons to believe that there are human remains and/or funerary objects are present, 
and if such 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. Altaha 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 

Historic Preservation Office 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment ofthe TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Mfairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak -Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo de/Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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US. Department 
cila1sportatioo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 

Ms. Laurene Montero, City Archaeologist 
City of Phoenix 
4619 East Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Ms. Montero: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 1 0 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

f?e_A~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Colorado River Indian Tribes Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Wilene Fisher-Holt, Director, CRIT Museum (with enclosure) 
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COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES 
Museun~ 

1007 Arizona Avenue • Parker, Arizona 85344 
Mailing: 26600 Mohave Rd. • Parker, Arizona, 85344 

Phone: (928) 669-8970 • Fax: (928) 669-1925 

February 25, 2013 

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

RE: NH-202-D(ADY) 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

FEB 2 7 201~ 

Thank you for your letters dated August 8, 2012 and January 31, 2013 requesting comment on 
the following project: 

Project Name: 202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
TRACS Number: 2021 MA 054 H5764 OlC 

In order. to fully assess Colorado River Indian Tribes (CRIT) concerns regarding a given project 
area, Tnbal m~mbe~ would generally have to visit the site. For this particular project, however, 
CRIT would like to JOin the Ak-Chin Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation and the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community in deferring to the Gila River Indian Community to 
take the lead in Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPS. At this time the Colorado River 
Indian Tribes is in concurrence with the Federal Highway Administration finding of"adverse 
effect" for the overall project, and CRIT does reserve the right to intervene if new or omitted 
information related to the proposed project becomes available. 

Thank you. If you have any concerns please feel free to contact me at (928) 669-8970. 

Sincerely, 

c/~J.~~ 
Jennifer L. Barangan 
Archaeological Compliance Technician 

cc: Wayne Patch, Sr., Chairman 
Rebecca Loudbear, Acting Attorney General 
File: CPRL _1 0029 

us. Department 
d Trorisportaffc.n 
federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31 , 2013 

Dr. Alan Downer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Historic Preservation Department 
Navajo Nation 
P.O. Box 4950 
Window Rock, Arizona 86515 

Dear Dr. Downer: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdivlindex.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 2021, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CPR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation of TCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau oflndian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:/2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
{ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 



	 Appendix 2-1  •  A449

4 

with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the .report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~4UJ 
-fir 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Navajo Nation Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Date 

APP 1 .. 2013 
Historic Preservation Department, POB 4950, Window Rock, AZ 86515 • PH: 928.871-7198 • FAX: 928.871.7886 

BEN SHELLY 
PRESIDENT 

Karla S Petty, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Arizona Division 
4000 N Central Ave. 
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, AZ 85012-3500 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

March 20, 2013 

REX LEE JIM 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

The Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department-Traditional Culture Program (NNHPD-TCP) is in 
receipt of the proposed project regarding technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact 
Statement for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project, 
Phoenix, Arizona. 

After reviewing your consultation documents, NNHPD-TCP has concluded the proposed 
undertaking/project area will not impact Navajo traditional cultural resources. The NNHPD-TCP, on 
behalf ofthe Navajo Nation has no concerns at this time. 

However, the determination made by the NNHPD-TCP does not necessarily mean that the Navajo Nation 
has no interest or concerns with the proposed project. If the proposed project inadvertently discovers 
habitation sites, plant gathering areas, human remains and objects of cultural patrimony, the NNHPD­
TCP request that we be notified respectively in accordance with the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). The N(Jl)ajo Nation· claims cultural affiliation to all Anaasazi people 
(periods from Archaic to Pueblo IV) of the southwest. The Navajo Nation makes this claim through 
Navajo oral history and ceremonial history, which has been documented as early as 1880 and taught 
from generation to generations. 

The NNHPD-TCP appreciates the U.S. Department of Transportation's consultation efforts, pursuant to 
36 CFR Pt. 800.1 (c)(2)(iii). Should you have any additional concerns and/or questions do not hesitate to 
contact me electronically at tony@navajohistoricpreservation.org or telephone at 928-871-7750. 

Tony H. Joe, Jr., Supervisory Anthropologist (Section 106 Consultation) Navajo Nation Historic 
Preservation Department-Traditional Culture Program 

TCP 13-141 
cc: Oflia:File/Chrono 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:l2:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:l2:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12: 198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T: 12:197 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), andAZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section I 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation ofTraditional Property and Adverse Effocts ofTransportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:l2:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by 
signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 
602-712-863 6 or at ldavis2(a)azdot. gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~Jvw 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for City of Phoenix Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Date 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

US. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Sherry Cordova, Chairwoman 
Cocopah Tribe 
County 15th & A venue G 
Somerton, Arizona 85350 

Dear Chairwoman Cordova: 

January 31, 2013 

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: 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing· Section I 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-1HPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation,. the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. · 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class /II Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in 0 'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, ~e 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqm 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
ofTraditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-TIIPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

4 

of the enhancement plan proposal dt:veloped by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHW A 
has determined that a fmding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Cocopah Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Date 

H. Jill McCormick, Cultural Resources Manager (with enclosure) 
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us. Deportment 
d Tr<rlSpOrtation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Eldred Enas, Chairman 
Colorado River Indian Tribes 
26600 Mohave Road 
Parker, Arizona 85344 

Dear Chairman Enas: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 201 3 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak -Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation ofTraditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations ofproject effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Colorado River Indian Tribes Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Wilene Fisher-Holt, Director, CRIT Museum (with enclosure) 
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us. Deportment 
d 1msportafion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Dr. Clinton Pattea, President 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
P .0. Box 17779 
Fountain Hills, Arizona 85269 

Dear President Pattea: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CPR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the K.aibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf 2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness ofthese 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 

4 

of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
¥-

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Erica McCalvin, Planning & Project Manager (with enclosure) 
Karen Ray, Culture Coordinator (with enclosure) 
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us. Department 
ofTrmsportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Timothy Williams, Chairman 
Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 
500 Merriman A venue 
Needles, California 92363 

Dear Chairman Williams: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdivlindex.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 0 I C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native Ameri~an tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:l2:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:l2:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHWA proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T.·J2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odharn cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T: 12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:l2:207 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:l2:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:l2:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:l2:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T: 12:9 [ ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T: 12:52 
{ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles ofVilla Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~dAb 
¥ Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Fort Mojave Indian Tribe Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Linda Otero, Director, Cultural Resource Management, P.O. Box 5990, 10225 S. Harbor 
Avenue, Mojave Valley, AZ 86440 (with enclosure) 

us. Department 
dTrmsportatim 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Keeny Escalanti, President 
Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe 
P.O. Box 1899 
Yuma, Arizona 85366 

Dear President Escalanti: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak -Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site (AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHWA, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
Ifyou agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations ofproject effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

1\r 
RQuciJD 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
John P. Bathke, Historic Preservation Officer (with enclosure) 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
c:i la1sportafion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Don E. Watahomigie, Chairman 
Havasupai Tribe 
P.O. Box 10 
Supai, Arizona 86435 

Dear Chairman Watahomigie: 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T: 12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T: 12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP · 

• AZ T:l2:20l (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHW A] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A ofthe NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation ofthe 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a fmding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
Ifyou agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations ofproject effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~, 
--k 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Ak-Chin Indian Community Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 

Date 

Caroline Antone, Cultural Resource Manager, Ak-Chin Indian Community, 42507 W. Peters and 
Nail Road, Maricopa, AZ 85138 (with enclosure) 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Havasupai Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Date 

Travis Hamidreek, Director of Natural Resources (with enclosure) 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
a1'ansportafion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Cultural Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

January 31 , 2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:l2:197 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), AZ T:l2:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning/or Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 

4 

with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
¥ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Hopi Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Date 
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us. Department 
r:J Trcnsportafion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Louise Benson, Chairwoman 
Hualapai Tribe 
P.O. Box 179 
Peach Springs, Arizona 86434 

Dear Chairwoman Benson: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31 , 2013 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/in~ex.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation,. 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead m 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
ofTraditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T: 12:197 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 



A468  •  Appendix 2-1

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHWA proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM}) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 

4 

of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligihility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
--k 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Hualapai Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Date 

Loretta Jackson-Kelly, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Office of Cultural Resources, P.O 
Box 310, Peach Springs, AZ 86434 (with enclosure) 
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US. Department 
dTrmsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Manual Savala, Chairman 
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians 
HC 65, Box 2, Tribal Affairs Bid. 
Fredonia, Arizona 86022 

Dear Chairman Savala: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subj~ct to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation,. 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead m 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

us. Department 
ofla1sportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

Mr. Garry Cantley, Western Regional Archaeologist 
Bureau oflndian Affairs 
2600 North Central Avenue, Suite 400 
MS-620EQS 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3008 

Dear Mr. Cantley: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the E~vironm~ntal Impact Statement. 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report proJect. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subj~ct to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural prope~ies 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian ~ommunity, the Tohono O'odham Nation,. 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Commumty, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead m 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), andAZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
a/Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning/or Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:/2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a fmding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
..v 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Charley Bulletts, Cultural Resources Director (witli enclosure) 

l!S. Department 
r:i Trorisportatfon 
federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31 , 2013 

Dr. Alan Downer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Historic Preservation Department 
Navajo Nation 
P.O. Box 4950 
Window Rock, Arizona 86515 

Dear Dr. Downer: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation of TCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau oflndian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHW A's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:/2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf 20 12), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the .report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
-fir 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Navajo Nation Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Date 

us. Deportment 
d Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 South Camino de Oeste 
Tucson, Arizona 85757 

Dear Chairman Yucupicio: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01 C 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak.-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odharn Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation ofthe ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T: 12:197 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), AZ T:l2:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects ofTransportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 {ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
{ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction~ and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
ofTraditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:l2:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

4 

of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~<=WJ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Pascua Yaqui Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 

Date 

Rolando Flores, Assistant Tribal Attorney General, 4725 West Calle Tetakusim, Building B 
Tucson, AZ 85757 (with enclosure) 
Veronica La Motte Darnell, 4725 West Calle Tetakusim, Building B, Tucson, AZ 85757 (with 
enclosure) 
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us. Department 
of Transportation 
federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. May Preston, President 
San Juan Southern Paiute 
P.O. Box 1989 
Tuba City, Arizona 86045 

Dear President Preston: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section l 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak -Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
ofTraditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project altematives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects ofTransportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate 0' odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 

4 

of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
{!( 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Fort San Juan Southern Paiute Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 
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us. Department 
ci limsportafloo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. BoxO 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31 , 2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), andAZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request ofFHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:l2:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:l2:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), andAZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 {ASM}) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles ofVilla Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in 0' odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 

4 

of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), andAZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~dAh 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Fort San Carlos Apache Tribe Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Vernelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (with enclosure) 
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us. Department 
r:i 1msportatfa1 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Diane Enos, President 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31 , 2013 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
10005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Enos: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-10) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi.Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:l2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf 20 12), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in 0 'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class Ill Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation ofTraditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:/2:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:/2:52 
[ASM}) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~&D 
~ Karla S. Petty 

Signature for SRP-MIC Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Shane Anton, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Cultural Preservation Program 
Manager, 10005 E. Osborn Road, Scottsdale, AZ 85256 (with enclosure) 
Angela Garcia-Lewis, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, NAGPRA Coordinator, 
Cultural Preservation Program, 10005 E. Osborn Road, Scottsdale, AZ 85256 (with enclosure) 
Jacob Butler, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Archaeologist, Cultural Preservation 
Program, 10005 E. Osborn Road, Scottsdale, AZ 85256 (with enclosure) 

US. Department 
of TI'C11Sp0rta1ion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Louise Lopez, Chairwoman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairwoman Lopez: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to I-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely onnewright-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 1 06 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ale-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:l2:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development ofProgrammatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

1¥'" 
~6/JJ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Tonto Apache Tribe Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Date 

us. Department 
of 1msportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau oflndian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHW A, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two ofthe 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation ofTraditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate 0' odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Signature for BIA Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

RJkdMJ 
~Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

4 

with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
Ifyou agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations ofproject effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
--k: 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Tohono O'odham Nation Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

Date 
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US. Department 
of1alsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ronnie Lupe, Chairman 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 1150 
Whiteriver, Arizona 85941 

Dear Chairman Lupe: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:l2:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), andAZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Efficts of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy of the South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:J2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHW A's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~drtb 
~ariaS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for White Mountain Apache Tribe Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Mark Altaha, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Historic Preservation Office, P.O Box 507, 
Fort Apache, AZ 85926 (with enclosure) 
Ramon Riley, Cultural Resource Director, Historic Preservation Office, P.O Box 507, Fort 
Apache, AZ 85926 
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us. Department 
ciTrmsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 

Mr. Chris Coder, Tribal Archaeologist 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 West Datsi Street 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear Mr. Coder: 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OIC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result ofthese 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 

Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
ofTraditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
UDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:l2:197 (ASM) and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 
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• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRJC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:l2:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:l2:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles ofVilla Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
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with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRJC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:l2:112 (ASM), and AZ T:l2:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of"adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
¥ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Yavapai-Apache Nation Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 

US. Department 
of TrmsportaHon 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Arlen Quetawki Sr., Governor 
Pueblo of Zuni 
P. 0. Box 339 
Zuni, New Mexico 87327 

Dear Governor Quetawki: 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D{ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I -1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership ofthe 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 

us. Department 
of 1ta1sportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Charles Wood, Chairman 
Chemehuevi Tribe 
P.O. Box 1976 
Havasu Lake, California 92363 

Dear Chairman Wood: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31,2013 

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: 
NH-202-D{ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (1-1 0) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class Ill survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHWA and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
VDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:12:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 
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Through ongoing Section 106 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:12:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects ofTransportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 {ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October 22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
If you agree with the adequacy of the report and FHWA's determinations of project effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management 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 at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Pueblo of Zuni Concurrence 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 

Date 

Kurt Dongoske, Director, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Heritage and Historic 
Preservation Office, P.O. Box 1149, Zuni, NM 87327 (with enclosure) 

us. Department 
of lhl1sportation 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

Dr. Clinton Pattea, President 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
P.O. Box 17779 
Fountain Hills, Arizona 85269 

Dear President Pattea: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 
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~· FEB 0 4 2013 ., .. 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 1 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to 1-10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 

2 

To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T:12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
L/DCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T:12:197 (ASM) and AZ T:12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T:12:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), AZ T:l2:208 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section I 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:l2:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-C~ entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation of Traditional Property and Adverse Effects ofTransportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planningfor Villa Buena (AZ T:12:9 [ASM]) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:12:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restora~ion, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history-the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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of the enhancement plan proposal developed by GRIC-CRMP, it is believed that the potential for 
adverse effects on these two sites under Criterion A will be eliminated. SHPO and GRIC-THPO 
concurred with the adequacy of the TCP enhancement plan proposal and that its implementation 
would eliminate adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo under Criterion A (Lewis 
[GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] October22, 2012; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] 
October 25, 2012). 

Based on the above discussion, FHW A and GRIC have agreed that the proposed South Mountain 
Freeway would adversely affect those characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of 
the South Mountains TCP under Criteria A and B, and that the project would not adversely affect 
the characteristics that contribute to the NRHP eligibility of the Villa Buena, Pueblo del Alamo, 
AZ T:12:112 (ASM), andAZ T:12:198 (ASM) TCPs under Criterion A. Furthermore, FHWA 
has determined that a finding of "adverse effect" for the overall project remains appropriate. 

Please review the information provided in this letter and the enclosed technical summary report. 
Ifyou agree with the adequacy ofthe report and FHWA's determinations ofproject effect, 
NRHP eligibility, and management recommendations, please indicate your conc~ence by. 
signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Lmda DaVIs at 
602-712-8636 or at ldavis2@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

fUl_~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

~- ~-4-13 
Signa e for Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Concurrence Date 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Erica McCalvin, Planning & Project Manager (with enclosure) 
Karen Ray, Culture Coordinator (with enclosure) 

US. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 31, 2013 

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: 
NH-202-D(ADY) 

HOP-AZ 

NH-202-D(ADY) 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlC 

202L, South Mountain Freeway, DCR and EIS 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are continuing technical studies in support of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the 202L, South Mountain Freeway, EIS and Location/Design Concept Report project. 
The EIS addresses alternative alignments for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which 
would extend around the southern side of South Mountains from Interstate 10 (I-10) in west 
Chandler to I -10 in west Phoenix. The project would be built entirely on new right-of-way 
(ROW). As this project employs federal funds, it is considered an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 review. Because alternatives are still under development, land ownership of the 
project area is not yet known. 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4), which requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, 
FHW A and ADOT have been performing cultural resources studies and consultations with 
Native American tribes to identify concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, 
cultural, or historic importance. In prior consultation, the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
expressed concern regarding the effects of the project on several traditional cultural properties 
(TCPs). The other southern tribes, Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Tohono O'odham Nation, 
and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, have deferred to GRIC to take the lead in 
Section 106 consultation regarding the TCPs. In response, FHW A and ADOT have facilitated a 
continuing open dialogue with GRIC's Cultural Resources Management Program (GRIC­
CRMP) and Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) regarding the identification and 
evaluation ofTCPs as they pertain to the South Mountain Freeway project. As a result of these 
discussions, GRIC has identified five TCPs that could be affected by construction of the South 
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Mountain Freeway and has developed treatment plans to mitigate and/or eliminate potential 
adverse effects that could result from the undertaking. 
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To protect confidential information associated with the TCPs, the evaluation reports and 
treatment plans have been provided to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO. Information regarding the 
identification, evaluation, and treatment of the TCPs is being provided to other consulting parties 
in a technical summary report entitled Traditional Cultural Property Evaluations for the 202L, 
South 1\1ountain Transportation Corridor EIS & LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona 
(HDR 2012), which is enclosed for your review and comment. This letter provides a summary of 
the TCP consultation for the project. 
Consulting parties receiving the TCP technical summary include the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and City of Phoenix, who have jurisdiction over the resources, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
the Chemehuevi Tribe, the Cocopah Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation, the Fort Mojave Tribe, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Havasupai Tribe, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe, the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, the Navajo Nation, the Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Nation, the San Juan Southern Paiute, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache 
Tribe, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Apache Nation. 

During the initial Class III survey for the project, GRIC-CRMP identified ten properties as 
places of cultural importance that could potentially qualify as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs: the South Mountains; two prehistoric Hohokam 
village sites, AZ T: 12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena) and AZ T:l2:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo); two 
petroglyph sites, AZ T:12:198 (ASM) and AZ T:12:208 (ASM); four trail sites, AZ T:12:197 
(ASM), AZ T:l2:201 (ASM), AZ T:12:207 (ASM), and AZ T:12:211 (ASM); and one 
archaeological site with a shrine, AZ T: 12:112 (ASM). The report, entitled A Class III Cultural 
Resource Survey of Five Alternative Alignments in the South Mountain Freeway Corridor Study 
Area, Maricopa County, Arizona (Darling 2005), was provided in prior consultation. 

At the request of FHW A and ADOT, HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR), performed an NRHP 
evaluation of the ten potential TCPs. The results were provided in a report titled An Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Properties for the 202L, South Mountain Transportation Corridor EIS & 
LIDCR Project, Maricopa County, Arizona (Brodbeck 2012). To protect confidential information 
associated with TCPs, the report was sent to only SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review. Based on 
the results, and continuing discussion with GRIC-THPO and SHPO, FHW A determined that: 

• the South Mountains were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B as a TCP 

• AZ T:12:9 (ASM) (Villa Buena), AZ T:12:52 (ASM) (Pueblo del Alamo), AZ T:12:112 
(ASM), and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A as 
TCPs and under Criterion D as archaeological sites 

• AZ T: 12:197 (ASM) and AZ T: 12:198 (ASM) were also NRHP-eligible under Criterion A as 
contributors to the South Mountains TCP 

• AZ T: 1~:~01 (AS~~, A~ T: 12:207 (ASM), AZ T: 12:208 (ASM), and AZ T: 12:211 (ASM) 
were eligible for hstmg m the NRHP under Criterion D as archaeological sites and not as 
TCPs 

SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with FHWA's eligibility determinations (Jacobs [SHPO] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC-THPO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

3 

Through ongoing Section 1 06 consultations, primarily through a series of discussions and 
meetings, FHWA, ADOT, and GRIC developed options for mitigating adverse effects on the 
TCPs. As a result of those discussions, avoidance alternatives were developed for two of the 
TCPs, a petroglyph site [AZ T:l2:198 (ASM)] and a shrine site [AZ T:12:112 (ASM)]. They will 
now be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, there will be no direct impacts on these sites. 

The South Mountains TCP cannot be avoided by project alternatives; therefore, a treatment plan 
that presents measures to mitigate potential adverse effects of the South Mountain Freeway 
project on the South Mountains TCP was developed by GRIC-CRMP entitled South Mountain 
Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Uses and Cultural Significance of Muhadagi Doag (South 
Mountain) Evaluation ofTraditional Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development (Darling 2009). SHPO and GRIC-THPO concurred with the adequacy ofthe South 
Mountain TCP mitigation plan (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA] May 15, 2012; Lewis [GRIC­
THO] to Petty [FHWA] July 3, 2012). 

Because it may not be possible to avoid Villa Buena and/or Pueblo del Alamo during freeway 
construction, FHW A proposed that an alternative strategy be adopted to prevent potential 
adverse effects to these two sites as they pertain to Criterion A of the NRHP. At the request of 
FHW A, GRIC-CRMP prepared a TCP enhancement plan proposal for the two sites, entitled 
South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L) Traditional Cultural Property Enhancement and 
Management Planning for Villa Buena (AZ T:l 2:9 [ASM}) and Pueblo del Alamo (AZ T:l 2:52 
[ASM]) (Darling and Loendorf2012), which was provided to SHPO and GRIC-THPO for review 
and comment. This document proposes that upon completion of the EIS review process, the TCP 
enhancement plan be developed and implemented, which would ensure the following: 

• preparation of the site(s) and people for anticipated ground disturbance include traditional 
religious activities, exhibits and outreach, tribal consultation, cultural sensitivity training, and 
the projection of equivalent sites and sacred landscapes 

• development of Programmatic Solutions for preservation, restoration, and perpetuation of the 
roles of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo in O'odham culture and history 

Cultural (TCP) enhancement purposes to elevate O'odham knowledge and awareness of these 
two sites so that any negative impact on their "presence" in O'odham cultural and history- the 
loss of connections, or of place, in traditional culture-are addressed prior to, during, and after 
freeway construction, and as part of project planning. Enhancement does not address or replace 
requirements for data recovery pertaining to adverse effects on Villa Buena or Pueblo del Alamo 
with regard to their eligibility under Criterion D of the NRHP. However, through implementation 
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APPENDIX 4-1

ADOT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM POLICY 

Appendix 4-1, ADOT Relocation Assistance Program Policy, provides the full ADOT policy on relocation 
assistance. This policy defines how ADOT complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which 
prohibits any action undertaken by ADOT to treat any person or group unfairly on the grounds of race, 
color, national origin, sex, age, or disability. A brochure explaining ADOT’s relocation assistance program 
is also included.
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APPENDIX 4-2

DUST CONTROL PERMIT 

Appendix 4-2, Dust Control Permit, contains an application for a Maricopa County Dust Control Permit. 
Fugitive dust generated as a result of construction activities must be controlled in accordance with the 2000 
Arizona Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, Section 
104.08, local rules and ordinances, and special provisions. A Maricopa County Dust Control Permit would 
be obtained by the selected roadway contractor prior to the commencement of construction. 

DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION PACKAGE 

Maricopa County  
Air Quality Department  

This package contains information and forms necessary to apply for a Dust Control permit as set forth in Maricopa County Air 
Pollution Control Regulations Rule 310.  The Dust Control Permit Application Package is organized into three major parts. 

PART 1.  DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS   5 
PART 2.  DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION FORM   23 
PART 3.  DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION DUST CONTROL PLAN   28 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Important rule changes effective March 2008    3 
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)    4 

PART 1.  DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS   5 

A.  Instructions for completing the Dust Control Permit Application Form    5 
Applicant Information instructions   5 
Project Information instructions   6 

B.  Instructions for completing the Dust Control Permit Application Dust Control Plan   8 
Dust Control Plan general information    8 
Dust Control Plan Control Measures instructions    10 

C.  Appendix:  Additional information on Key Topics    14 
Glossary of Terms   14 
Applicable Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations    14 
Project information sign    15 
Soil texture and type classification summary   15 
Soil texture and type map summary    16 
Additional assistance   17 
Dust suppressants summary    18 
Examples for correctly completing Part 3 – Dust Control Plan    19 

PART 2.  DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION FORM   23 

Completeness Checklist   23 
Applicant Information   23 
Project Information   25 

PART 3.  DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION DUST CONTROL PLAN   28 

Categories A – H  Control Measures   29 
Category I  Water, tables   37 
Category J  Dust suppressants other than water, table    42 

In order to be accepted for review the Dust Control Permit Application Package must be complete.  This includes 
answering all questions fully and accurately in the Applicant and Project information areas as well as submitting 
a Dust Control Plan.  You may fill out Part 3 of the Dust Control Permit Application and submit it as your Dust 
Control Plan or you may write your own Dust Control Plan that conforms to Rule 310, Section 402. 

Once a complete Dust Control Permit Application Package is accepted, allow up to 14 calendar days for permit 
processing plus sufficient time for delivery by U.S. Postal Service First Class mail.   

Keep in mind, the Maricopa County Air Quality Department uses the Instructions portion of the Dust Control Permit Application Package as 
criteria when reviewing, evaluating, and approving the Permit Application.  The rules identified in the instructions contain legally binding and 
enforceable requirements.  Permits issued by the Maricopa County Air Quality Department under the rules also contain legally binding and 
enforceable conditions and terms.  The Dust Control Permit Application Instructions do not supersede or change any existing federal, state, or 
county regulations and laws, including requirements of an approved State Implementation Plan (SIP). 

Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – INSTRUCTIONS Page 1 of 42 
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IMPORTANT RULE CHANGES EFFECTIVE MARCH 2008 

Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations Rule 310 “Fugitive Dust from Dust-Generating Operations” and Rule 200 
“Permit Requirements” introduced the following requirements in early 2008 that you should be aware of: 

1. Dust Control Coordinator 
 A Dust Control Coordinator is required to be on-site at all times during primary dust-generating operations 

for any site of five or more acres of disturbed surface area that is subject to a Maricopa County dust control 
permit (Rule 310, Section 310).  The contact information for the Dust Control Coordinator(s) must be 
provided in Question #5 of Part 2 of the Dust Control Permit Application. 

2. Dust Control Training Classes 
Comprehensive Dust Control Training: 

The Dust Control Coordinator is required to successfully complete a Comprehensive Dust Control 
Training Class at least once every three years. 

Basic Dust Control Training: 
Site superintendents or other designated on-site representatives of the permit holder, if present at a site 
with more than one acre of disturbed surface area, is required to successfully complete a Basic Dust 
Control Training Class at least once every three years. 

All water truck drivers and water pull drivers must successfully complete a Basic Dust Control Training 
Class at least once every three years. 

More information on these training classes can be found by calling the Training Line at 602-372-1467 or at:  
www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/dust_control_training on the MCAQD’s Dust Compliance 
Division web site. 

3. Visible emissions beyond property line 
 Rule 310, Section 303.1 requires that the owner and/or operator of a dust generating operation shall not 

cause, suffer, or allow visible emissions of particulate matter, including fugitive dust, beyond the property 
line within which the emissions are generated.  Section 303.2 does provide an exception for dust-generating 
operations conducted within 25 feet of the property line. 

4. Subcontractor Registration 
 A requirement of Rule 200 (Permit Requirements) is Subcontractor Registration.  Subcontractors do not 

submit the Dust Control Permit Application in the role of “Applicant” but subcontractors engaged in dust-
generating operations at a site that is subject to a Maricopa County dust control permit are required to 
register with the MCAQD (Rule 200, Section 306) and pay an annual fee as specified in Rule 280, Section 
312.  The subcontractor shall have its registration number readily accessible on-site while conducting any 
dust-generating operations and the registration number must be visible and readable by the public without 
having to be asked by the public.  The registration and $50.00 fee can be submitted by mail or in person at 
the One Stop Shop, 501 N. 44th Street, Suite 200, Phoenix, AZ 85008.  Additional information on 
Subcontractor Registration requirements, submittal and current fees can be found at 
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/subcontractorRegistration.aspx
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (FAQs) 

1. Do I need a Dust Control Permit? 

A. Activity:  Whenever a dust-generating activity will disturb 1/10th acre (4,356 square feet) or more you must obtain a dust 
control permit before commencing the activity.  This area of disturbance includes all areas under common control such as 
stockpiles, storage and equipment yards as well as the area being disturbed, even if they may be separated by public or 
private roadways (Rule 310, Section 302). No activity may commence before the permit is approved and, along with the 
Dust Control Plan, posted in a conspicuous location at the work site, within on-site equipment, or in an on-site vehicle, or 
otherwise kept available on-site at all times. 

B. Re-application:  Dust Control permits are valid for one year from the date of approval.  If the project still has a disturbed 
surface area of 0.10 acre (4,356 square feet) or more at the expiration of the one year permit term a new permit will 
need to be obtained by submitting a new Dust Control Application.  The re-application process can take up to 14 calendar 
days once a complete application is received (not including time for postal delivery) so the application must be submitted 
at least 14 calendar days before the existing Dust Control permit expires. 

2. How do I apply?  What are the steps? 

A. Obtain Dust Control Permit Application Package:  You can pick up the application package in person at either the 
Maricopa County Air Quality Department (MCAQD) Dust Compliance Division offices at 1001 North Central Avenue, Suite 
400 in Phoenix, Arizona as well as the One Stop Shop at 501 North 44th Street, Suite 200 in Phoenix  or download it from 
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/resources.aspx

B. Review the Instructions:  Read the instructions thoroughly before beginning work on the application.  The instructions are 
intended to accompany the application.  The instructions constitute a body of experience and informed judgment by the 
Maricopa County Air Quality Department and dust control field inspectors to which you may properly resort for guidance, 
including details and explanations of the information required in the application.  If you still have questions about the 
application you may find answers on the MCAQD website or by calling the Dust Compliance Division at 602-506-6010. 

C. Complete the Permit Application Form:  Fully complete both the Applicant and the Project Information portions of the 
application, generally in the sequence it is written, using the instructions and Dust Compliance personnel for assistance. 

D. Complete the Dust Control Plan:  A dust control plan is required and the third part of the package is designed to guide 
project personnel in developing a dust control plan that will be posted on-site, and the project will abide by on a day to 
day basis.  Every category or sub-category must be completed, including an explanation for those that are designated 
non-applicable.  A project may develop its own dust control plan as long as it conforms to Rule 310, Section 402. 

E. Review the Completeness Checklist:  (see the first page of the Dust Control Permit Application Form, p. 23)  

F. Submit the completed permit application:  When submitting the completed application to the One Stop Shop at 501 North 
44th Street, Suite 200, Phoenix, Arizona 85008, include the appropriate fee for your Dust Control Permit Application (see 
FAQ #3 below).  The completed application can be submitted to the One Stop Shop in person or by mail with payment by 
check or money order in either case.  In addition, a credit card or cash may be used for payment if the application is 
submitted in person at the One Stop Shop location. 

Make checks payable to “Maricopa County Air Quality Department” or “MCAQD”. 

The completed permit will be sent to the Applicant’s address.  Allow up to 14 calendar days for permit processing 
plus sufficient time for delivery by U.S. Postal Service First Class mail.

3. What will it cost? 

Detailed information on current fees can be found in the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations Rule 280 – 
Fees or on the Department’s web site:  http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/permit_engineering/permit_fees.aspx

Basic fees for a Dust Control Permit (permit valid for one year) are calculated according to the following: 

• If total surface area disturbed is 0.1 acre to less than 1 acre, submit $350.00. 

• If total surface area disturbed is 1 acre or more, submit $350.00 plus $77.00 per acre (to a maximum of $15,750). 

• A late fee of $100.00 is required for any application submitted in response to a violation. 
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PART 1.  
DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS 

A. INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE DUST CONTROL PERMIT 
APPLICATION FORM 

APPLICANT INFORMATION INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Applicant 
Please note that if you are completing this application and you are the "Applicant", then you are the responsible 
authority for controlling all aspects of all the work accomplished on-site from initial groundbreaking to final 
stabilization.  This includes canceling the Dust Control Permit when the project is complete and/or when you no longer 
have control over the day-to-day operations on the site.  The Applicant must be the property owner, general/prime 
contractor, developer or lessee; a subcontractor cannot be the Applicant responsible for a dust control permit. 

The Applicant's name will show on the permit and will not change on re-applications or changes to the permit that 
retain the original permit number.  The Applicant may or may not also be the party contracting to do the work at the 
site.  The address provided will be put on all subsequent permits with the same Applicant name and will serve as the 
mailing address for the permit or other compliance issues.  The Applicant will be the responsible party for the 
purposes of this project. 

The Maricopa County Air Quality Department requires the Applicant Information to be fully and accurately completed, 
including full legal names of all entities and individuals (no DBA’s or trade names).  For all Applicants, appropriate 
registration in the State of Arizona will be verified with the Arizona Corporation Commission or other applicable 
resources before a permit will be issued. 

2. Parent Company if Applicant is a wholly owned subsidiary 
If the Applicant is a wholly owned subsidiary provide full information for the parent company as well.  If the parent 
company has a local or regional presence, use that location and provide contact information for the highest ranking 
official at that location. 

3. Applicant President/Owner 
Provide contact information for the highest ranking, local or regional company official of the Applicant. 

4. Property Owner/Developer, if not Applicant 
Include information regarding the property owner/developer, if different from the Applicant. 

5. Dust Control Coordinator 
Any site with five acres or more of disturbed surface area subject to a permit issued by the Control Officer requiring 
control of PM10 emissions from dust-generating operations requires at least one designated Dust Control Coordinator, 
with a valid dust training certification identification card that is readily accessible, on-site at all times during primary 
dust-generating operations per Rule 310, Section 310.  The Dust Control Coordinator is required in Rule 310, Section 
309.2 to complete a Comprehensive Dust Control Training Class at least once every three years, after which a unique 
identification badge will be issued to the coordinator and is to be referenced in Question #5 in the application.  If 
there are multiple Dust Control Coordinators, list additional information on a separate sheet of paper and attach 
following the page this question is on.  Changes to the Dust Control Coordinator list can be made with the appropriate 
form, such as the Dust Control Plan Change form, which can be found on the MCAQD Dust Control Compliance 
website at http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/resources.aspx or with a letter that clearly states 
the changes to be made as well as the permit and dust control plan that will be affected. A form is also available that 
applies to notifying the MCAQD that a site no longer needs a Dust Control Coordinator when the disturbed surface 
area of the site falls below five acres. 

6. Primary Project Contact 
For all projects, provide a Primary Project Contact that may be a Dust Control Coordinator or a different individual all 
together.  Provide information in this question regarding the person the MCAQD can contact who is knowledgeable of 
the project site or state if this person is listed as the Dust Control Coordinator in the previous question.  The phone 
number(s) provided should be able to reach the contact within four hours. 



A536  •  Appendix 4-2

Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – INSTRUCTIONS Page 6 of 42 

7. Certification by a Responsible Official of the Applicant 
A Responsible Official of the Applicant is the person who will be contacted or named in any enforcement action 
initiated by the Maricopa County Air Quality Department or the Maricopa County Attorney’s Office.  Pursuant to Rule 
310, Section 401.3, the signature on the Dust Control permit application shall constitute agreement to accept 
responsibility for meeting the conditions of the Dust Control permit and for ensuring that control measures are 
implemented throughout the project site and during the duration of the project. 

• For a corporation, a corporate officer or any other person who performs similar policy or decision-making 
functions for the corporation, or a duly authorized representative of such person, if the representative is 
responsible for the dust-generating operations in the subject application.  Delegation of authority to such 
representative shall be approved in advance by the Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Dust Compliance 
Division.

• For a partnership or sole proprietorship, a general partner or the proprietor, respectively. 

• For a municipality, state, federal, or other public agency, the principle executive officer or ranking elected 
official of that entity.  Delegation of signature authority needs to be submitted in writing to the Maricopa 
County Air Quality Department, Dust Compliance Division. 

8. Application completed by, (if other than Signatory) 
Frequently, this person needs to be contacted to clarify information in the application or if there are questions 
regarding how the Dust Control Plan was filled out. 

PROJECT INFORMATION INSTRUCTIONS 

9. Name of Project 
Name, if any, by which this project will be referred (e.g. Pleasant Hill Acres). 

10. Project Location 
Provide the best available information for the project’s geographic location.  If there is an on-site construction office or 
similar physical contact point this should be referenced.  If no specific street address is available, provide a block 
number and street name, Maricopa County Assessor’s parcel number, master plan community number, geographic 
coordinates or any other pertinent location information or description. 

11. Project Location by Township (N or S), Range (E or W), Section (1-36) 
The map code or grid location in Township/Range/Section (TRS) format is required and can be obtained from a 
Phoenix Metropolitan map book or from the Maricopa County Assessor’s parcel description. 

12. Brief Project Description  
Describe the project that will be taking place on the site (e.g. 3-building commercial complex; custom home; weed 
control; demolition of two buildings; roadway improvement). 

13. Will a basement or underground parking be excavated? 
This information influences the volume of dust generating material that will be disturbed, moved, stored, and removed 
from the project location. 

14. Will building occur on a pre-existing/prepared pad? 
A pre-existing pad/prepared pad is considered to be on a parcel within an existing/prepared subdivision. 

15. Size of Project 
The size of the project is the total area that will be disturbed throughout the duration of the Permit.  Include all 
unpaved staging areas, stockpiles, access and haul roads, parking, driveways, as well as storage (stated in acres).  Be 
sure to separately notate the specific area of land to be graded if it is different in size than the total area.  You will 
also need to indicate the estimated amount of import/export Bulk Material, as defined in Section 203 of Rule 310, 
to/from the project site.  The estimated amount of import/export Bulk Material to/from the project site is for hauling 
purposes and may not match the cubic yards to be moved within the boundaries of the project. 
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16. Project Site Drawing 
Maricopa County uses a project site drawing to delineate boundaries between separate projects, so one permit holder 
is not held responsible for another’s work.  It is used as a reference, so it does not need to be to scale.  It should 
however be as accurate as possible.  The drawing should be no larger than 8½” x 11”.  The Dust Control Permit 
Application Form contains an example of what this drawing should contain (see page 26), including the following 
minimum elements:

• Entire project site boundaries  

• Area(s) to be disturbed with linear dimensions, usually in feet (including staging areas, stockpiles, access and haul 
roads, parking, driveways, and storage) 

• Nearest main crossroads 

• North arrow 

• Access Point(s) – Planned exit locations onto paved areas accessible to the public 

17. Is this a Re-application? 
A permit is valid for 1 year after the date of approval.  The re-application process may take up to 14 calendar days for 
review and processing (not including time for postal delivery) and must be approved prior to the expiration of the old 
permit.  You must re-apply for a permit more than 14 calendar days before the original permit expires. 

18. Estimated Project Start Date 
Before Dust-Generating Operations may occur the permit must be approved, which may take up to 14 calendar days 
for review and processing of the permit application (not including time for postal delivery). 

Project Start Date and Project Completion Date (next question) are used by Maricopa County to schedule inspection 
work load.  This information is also used to determine if the same project is on-going or a subsequent dust-generating 
operation is taking place at the project location.  If this is a re-application provide the original start date of the project.

19. Estimated Project Completion Date 
The answer to this question may be a date beyond the last effective date of the permit that is being applied for; it is 
acceptable and encouraged to enter the actual Estimated Project Completion Date, not the end date of the permit 
period or some other modification.  See Estimated Project Start Date (previous question) as well. 

20. List of Soil Designations from Appendix F 

 Soil Texture 
Rule 310, Section 402.5 requires a Dust Control Plan for construction projects one acre or larger (except for routine 
maintenance and repair done under a block permit) to include the following information: 

• Soil texture naturally present at the dust-generating operation 

• Soil texture to be imported onto the dust-generating operation 

The information to answer this questions may be obtained from Appendix F of the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control 
Regulations or attach a copy of a geotechnical report if the site has been tested.  For more detail on soil textures and types 
see the “Appendix – Additional Information on Key Topics” on page 15. 

21. Asbestos NESHAP Notification requirements 
Any Project that includes demolition or renovation of any existing facilities must address asbestos NESHAP issues that 
pertain to the Project.  Question #21, including all of its sub-questions, must be fully completed to demonstrate 
whether or not there are any existing asbestos NESHAP issues and compliance with applicable rules before a Dust 
Control Permit can be issued.  A separate notification and fee for demolition and/or renovation activities may be 
required.  More information on the NESHAP Notification program and fees can be found at:  
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/air/asbestos_neshap/Default.aspx and 
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/permit_engineering/permit_fees.aspx respectively. 
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B. INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE DUST CONTROL PERMIT 
APPLICATION DUST CONTROL PLAN 
Rule 310, Section 402 (Dust Control Plan requirements) requires the submission of a Dust Control Plan with your application.  You 
may fill out Part 3 of the Dust Control Permit Application and submit it as your Dust Control Plan or you may write your own Dust
Control Plan describing all dust control measures to be used during the project and submit it for approval as your Dust Control
Plan.  Once approved the Dust Control Plan, along with the permit, must be posted in a conspicuous location at the work site, 
within on-site equipment, or in an on-site vehicle, or otherwise kept available on-site at all times (Rule 310, Section 409).  
Additionally, according to Rule 310, Section 401.2 complete copies of the approved Dust Control permit, including the Dust 
Control Plan, must be supplied to all project contractors and subcontractors. 

Changes to aspects of the Dust Control Plan may be made after the application is approved by submitting a Permit Plan Change 
Form to the Maricopa County Air Quality Department.  See below for more information regarding making changes to an approved 
Dust Control Permit and Dust Control Plan. 

DUST CONTROL PLAN GENERAL INFORMATION 

Unlisted Dust Control Measures 
You may choose to use dust control measures not currently listed in Part 3 of the Dust Control Permit Application.  Such unlisted 
dust control measures will be reviewed by the Maricopa County Air Quality Department which may require additional information 
regarding the control measure effectiveness.  Any unlisted dust control measure must clearly meet the dust control requirements
of Rule 310 for any dust-generating operation. 

MCAQD will apply the following minimum criteria when evaluating any unlisted dust control measures: 

• The dust control measure technique is a new or alternative technology that is demonstrated to be equally or 
more effective in meeting the dust control requirements than the existing dust control measures provided in 
the Dust Control Permit Application. 

• Site logistics do not practically allow for implementation of a listed dust control measure as written (e.g., road 
width or pre-existing barriers limit the size or width of a gravel pad). 

• The owner and/or operator demonstrates that a listed dust control measure is technically infeasible due to 
site-specific or material-specific conditions, such that implementation of the dust control measure will not 
provide a benefit in reducing fugitive dust (e.g., pre-soaking screened, washed rock when handling). 

Written explanation and/or documentation may be required when including unlisted dust control measures in a Dust Control 
Permit Application.

Opacity
Rule 310, Section 303 (Visible emissions requirements for Dust-Generating Operations) requires visible fugitive dust emissions to
not exceed 20% opacity.  As a general rule of thumb, if at any time you can see dust being generated by equipment operations, 
it is already at least 10% opacity. 

Opacity is measured by looking through the dust plume, while the sun is at your back.  If more than 20% of the background is 
obscured, then the opacity is greater than 20%.  Appendix C – Fugitive Dust Test Methods contains information and other 
sources that more fully describe this concept.  (See http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/planning_analysis/AdoptedRules.aspx
for an online version of Appendix C). 

Making Changes to an Approved Dust Control Permit and Dust Control Plan 
You are allowed to make changes to aspects of your approved Dust Control Permit and Dust Control Plan.  Maricopa County has 
permit modification forms available at 1001 N. Central Avenue, 4th floor, or you can download permit modification forms from:  
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/resources.aspx

You might have to change your Dust Control Plan if fugitive dust emissions from your project exceed the standards in Rule 310, 
even though you are following your Dust Control Plan.  You might also have to change your Dust Control Plan if the acreage for 
your project changes or if the permit holder changes. 

If you change your Dust Control Plan because you have been notified that fugitive dust emissions from your project exceed the 
standards in Rule 310, even though you are following your Dust Control Plan, then you must submit a revised Dust Control Plan 
to the Control Officer within three working days of being notified that your original Dust Control Plan is not effective.  During the 
time that you are preparing revisions to your Dust Control Plan, you must still comply with all of the requirements of Rule 310.

In order to change your Dust Control Permit and/or Dust Control Plan for any other reason, Maricopa County accepts the 
following permit modification forms: 
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Parcel Sale Notification
Form requires applicant name and address, parcel(s) sold, date sold, and buyer name and address. 

Permit Name Change Request
Form requires existing permit holder name and address, new Applicant name and address, and reason for the 
permit name change.  Appropriate registration in the State of Arizona will be verified with the Arizona Corporation 
Commission or other applicable resources as is the case with new applications.  The previously approved Dust 
Control Plan can stay in effect or a new Dust Control Plan can be submitted for review and approval. 

Permit Cancellation Request
Form requires permit holder name and address, project location, reason for cancellation, verification that no 
further soil disturbing construction activities will occur, that soils have been permanently stabilized, or that all 
applicable rules have been satisfied.  You must cancel your Dust Control Permit when your project is complete or 
when you no longer have control over the day-to-day operations on the site. 

Permit Acreage Increase Request
Form requires permit holder name & address, reason for acreage change, and the new acreage.  The original Dust 
Control Permit expiration date will not change, it will remain the same.  A new site plan showing the increased site 
area must be submitted as well as the appropriate fee corresponding to the additional acreage amount.   

• Sites that increase to 1 acre or more may require modifications to the originally submitted Dust Control 
Plan.

• Sites that increase to five acres or more require a project information sign. (Rule 310, Section 308) 

Permit Plan Change
Form requires permit holder name and address, reason for the change, and areas of the plan to be changed.  If 
applicable, a revised Dust Control Plan must be submitted with the form and a new site plan may be required. 

Dust Control Coordinator Change Notification
Form is to be used when a site no longer requires a Dust Control Coordinator but is still active.  A site visit will be 
required for verification, a Primary Project Contact must be selected, and a new site plan may be required. 

Control Measures 

Water
When planning a contingency control method, do not choose water if it is already your primary control method.  Maricopa 
County assumes that you will apply enough water to control dust, until it becomes an infeasible option. 

Ceasing operations 
Keep in mind that weather conditions play a big part in dust control and may require that you cease operations.  While not 
appropriate in all situations, ceasing operations is an acceptable contingency measure many businesses currently use.  Due 
to the common use of this control measure and to clarify when its use is appropriate the cease operations option has been 
included as a contingency option in several places in the Dust Control Plan.  At the least it requires you to stop operations, 
evaluate why your primary control measure is not working, and make corrections.  Ceasing operations lasts as long as it 
takes to resolve or abate the dust control issue. 

Vehicle speed 
Vehicle speed is not an acceptable dust control measure for all dust-generating operations.  Where vehicle speed is an 
option for dust control, you must indicate the maximum number of vehicle trips that will be allowed, how the speed of such 
vehicles will be limited, and what areas or roads the limits will apply to. 

Vegetative ground cover 
If you choose “establish vegetative ground cover” as a control measure, you must comply with at least one of the following 
standards.  These standards are also described in Rule 310, Section 304.3 – Stabilization requirements for Dust-Generating 
Operations – Disturbed Surface Area: 

• Maintain a flat vegetative cover (i.e., attached/rooted vegetation or unattached vegetative debris lying 
on the surface with a predominant horizontal orientation that is not subject to movement by wind) that 
is equal to at least 50%; 

• Maintain a standing vegetative cover (i.e., vegetation that is attached/rooted with a predominant vertical 
orientation) that is equal to or greater than 30%; 

• Maintain a standing vegetative cover (i.e., vegetation that is attached/rooted with a predominant vertical 
orientation) that is equal to or greater than 10% and where the threshold friction velocity is equal to or 
greater than 43 cm/second when corrected for non-erodible elements; or 

• Maintain a percent cover that is equal to or greater than 10% for non-erodible elements. 
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Surface gravel, recycled asphalt, or other suitable material 
If you choose “apply and maintain surface gravel, recycled asphalt, or other suitable material” as a control measure for 
unpaved haul roads/access areas, you must comply with the following standard.  This standard is also described in Rule 
310, Section 304.2 – Stabilization requirements for Dust-Generating Operations – Unpaved Haul/Access Roads: 

• Do not allow visible dust emissions to exceed 20% opacity and either do not allow silt loading to be 
equal to or greater than 0.33 oz/ft2 or do not allow silt content to exceed 6%. 

If you choose to “apply and maintain surface gravel, recycled asphalt, or other suitable material” as a control measure for
unpaved parking areas, you must comply with the following standard.  This standard is also described in Rule 310, Section 
304.1 – Stabilization requirements for Dust-Generating Operations – Unpaved Parking Lot: 

• Do not allow visible fugitive dust emissions to exceed 20% opacity and either do not allow silt loading to 
be equal to or greater than 0.33 oz/ft2 or do not allow silt content to exceed 8%. 

More detail on opacity and silt loading can be found in Appendix C – Fugitive Dust Test Methods at 
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/planning_analysis/AdoptedRules.aspx

DUST CONTROL PLAN CONTROL MEASURES INSTRUCTIONS 
What follows is a listing of the ten category headings (A-J) that corresponds to the same category headings (A-J) in Part 3 of the Dust 
Control Permit Application.  Under each of the ten category headings (A-J) that follow are questions to ask and concepts to consider
when designing your Dust Control Plan.  You must comply with the work practice standards described in Rule 310 and you must 
implement, as applicable, the dust control measures in Rule 310, Section 305.  Section 305 describes primary and contingency dust
control measures for a variety of dust-generating operations.   

When completing the Dust Control Permit Application, use this listing to select dust control measures for your project.  Changes to the 
Dust Control Plan may be made after the application is approved by submitting a Permit Plan Change Form to the Maricopa County Air
Quality Department.  See information provided previously (p. 8) regarding making changes to an approved Dust Control Permit and
Dust Control Plan. 

EXAMPLES of how to complete Control Measures and Water Tables can be found on pages 19-22. 

A. Vehicles/Motorized Equipment 
A.1 Unpaved Staging Areas, Unpaved Parking Areas, and Unpaved Material Storage Areas 

What areas have you set aside for parking, including areas where your employees and contractors will be parking their 
vehicles? What areas have you set aside for material staging? How will you keep vehicles, including the public, 
employees, subcontractors, utilities, and project inspectors, in areas intended for travel? Paving is acceptable as a primary 
control measure, if paving is done at the beginning of a project. 

A.2 Unpaved Access Areas/Haul Roads 
Will you be operating, hauling, or delivering equipment or materials using unpaved areas?  Unpaved haul roads/access 
areas are unpaved roads or designated access areas for vehicles or delivery trucks.  On most single residential sites, the 
haul road is typically the future driveway.  Paving is acceptable as a primary control measure, if paving is done at the 
beginning of a project.  

B. Disturbed Surface Areas 
B.1 Before Active Operations occur 

Create a plan to minimize dust before you start site work.  For example Rule 310, Section 305.11 describes dust control 
measures to implement before site work begins.  According to Section 305.11 you must either pre-water the site to depth 
of cuts, allowing time for penetration, or you must phase work to reduce the amount of disturbed surface areas at any 
one time. 

If you choose to pre-water the site, you should pre-water the areas to be disturbed prior to commencing a dust-
generating operation.  A rule of thumb is 1 acre-foot of water (325,851 gallons) per acre of land.  Pre-watering areas to 
depth of cuts will reduce the amount of water required for dust control.  Pre-watering does not mean flooding the area to 
be disturbed, which may make the area unworkable.  Nor does it mean allowing the watered area to dry-out before the 
dust-generating operation occurs, since that would prevent adequate dust control. 

If you choose to phase work as a dust control measure to reduce the amount of disturbed surface areas at any one time, 
you must show how you will phase the project to create the least amount of disturbance at any one time.  You may use 
the project site drawing to show the various project phases, along with a time line showing relative start and stop times.
Indicate on the application that you have shown the various project phases on the project site drawing. 
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B.2 During Active Operations 
Water must be applied continuously in front of or in conjunction with a scraper/grader/dozer.  Water applied behind 
equipment is usually intended for compaction purposes and not dust control.  If a water truck is required to leave the 
project site for refilling, the contingency measure must be implemented, as needed, to comply with Rule 310, Section 303 
– Visible emissions requirements for Dust-Generating Operations. 

If you choose to limit vehicle speed, you must indicate the maximum number of vehicle trips that will be allowed and how 
the speed of such vehicles will be limited.

B.3 Stabilization for any inactive period, of any length, 24 hours per day, seven days per week including 
weekends, after work hours, holidays 
How are you going to stabilize your site during non-work hours including any and all times there are no active operations 
occurring but the site has not been permanently stabilized?  How will you control wind generated dust? 

B.4 Permanent Stabilization of Disturbed Surface Areas required within ten days following the completion of 
the Dust-Generating Operation if finished for a period of 30 days or longer 
How will the open areas of the site be permanently stabilized?  How will the site be stabilized if construction is halted? 

Open areas and vacant lots need to remain stabilized (i.e., maintain a visible crust, vegetation, or surface gravel) and 
inaccessible to motorized vehicles.  When your site is permanently stabilized and your project is complete, you should 
cancel your Dust Control Permit.  Maricopa County has permit cancellation request forms available at 1001 N. Central 
Avenue, 4th Floor, or you can download the form from:  
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/resources.aspx

C. Bulk Material Handling 
C.1 Off-Site Hauling onto Paved Areas Accessible to the Public 

Will you be conducting debris clean up or lot clean up?  Will you be exporting materials? 

C.2 Hauling/Transporting within the Boundaries of the Work Site but not crossing a Paved Area Accessible to 
the Public 
Will you be moving dirt or rock from one area to another area on your site? 

C.3 Hauling/Transporting within the Boundaries of the Work Site and Crossing and/or accessing a Paved Area 
Accessible to the Public 
Crossing a paved area is when you are traveling perpendicular to the paved area, typically entering and leaving it with the 
primary purpose of arriving at a destination on the other side.  If you are not crossing a paved area (not traveling 
perpendicular to a paved area), then you are traveling along the paved area.  Traveling along the paved area may take 
you outside the work area, unless such area has been barricaded to public travel. 

C.4 Bulk Material Stacking, Loading, and Unloading Operations 
Will you be trenching, backfilling, and/or importing/exporting Bulk Material? 

Stacking, loading, and unloading operations include any time Bulk Materials are loaded into a truck or when materials are 
put into spoils piles from trenching operations. 

If you choose to use water to control dust for cut and fill activities, a rule of thumb is (1) 10,000 gallon water pull for 
each 7,000 cubic yards of material moved per day.  When determining the total amount of water necessary for a project, 
another rule of thumb is that it takes at least 30 gallons of water to control dust from each cubic yard of material to be 
moved.

C.5 Open Storage Piles 
How will you control dust from storage or spoils piles? Will you have spoils and/or storage piles for any length of time? 

Open storage piles include piles that are on-site for any length of time.  If you apply water or dust suppressant(s) to open 
storage piles when not conducting stacking, loading, and unloading operations, make sure that you limit unauthorized 
vehicle access to the area. 

D. Trackout, Carry-out, Spillage, and Erosion 
D.1 Trackout Control Device 

What will you use as a trackout control device if trenching removes an existing gravel pad? What will you use as a control 
device during curb and gutter installation? How will you direct traffic to the designated exit locations and restrict traffic 
from using other exit points? 

Trackout control devices are preventative devices intended to reduce the amount of dirt transferred onto paved areas and 
entrained into the atmosphere.  Trackout control devices are required at every exit to a paved area accessible to the 
public (any retail parking lot or public roadway that is open to public travel primarily for purposes unrelated to the dust-
generating operation) for job sites 2 acres or larger or when 100 cubic yards of bulk material are hauled on-site or off-site 
per day.  Trackout control devices include, but are not limited to, the following: 
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Gravel Pad
A layer of washed gravel, rock, or crushed rock that is at least one inch or larger in diameter that is 
maintained at the point of intersection of a paved area accessible to the public and a work site entrance to 
dislodge mud, dirt, and/or debris from the tires of motor vehicles and/or haul trucks, prior to leaving the 
work site. 

Grizzly or Rumble Grate
A device (i.e., rails, pipes, or grates) used to dislodge mud, dirt, and/or debris from the tires and 
undercarriage of motor vehicles and/or haul trucks prior to leaving the work site. 

Paving
Application and maintenance of asphalt, concrete, or other similar material to a roadway surface (i.e., 
asphaltic concrete, concrete pavement, chip seal, or rubberized asphalt). 

Wheel Wash System
A system, station, or device either temporary or permanent, that utilizes a bath or spray of water for the 
purpose of cleaning mud, soil, and rock from the tires and undercarriage of vehicles to prevent tracking of 
those materials onto paved surfaces. 

Rule 310, Section 306 addresses dust control measures for trackout control.  According to Section 306 you must prevent 
trackout by installing, at all access points to the site, a trackout control device such as a grizzly or rumble grate, a wheel 
wash system, or a gravel pad, defined in Rule 310, Section 217 to be at least 30 feet wide, 50 feet long, and 3 inches 
deep.  Or you must pave starting from the point of intersection with a paved area accessible to the public and extending 
for a centerline distance of at least 100 feet and a width of at least 20 feet. 

It is a violation of Rule 310 if your site is required to have a trackout control device and does not, regardless of whether 
trackout is present. 

D.2 Cleaning 
Trackout/carry-out is any and all bulk materials that adhere to and agglomerate on the surfaces of motor vehicles, haul 
trucks, and/or equipment (including tires) and that have fallen or been deposited onto a paved area accessible to the 
public.  You are required to immediately clean trackout/carry-out extending 25 feet or more.  Trackout/carry-out that is 
less than 25 feet requires cleaning by the end of the work day.  During import/export operations and following rain 
events, cleaning may need to be done on a consistent basis to control trackout/carry-out. 

Cleaning trackout/carry-out includes removing any and all bulk material that has been deposited onto public roadways, 
medians, gutters, and sidewalks.  Cleaning trackout/carry-out can be accomplished by manually sweeping up the 
deposits, by operating a street sweeper or wet broom, or by power washing.  Some street sweepers (e.g., street 
sweepers with steel brushes) are more efficient than others, especially on stubborn trackout/carry-out. 

Be sure to check other applicable regulations.  For instance, some work sites are located in areas where the paved areas 
may not be cleaned by power washing with water due to Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPP), National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination Standards (NPDES), or Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES). 

It is a violation of Rule 310 if you have not cleaned trackout/carry-out, regardless of whether a trackout control device is 
present.  If a street sweeper has been chosen as the primary control measure and is needed immediately but is not 
available, then you must employ the contingency measure. 

E. Weed Abatement by discing or blading 
If this is a long project, will weed removal or weed control be an issue in the future?  Weed abatement for the purpose of this
question is the removal of a weed and its roots by turning over the soil, usually with a disc or blade implement, thereby disturbing 
the surface area and removing a means of stabilizing the surface area. 

F. Blasting operations 
Will blasting be conducted for removal of structural concrete?  Is there an available site for stockpiling material?  Will underlying
material require blasting? 

G. Demolition activities 
If concrete removal quantity is sizable, is there an available dump site?  Has dust control for this staging or storage area been
addressed?

Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – INSTRUCTIONS Page 13 of 42 

H. Wind Event 
A “wind event” is when the 60-minute average wind speed is greater than 25 m.p.h.  In category H, some control measures are 
to be used in the "nonattainment area" and some control measures are to be used in the "attainment area".  A "nonattainment 
area" is an area designated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as exceeding national ambient air quality standards 
based upon data collected through air quality monitoring. 

Maricopa County does not meet the national ambient air quality standards for particulate matter (PM10).  Consequently, Maricopa 
County is considered a nonattainment area for PM10.  The general geographical boundary of Maricopa County's PM10
nonattainment area is as follows: Salt River Mountains on the south, Phoenix Mountains on the northwest, Estrella Mountains on 
the southwest, White Tank Mountains on the west, and Superstition Mountains on the east.  Maricopa County's PM10
nonattainment area includes all cities within this geographical boundary. 

What has been done to address a possible wind event when no one is on-site, such as on a weekend or a holiday? 

I. Water 
For categories A-H in Part 3 of the Dust Control Permit Application, for which you choose to "apply water" as a dust control 
measure, you must describe the size and number of pieces of the equipment that you will use to supply the water, and the size 
and number of pieces of equipment that you will use to apply the water. 

Soil Rating.  For the purpose of completing the minimum water availability tables, soil types have been simplified 
from the four ratings categories in the Appendix F Soil Map into two rating categories.  A Severe rating includes 
clay, silty clay, and sandy clay while the Moderate rating includes all other soil types.  (See pages 15-17 for 
additional information to assist in determining soil rating) 

Water supply means how water will be supplied to the site.  Equipment options for water supply include, but are 
not limited to, metered hydrant, water tower, and water pond. 

Water application system means how water will be applied to the site.  Equipment options for water application 
system include, but are not limited to, hoses, water truck, water pull, and water buffalo. 

Minimum water availability means water supply in conjunction with water application system. 

• A minimum water availability table is included for different construction phases to be used in Part 3 where 
“apply water” is chosen as a dust control measure. 

• Each minimum water availability table lists the minimum amount of water that you must have available for 
the duration of the project for dust control and compaction in severe and moderate soil types. 

• Use each minimum water availability table to determine the size and number for the equipment that you 
will use to supply the water and to apply the water. 

Regardless of the minimum amount of water that you have available to your site or on your site and regardless of your water 
supply and water application, in no case shall you exceed 20% opacity.  Test methods for opacity can be found in Appendix C of 
the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulation.  (See an online version of Appendix C at 
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/planning_analysis/AdoptedRules.aspx ) 

J. Dust Suppressants other than water 
Although water is a dust suppressant, the information required by Table J in Part 3 in the Dust Control Permit Application should
not include information on water supply and water application systems. 

The information required by Table J in Part 3 of the Dust Control Permit Application is for all other dust suppressants that you
use.  Fill out the applicable areas in Table J in Part 3 of the Dust Control Permit Application.  Be sure to attach information on 
environmental impacts and approvals or certifications related to appropriate and safe use for ground application.  Also, attach
product specification(s) and application sheet(s) or label instructions. 

Different types of soil require more intensive water use or the use of water in combination with dust suppressants, in order to
meet the requirements of Rule 310.  Brief descriptions of dust suppressants and related information can be found in “Appendix –
Additional Information on Key Topics” in the next segment of these instructions. 
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C. APPENDIX – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON KEY TOPICS 
GLOSSARY OF TERMS  (A more complete list of definitions can be found in Rule 310, Section 200) 

Caliche – Common in, and somewhat unique to, the southwestern United States is a soil component known as caliche.  Caliche is 
defined as an amorphous (non-crystalline) mass of calcium carbonate (limestone) mixed with clay.  Caliche is a general term for any 
secondary calcium carbonate (CaCO3) that forms in sediments or in voids and crevices within bedrock just below the surface in 
semiarid regions, as a result of soil-forming processes (pedogenic caliche) or ground-water evaporation (ground-water caliche).
Caliche is material left behind by the evaporation of ground water or soil moisture that is no longer present at that level, although
ground water may be present at much lower depths beneath the caliche. 

Disturbed Surface Area – A portion of the earth's surface or material placed on the earth’s surface that has been physically moved, 
uncovered, destabilized, or otherwise modified from its undisturbed native condition if the potential for the emission of fugitive dust is 
increased by the movement, destabilization, or modification.  For the purpose of Rule 310, an area is considered to be a disturbed surface 
area until the activity that caused the disturbance has been completed and the disturbed surface area has been permanently stabilized. 

Dust-Generating Operation – Any activity capable of generating fugitive dust, including but not limited to, land clearing, 
earthmoving, weed abatement by discing or blading, excavating, construction, demolition, bulk material handling, storage and/or
transporting operations, vehicle use and movement, the operation of any outdoor equipment, or unpaved parking lots.  For the 
purpose of Rule 310, landscape maintenance and playing on or maintaining a field used for non-motorized sports shall not be 
considered a dust-generating operation.  However, landscape maintenance shall not include grading, trenching, or any other 
mechanized surface disturbing activities performed to establish initial landscapes or to redesign existing landscapes. 

Fugitive Dust – The particulate matter not collected by a capture system that is entrained in the ambient air and is caused from 
human and/or natural activities, such as, but not limited to, movement of soil, vehicles, equipment, blasting, and wind.  For the
purpose of Rule 310, fugitive dust does not include particulate matter emitted directly from the exhaust of motor vehicles and other 
internal combustion engines, from portable brazing, soldering, or welding equipment, and from pile drivers, and does not include
emissions from process and combustion sources that are subject to other rules in Regulation III-Control Of Air Contaminants of the
Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations. 

APPLICABLE MARICOPA COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL REGULATIONS 
1. Rule 200 (Permit Requirements), Section 305 (Dust Control Permit) 

• Requires any dust-generating operation disturbing 0.10 acres (4,356 sq.ft.) or more to obtain a permit, 

• Applies the provisions of Rule 310 (Fugitive Dust from Dust-Generating Operations) to Dust Control permits. 

2. Rule 200 (Permit Requirements), Section 309 (Standards for Applications) 
• Gives the Control Officer authority to design permit applications that contain all the information necessary to enable 

the Control Officer to make the determination to grant or deny a permit, 
• Such applications can contain terms and conditions as the Control Officer deems necessary to assure a source's 

compliance with the requirements of the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations. 

3. Rule 310 (Fugitive Dust from Dust-Generating Operations) 
• Requires an owner and/or operator of a dust-generating operation to submit a Dust Control Plan with any Dust 

Control Permit as well as before commencing any routine dust-generating operation at a site that has obtained or 
must obtain a Title V, Non-Title V, or general permit under Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations, 
Regulation II (Permits And Fees), 

• Required from initial ground breaking through final stabilization, 

• Valid for one year from the date of issuance, 

• Re-application must be submitted at least 14 calendar days prior to the expiration date of the original permit, if 0.10 
acres (4,356 sq.ft.) or more remain disturbed at the expiration of the original permit, 

• Must describe all control measures to be implemented before, after, and while conducting any dust-generating 
operation, including during weekends, after work hours, and on holidays, 

• Maricopa County approves, disapproves, or conditionally approves a Dust Control Plan, in accordance with the 
criteria used to approve, disapprove, or conditionally approve a permit, 

• Failure to comply with the provisions of the approved Dust Control Plan and/or failure to comply with all other 
requirements of Rule 310 is deemed to be a violation of Rule 310, 

• Once approved by the Control Officer, the Dust Control Permit and Dust Control Plan must be posted on-site.

• Any person who conducts Dust-Generating operations that require a Dust Control Plan shall keep a written record of 
self-inspection on each day Dust-Generating Operations are conducted.  (Also referred to as a “Dust Control Log”) 

• Permit holder must cancel the permit when the project is complete or when the permit holder no longer has control 
over the day-to-day operations on the site.  (See pages 8-9 of the Instructions) Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – INSTRUCTIONS Page 15 of 42 

PROJECT INFORMATION SIGN 
For sites that are five acres or larger a project information sign must be posted and maintained at the main entrance to the project
where members of the public can easily view and read the sign (Rule 310, Section 308).  The sign must have a white background with
black block lettering that is at least four inches high and contain at least the following information: 

• Project name and permittee’s name; 

• Current Dust Control permit number and expiration date; 

• Name and local phone number(s) of person(s) responsible for dust control matters; and 

• Text stating:  “Dust complaints?  Call Maricopa County Air Quality Department – (Insert the accurate Maricopa County 
Air Quality Department complaint line telephone number).” 

SOIL TEXTURE AND TYPE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
According to Rule 310, Section 402.5 – Dust Control Plan Requirements for construction projects one acre or larger (except for routine
maintenance and repair done under a block permit), the soil texture that is naturally present and the texture of any soil that will be 
imported to the site must be designated.  (See Question #20) 

Soil texture is the single most important physical property of the soil.  Knowing the soil texture alone will provide information about: (1) 
water flow potential, (2) water holding capacity, and (3) suitability for many urban uses.  Soils can be divided into three basic
classifications: sands, silts, and clays.  (Caliche, commonly found in the Southwest, is basically a form of clay.  See Glossary of Terms, 
p. 14 of the Instructions for more information regarding caliche). 

There is great variation within the three basic classifications: sands, silts, and clays, but these classifications will suffice for the purpose 
of choosing appropriate dust control measures for a work site. 

Soils are visually classified by the Unified Soil Classification System on boring logs.  Grain-size analysis and Atterberg Limits Tests are 
often performed on selected samples, and the results entered onto a plasticity chart, to aid in classification.  The classification system is 
outlined in the chart on page 16 of the Instructions.  For a more detailed description of the system, including plasticity and liquid limits, 
see "The Unified Soil Classification System" ASTM Designation D2487 at http://www.astm.org/Standards/D2487.htm

Once the amount of sand, silt, and clay is known, you can give the soil a texture class name.  These names change depending on how 
much of each type of particle is in the soil.  The textural triangle (shown below) is used to determine the names of the textural classes. 

Different textural classes will require more intensive water use or the use of water in combination with dust suppressants 
(see the tables on pages 16 and 17 of the Instructions), so that visible fugitive dust emissions do not exceed 20% opacity 
in accordance with Rule 310, Section 303 – Visible Emissions requirements for Dust-Generating Operations.  Test methods 
for opacity can be found in Appendix C of the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations (see Appendix C – Fugitive 
Dust Test Methods at http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/planning_analysis/AdoptedRules.aspx ) 
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Unified Classif ication System for Soils 

Major Division Group
Symbol

Typical
Description

GW Well graded gravels, gravel-sand 
mixtures or sand-gravel-cobble mixtures Clean Gravels 

(less than 5% passes No. 200 sieve) 
GP Poorly graded gravels, gravel-sand 

mixtures, or sand-gravel-cobble mixtures 

Limits plot below "A" 
line & hatched zone 
on plasticity chart 

GM Silty gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures 

Gravels
(50% or less of course fraction 

passes No. 4 sieve) 

Gravels
With
Fines

(more than 
12% passes 

No. 200 
sieve) 

Limits plot above "A" 
line & hatched zone 
on plasticity chart 

GC Clayey gravels, gravel-sand-clay mixtures 

SW Well graded sands, gravelly sands Clean Sands 
(less than 5% passes No. 200 sieve) 

SP Poorly graded sands, gravelly sands 

Limits plot below "A" 
line & hatched zone 
on plasticity chart 

SM Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures 

Coarse-
Grained

Soils
(less than 

50% passes 
No. 200 
sieve) 

Sands
(more than 50% of course fraction 

passes No. 4 sieve) 

Sands 
With
Fines

(more than 
12% passes 

No. 200 
sieve) 

Limits plot above "A" 
line & hatched zone 
on plasticity chart 

SC Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures 

Silts Of Low Plasticity 
(liquid limit less than 50) 

ML Inorganic silts, clayey silts with slight 
plasticity Silts

(limits plot below "A" line & 
hatched zone on plasticity chart) Silts Of High Plasticity 

(liquid limit more than 50) 
MH Inorganic silts of high plasticity, silty 

soils, elastic silts 

Clays Of Low Plasticity 
(liquid limit less than 50) 

CL
Inorganic clays of low to medium 
plasticity, gravelly clays, sandy clays, silty 
clays, lean clays 

Fine-
Grained

Soils
(50% or 

more passes 
No. 200 
sieve) 

Clays
(limits plot above "A" line & 

hatched zone on plasticity chart) Clays Of High Plasticity 
(liquid limit more than 50) 

CH
Inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat 
clays, silty and sandy clays of high 
plasticity 

Note: Coarse-grained soils with between 5% & 12% passing the No. 200 sieve and fine-grained soils with limits plotting in the hatched zone on the 
plasticity chart to have dual symbol. 

SOIL TEXTURE AND TYPE MAP SUMMARY 
The soil map in Appendix F of the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations (a large printed soil map is available for 
viewing at the One Stop Shop while a smaller, downloadable version can be found at:  
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/planning_analysis/rules/docs/AppendixF-0404.pdf ) designates soil texture ratings 
within the PM10 nonattainment area.  See page 13 for more information regarding the PM10 nonattainment area in Maricopa 
County. 

Four soil texture ratings in the table below – severe, moderate, slight, and very slight – refer to a soil’s potential to create
PM10.  The table summarizes the soil map in Appendix F and designates control measures that could be used with each soil 
type.  Also, the table shows which soil texture rating relates to which group symbol used in the chart of the Unified 
Classification System for Soils previously on this page. 

The soil map in Appendix F is to be used to identify soil types for purposes of completing Question #20 of the Dust Control 
Permit Application, in lieu of submitting actual measured soil types with your Dust Control Plan.  However, the actual 
measured soil types take precedence over any mapped soils.

If any requirements stated in the Instructions or in the Dust Control Permit Application contradict recommendations of a site 
geotechnical report, attach a copy of the report to the Dust Control Plan.  The report will be incorporated as part of the Dust
Control Plan. 
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Summary of Soil Map in Appendix F of the 
Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations 

Map Color 
Designations

Soil
Texture
Ratings Soil Types

Group
Symbols Characteristics Of Soil 

Control
Measures

Red Severe
Clay

Silty Clay 
Sandy Clay 

CL
CH

 Low hydraulic conductivity 
(the rate at which water can 
flow through the soil) 

 Retains water 
 Hardens in heat of summer 
 Warms-up slower in spring 

Apply water 
Or

Apply water 
and a dust 

suppressant 

Orange Moderate

Loam
Silty Loam 
Clay Loam 
Sandy Clay 

ML
MH

 Retains more water than 
sandy soil 

 Drains well 
 Easier to work than clay 

Apply water 
Or

Apply water 
and a dust 

suppressant 

Green Slight Very Fine 
Sandy Loam 

SW
SP
SM
SC

 Retains more water than 
sandy soil 

 Drains well 
 Easier to work than clay 

Apply water 

Light Yellow Very
Slight

Fine Sand 
Coarse Sand 

GW 
GP
GM
GC

 High hydraulic conductivity 
(the rate at which water can 
flow through the soil) 

 Tends not to compact 

Apply water 

ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE  
You can reach the MCAQD Dust Compliance Division offices at 1001 North Central Avenue, Suite 400 in Phoenix, Arizona, by 
calling 602-506-6010, or on their website at www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust
Additional useful information and websites are listed below: 

• Dust Compliance main webpage:  www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/Default.aspx

• MCAQD Complaint Line for all complaints including dust related items:  602-506-6010 

• Dust Compliance resources including: 
o Sample Dust Control Logs 
o Applications
o Other Forms 
o Informational brochure 

can be found at www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/resources.aspx
• Information on current fees can be found on the MCAQD’s web site:   

www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/permit_engineering/permit_fees.aspx
• Questions concerning Asbestos NESHAP regulations should be referred to the Maricopa County’s Asbestos 

NESHAP Coordinator at 602-506-6708 or 602-506-0421.  Forms, contacts, regulations and additional information 
not covered in the application package may be obtained on the MCAQD website at 
http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/air/asbestos_neshap/Default.aspx

• Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations Rule 200 (Permit Requirements) and Rule 310 (Fugitive Dust 
from Dust-Generating Operations) which contain information regarding the requirements and work practices 
associated with this application can be found at:  
www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/planning_analysis/AdoptedRules.aspx

• Document Request Forms, in the event the permit and application are not received after the processing and mail 
period have passed:  www.maricopa.gov/materials/Document_Request/public_record_request.asp

• Assistance in completing the application may be available by calling the Training Line at 602-372-1467 or online 
at:  http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/Default.aspx
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DUST SUPPRESSANTS SUMMARY 
Dust suppressants are defined in Rule 310 as:  water, hygroscopic material, solution of water and chemical surfactant, foam, non-toxic 
chemical stabilizer or any other dust palliative, which is not prohibited for ground surface application by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) or the Arizona Department Of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) or any applicable law, rule, or regulation, as a treatment
material for reducing fugitive dust emissions. 

Dust suppressants work by either agglomerating the fine particles, adhering/binding the surface particles together, or increasing the 
density of the road surface material.  They reduce the ability of the surface particles to be lifted and suspended by either vehicle tires 
or wind and non-water suppressants do so with a minimum amount of added water and usually a longer useful life than water alone.

One important factor in evaluating dust suppressants is the long-term monetary cost versus that of water alone.  Environmental 
impacts of both methods on water quality and plant life must also be considered. 

More detail can be found on the MCAQD Dust Compliance website at:  www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/dust/resources.aspx

DUST SUPPRESSANT CATEGORIES: 
1. Water-Attracting Chemicals: Chlorides, Salts, Brine Solutions. 
2. Organic, Non-Bituminous Chemicals: Lignosulfonates, Sulphite, Liquors, Tall Oil Pitch, Pine Tar, 

Vegetable Oils, Molasses. 
3. Electro-Chemical Stabilizers: Sulphonated Petroleum, Ionic Stabilizers, Bentonite. 
4. Polymers: Polyvinyl Acrylics, Acetates. 
5. Microbiological Binders: Cryptogams, Blue-Green Algae Inoculants, Enzyme Slurries. 

DUST SUPPRESSION TECHNOLOGIES: 
In addition to categories of dust suppressants, the subject can also be divided by dust suppression technologies including the 
following: 

1. Wetting Agents: Surfactant (see below) formulations that improve the ability of water to wet and 
agglomerate fine particles. 

2. Foaming Agents: Surfactant formulations used to convert water and air into a dry, stable, small-bubbled foam 
with a consistency similar to shaving cream. 

3. Binding/Agglomerating Agents: Performs similar functions as wetting and foaming agents but 
provides a longer residual effect than water alone and thus is used when it is either impractical or uneconomical to 
control dust using just water technologies. 

4. Crusting Agents: Binding agents that are chemically similar to latex paint in that their primary active 
components are water-based latex polymers that cure to form a mechanically stable water-insoluble film. 

DUST SUPPRESSION MATERIALS: 
1. Surfactants: Surface-active agents, make water more efficient by making water “wetter”, lowering its surface 

tension allowing drops of water to spread out and contact surfaces more effectively 
2. Tackifiers: Substances used with water to hold together mulches and other dust suppressants, binding small 

particles together without forming a hard crust 
3. Flocculants: Chemicals that cause a dispersed colloidal system (such as clay) to coagulate and form flocs.  

Most flocculants are either multivalent cations such as calcium, magnesium, aluminum, or ion polymers.  High pH, 
high salinity, and high temperature can also cause clay flocculation. 

EXAMPLES FOR CORRECTLY COMPLETING PART 3 – DUST CONTROL PLAN 

 Z.1  Operations

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 

P C Pave (Choose one of the following):    Beginning of Project*  During Project*  End of Project* 
 *Must specify additional primary control measure(s) that will be in place prior to paving 

P C Limit vehicle trips to no more than 20 per day per road AND limit vehicle speeds to no more than 15 m.p.h.  In the 
space provided, l unpaved access areas/haul roads each day (including 
number of emplo ee vehicles, earthmoving equipment, haul trucks and water trucks) and a description of how vehicle 
speeds will be res

ist the maximum number of vehicle trips on the 
y
tricted to no more than 15 m.p.h.: 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable        N/A

 Z.1  Operations

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 

P C Pave (Choose one of the following):    Beginning of Project*  During Project*  End of Project* 
 *Must specify additional primary control measure(s) that will be in place prior to paving 

P C Limit vehicle trips to no more than 20 per day per road AND limit vehicle speeds to no more than 15 m.p.h.  In the 
space provided, list the maximum number of vehicle trips on the unpaved access areas/haul roads each day (including 
number of employee ve d water trucks) and a description of how vehicle 
speeds will be restricted

hicles, earthmoving equipment, haul trucks an
 to no more than 15 m.p.h.: 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable        N/A because there will not be any 
operations of this type being performed as part of this project
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This is an INCORRECT EXAMPLE.

WHY?  If a Control Measure is “not applicable” 
you must provide an explanation for why. 

This is a CORRECT EXAMPLE of a 
completed “not applicable” statement 
with a full explanation. 

EXAMPLE FOR USE OF THE “NOT APPLICABLE” OPTION 
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EXAMPLES FOR CORRECTLY COMPLETING PART 3 – DUST CONTROL PLAN (continued) 

 Z.1  Operations

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 

P C Pave (Choose one of the following):    Beginning of Project*  During Project*  End of Project* 
 *Must specify additional primary control measure(s) that will be in place prior to paving 

P C Limit vehicle trips to no more than 20 per day per road AND limit vehicle speeds to no more than 15 m.p.h.  In the 
space provided, list the ed access areas/haul roads each day (including 
number of employee v water trucks) and a description of how vehicle 
speeds will be restricted to no more than 15 m.p.h.: 

 maximum number of vehicle trips on the unpav
ehicles, earthmoving equipment, haul trucks and 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 Z.1  Operations

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 

P C Pave (Choose one of the following):    Beginning of Project*  During Project*  End of Project* 
 *Must specify additional primary control measure(s) that will be in place prior to paving 

P C Limit vehicle trips to no more than 20 per day per road AND limit vehicle speeds to no more than 15 m.p.h.  In the 
space provided, list the maximum number of vehicle trips on the unpaved access areas/haul roads each day (including 
number of employee vehicles, earthmoving equipment, haul trucks and water trucks) and a description of how vehicle 
speeds will be restricted to no more than 15 m.p.h.: 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

This is an INCORRECT EXAMPLE.

WHY?  If a Control Measure checkbox is 
blacked out it CANNOT be used. 

This is a CORRECT EXAMPLE of how to use available 
Control Measure checkboxes and avoid using non-
available Control Measure checkboxes. 

EXAMPLE FOR USE OF CHECKBOXES

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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EXAMPLES FOR CORRECTLY COMPLETING PART 3 – DUST CONTROL PLAN (continued) 

There are two main types of tables (with multiple variations) used in the “Category I.  Water” portion of Part 3 of the Application.
Following is an example of each of the main two table types and how to use each: 

CATEGORY I.  WATER, EXAMPLE 1: 

Project P
Including
hase - Staging/Parking Areas/Storage Areas 

 Landscaping Installation 
Soil

Texture
Rating Total Acre Minimum Ws Disturbed ater Available 

0 - 2 acres 375 - 750 gallons per day 

2 - 10 acres 750 - 3,500 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acr 3,500 - 35,0es 00 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay)
> 100 acres > 35,000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 225 - 400 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 400 - 2,250 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acr 2,250 - 22,5es 00 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications
> 100 acres > 22,500 ga

)
llons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres    8 acres   Number of Gallons per day       750 – 3,500 gal/day

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant   (1) 2”  Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck   (1) 2,000 gal
 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Example 1, Illustration:

1. Assume the project has a disturbed area of 8 acres for staging, storage and some parking with a severe soil rating. 

2. Begin with the second line under the headings in the table above.  This selection shows a range of 2 – 10 acres of Total 
Acres Disturbed in the Severe, Soil Texture Rating field.   

3. Following this to the Minimum Water Available column on the right gives a range of 750 – 3,500 gallons per day.  This 
means that even if an amount of water toward the lower end of the range is being used (750 gallons per day) the 
project must have the availability of water, along with the equipment to apply it, up to the highest end of the range 
(3,500 gallons per day), should conditions demand the higher application. 

4. The total water needed and its distribution must now be reflected in the quantity and size of the water supply methods 
as well as the quantity and size of the water application methods that you enter in their respective columns. 
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EXAMPLES FOR CORRECTLY COMPLETING PART 3 – DUST CONTROL PLAN (continued) 

CATEGORY I.  WATER, EXAMPLE 2: 

Project Phase - Mass Grading 
(Includes basements)Soil

Texture
Rating Minimum Water Available 

(November – February) 
Minimum Water Available 

(March – October) 

Severe (clay, 
silty clay, 

sandy clay)

5,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

10,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 

5,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

10,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres    10 acres   Number of Gallons per acre per day   10,000 gal/acre/day

Daily Minimum Water Availability    100,000 gallons per day AND 90,000 gallons for material moved
(Number of Acres Disturbed) × (Number of Gallons per acre per day) 

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant   (1) 2”  Hose   

 Water Tower   Water Truck   (2) 5,000 gal 
 Water Pond (1) 700,000 gal  Water Pull   (3) 10,000 gal
 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Example 2, Illustration:

1. Assume the project entails grading 10 acres and all 10 acres are to be graded each day for five days during the March 
thru October time period.  Additionally, 3,000 cubic yards of material are to be removed over the five days. 

2. 10 acres x 10,000 gallons per acre per day = 100,000 gallons per day for all 10 acres, AND 
3,000 cubic yards x 30 gallons per cubic yard = 90,000 gallons for the five day period 

3. Total water need for all five days = 590,000 gallons 

4. The total water needed and its distribution must now be reflected in the quantity and size of the water supply methods 
as well as the quantity and size of the water application methods that you enter in their respective columns. 

Return all applications to:  One Stop Shop 
501 N. 44th Street, Suite 200 

Phoenix, Arizona 85008 
Phone (602) 372-1071  Fax (602) 372-1078 

PART 2  
DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION FORM 

Maricopa County  
Air Quality Department  

For Office Use Only
District # Date Issued
Permit # Approved By 
Fee Paid/Acreage Cross Streets

IS MY APPLICATION COMPLETE? 

 1. Dust Control Permit Application Form:  Completely answer all questions; fill in all blanks and check boxes as 
appropriate, in both the Applicant and Project Information areas of the Form. Attach a copy of the Project Site Drawing. 

 2. Dust Control Plan:  Rule 310, Section 402 (Dust Control Plan requirements) requires the submission of a Dust Control 
Plan with your application.  You may submit Part 3 of this application after completely filling in every category or sub-
category; a primary and contingency control measure must be chosen for each or an explanation of why the category or 
sub-category is not applicable must be provided.  Alternately, you may submit your own Dust Control Plan that conforms 
to Rule 310, Section 402 describing all dust control measures to be used during the project. 

 3. Fee Payment:  Have the appropriate fee ready when submitting the completed permit application to the One Stop Shop 
referenced above, see the MCAQD website:  www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/permit_engineering/permit_fees.aspx or 
FAQ #3 in the instructions.  Fees can be paid with a check or money order when submitting the application in person or 
by mail.  When submitting the application in person the fees may also be paid with a credit card or cash. 

Applicant Information (See Instructions page 5) 

Applicant Information must be fully and accurately completed, including full legal names of entities 
and individuals (no DBA’s or trade names).  For all Applicants, appropriate registration in the State of 

Arizona will be verified with the Arizona Corporation Commission or other applicable resources 
before a permit will be issued.

1. Applicant:
Relationship to property (Check all that apply): 

 Property Owner  General/Prime Contractor  Developer  Lessee
Type of Entity: 

 Corporation  Limited Liability Company or Partnership  Sole Proprietor  Individual  Government 

Name:

Address:

City: State: Zip:

Phone: Fax:

E-Mail Address: 

Local Mailing Address (if not the same as above): 

Contractor License Number: 
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2. Is Applicant a wholly owned subsidiary of another Company?  Yes  No 
 If "Yes", please provide all requested information below.  If “No”, please proceed to Question 3: 

Parent Company (if Applicant is a wholly owned subsidiary):
Type of Entity: 

 Corporation  Limited Liability Company or Partnership  Sole Proprietor  Individual  Government 

Name:

Address:

City: State: Zip:

Phone: Fax:

State of Incorporation or Registration: 

3. Applicant President/Owner:

Name:

Address:

City: State: Zip:

Phone: Fax:

4. Property Owner/Developer, if not Applicant:
Type of Entity: 

 Corporation  Limited Liability Company or Partnership  Sole Proprietor  Individual  Government 

Name:

Address:

City: State: Zip:

Phone: Fax:

Contact Person: 

5. Dust Control Coordinator:
• At least one Dust Control Coordinator is required to be on-site at all times during primary dust-generating operations 

for any site with five acres or more of disturbed surface area subject to a permit issued by the Control Officer requiring 
control of PM10 emissions from dust-generating operations 

• List additional Dust Control Coordinators on a separate sheet of paper and include following this sheet 

Name:

Title: Company Name: 

On-Site Phone: Mobile: Fax:

E-mail Address: 

Dust Control Badge ID Number: Expiration Date: 

6. Primary Project Contact:   
• Provide a Primary Project Contact for all sites with a disturbed surface area subject to a permit issued by the Control 

Officer requiring control of PM10 emissions from dust-generating operations 
• State if the Primary Project Contact is already referenced in Question #5 above or provide all of the following: 

Name:

Title: Company Name: 

On-Site Phone: Mobile: Fax:

E-mail Address: 
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7. Certification by a Responsible Official of the Applicant: 
A Responsible Official of the Applicant is the person who will be contacted or named in any enforcement 
action initiated by the Maricopa County Air Quality Department or the Maricopa County Attorney’s Office.  
Pursuant to Rule 310, Section 401.3, the signature on the Dust Control Permit Application shall constitute 
agreement to accept responsibility for meeting the conditions of the Dust Control Permit and for ensuring 
that control measures are implemented throughout the project site and during the duration of the project. 

Arizona Revised Statute § 13-2704 makes it a criminal offense to knowingly make a false material statement 
to a public servant in connection with an application for any benefit, privilege, or license. 

I hereby certify that, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and information in 
the Dust Control Permit Application, including Applicant Information, Project Information, and the Dust Control Plan, are 
true, accurate, and complete. 

Signature:

Printed Name: Title:

8. Application completed by (if other than Signatory):

Signature:

Printed Name: Title

Phone: Fax:

E-mail Address: 

Project Information (See Instructions page 6) 

9. Name of Project:
10. Project Location: (If address is not available, complete Other Location information as fully as possible)

Address:

City: State: AZ Zip:

Nearest Major Cross Street North/South:

Nearest Major Cross Street East/West:

Is this location:  Unincorporated Area (County)  Incorporated Area (City)

Other Location information: (If address is not available provide all information possible below)

County Assessor’s Parcel Number(s):

Master Plan Community Number(s):

Geographic Coordinates:

11. Project Location by Township (N or S), Range (E or W), Section (1-36):

Township: Range: Section:

12. Brief Project Description: 

13. Will a basement or underground parking be excavated?  Yes  No

14. Will building occur on a pre-existing pad/prepared pad?  Yes  No

15. Size of Project:

Estimated acres to be graded:

Estimated cubic yards of Bulk Material to be moved within the boundaries of the project:

Estimated cubic yards of import Bulk Material:

Estimated cubic yards of export Bulk Material:
Total acres that will be disturbed throughout the duration of this Permit, including staging areas, stockpiles, access and haul roads, 
parking, driveways, as well as temporary storage yards:
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16. Project Site Drawing:  
(NOTE:  A Dust Control Permit will not be issued unless a drawing is submitted)

Attach a separate page (8½” × 11”) with a drawing showing all of the following elements:

• Entire project site boundaries 
• Area to be disturbed with linear dimensions

(including staging areas, stockpiles, access and haul roads, parking, driveways, and storage) 
• Nearest main crossroads 
• North arrow 
• Access Point(s) – Planned exit locations onto paved areas accessible to the public

Example (simplified, not to scale): 

17. Is this a Re-application?  Yes Previous Permit #

 No
A permit is valid for 1 year after the date of approval.  The re-application process may take up to 14 calendar days for 
review and processing (not including time for postal delivery) and must be approved prior to the expiration of the 
old permit.  You must re-apply for a permit more than 14 calendar days before the original permit expires.

18. Estimated Project Start Date (month/day/year).  If this is a re-application, list the original project start date:

19. Estimated Project Completion Date (month/day/year), the date may be beyond the one year duration of the 
permit:

20. List Soil Designations from Appendix F in Maricopa County Air Pollution Control 
Regulations or, if attaching a copy of the site geotechnical report, check here  

For construction projects one acre or larger, except for routine maintenance and repair done under a block permit, designate 
in the table below which soil texture is naturally present on the work site and which soil texture will be imported onto the 
work site (if applicable).  If the soil on the work site has been tested, then you should rely on the test results to complete the
table and you should attach a copy of the site soil report (boring logs) to this application.  If the soil on the work site has not 
been tested, then use Appendix F in the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations to complete the table below.

Texture of soil naturally present on work site Texture of soil to be imported onto work site 

100’

150’

Project
Boundary 

North

Nearest Main 
Crossroads

Access Point(s) 
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21. Asbestos NESHAP Notification requirements:  (answer all subparts of Question 21 below)

SEPARATE notification and fee for demolition/renovation 
activities may be required.

Questions concerning the Asbestos NESHAP regulation should be referred to the Maricopa County’s Asbestos NESHAP 
Coordinator at 602-506-6708 or 602-506-0421.  Forms, contacts, regulations and additional information not covered below 
may be obtained at:  http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/compliance/air/asbestos_neshap/Default.aspx

Be advised that Maricopa County has been delegated regulatory jurisdiction for all regulated facilities within the boundaries 
of Maricopa County, including within all city boundaries contained in the county.  All regulated facilities scheduled for 
demolition or renovation (defined below) must be inspected by a currently certified Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response 
Act (AHERA) Building Inspector.  There is no waiver of this requirement based on the age of the facility.  The inspection 
must be performed within the 12 months preceding commencement of demolition or renovation activity.  

Demolition:  The wrecking or taking out of any load-supporting structural member of a facility together with any related 
handling operations or the intentional burning of a facility.

Renovation: Altering a facility or one or more facility components in any way, including the stripping or removal of Regulated 
Asbestos Containing Material (RACM) from a facility component.

21a. Does the Project include demolition or renovation?  Yes  No 
 If "Yes", provide all requested information for Questions 21b to 21d.  If “No”, proceed to Part 3:

21b. Description of demolition/renovation activities: 

21c. Has the property ever been used as a ranch, farm, business or any other commercial or 
industrial purpose?  Yes  No

21d. Is there a guesthouse, more than one livable structure on the property, or is work being 
done in conjunction with another property in the area?  Yes  No
If "Yes" to either Question 21c or 21d then skip Question 21e and provide all requested information for Questions 21f to 
21l as the residential property exemption does not apply, 
If “No” to both Question 21c and 21d, continue and answer Question 21e:

21e. Is this a residential property?  Yes  No 
 If "Yes", proceed to Part 3.  If “No”, provide all requested information for Questions 21f to 21l:

21f. Description of each structure: 

21g. Has an asbestos inspection been conducted by an AHERA Certified Building Inspector 
within the last 12 months before the time of scheduled activities?  Yes  No 

 If "Yes", provide requested information for Question 21h.  If “No”, proceed to Question 21i:

21h. Date of AHERA inspection:
21i. Has a 10-Day NESHAP Notification been submitted?  Yes  No 
 If "Yes", provide all requested information for Questions 21j to 21l.
 If “No”, you need to file the appropriate form(s), therefore, check online or call the Coordinator as 

referenced above.

21j. 10-Day NESHAP Notification submittal date (Attach a copy):

21k. 10-Day NESHAP Notification number:  ASB0
21l. 10-Day NESHAP Notification submitted by:  (provide name of the contractor, individual, etc.)

For Central Office Use Only 
Demolition Notification number on file: Approved by: 

Renovation Notification number on file: Date approved: 

Scheduled days of operation: Date contacted: 

Follow up: Phone approval: 

Date contacted: 
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Return all applications to:  One Stop Shop 
501 N. 44th Street, Suite 200 

Phoenix, Arizona 85008 
Phone (602) 372-1071  Fax (602) 372-1078 

PART 3 
DUST CONTROL PERMIT APPLICATION DUST CONTROL PLAN 

Maricopa County  
Air Quality Department  

DUST CONTROL PLAN 
(See Instructions pages 8-13, 19-22)

The following 13 pages will become the dust control plan that will be followed for the 
project named in this permit.  Once fully completed and approved this Dust Control Plan 
must be posted on-site with the Dust Control Permit and supplied to all contractors and 

subcontractors. 

Primary (“P”) and Contingency (“C”) Control Measures:
Every category and/or sub-category requires at least one Primary control measure (“P”) and 
at least one Contingency control measure (“C”).  A contingency control measure is the back-

up or secondary action(s) that needs to immediately be implemented when the primary 
control measure(s) fails to adequately control dust emissions at the named project.  

To indicate your choice, mark the box next to the appropriate letter (“P” or “C”) in front of 
each control measure(s) that you have chosen.  Do this for both primary and contingency 

control measures in every category and/or sub-category. 

Categories and/or sub-categories that are not applicable:
When a category and/or sub-category does not apply to the named project this must be 

acknowledged by completely filling out the final entry in the category and/or sub-category.  
An explanation must be supplied for WHY the category and/or sub-category is not 

applicable.  This is in addition to simply writing “NA” or “not applicable”. 

When completing the following Dust Control Plan, use the Instructions on pages 8-13 and 19-22 to help you select dust control 
measures and keep in mind the following: 

• Every category and/or sub-category requires at least one “P” (Primary) and at least one “C” (Contingency).

• Categories and/or sub-categories of dust-generating operations C1, C3, D1, E1, F, and G, in the following Dust Control Plan, 
have primary control measures, “P”, required by Rule 310.  You will need to choose a contingency measure, “C”, for these 
dust-generating operations if they are applicable to your project. 

• Where  has replaced a "P", the dust control measure CANNOT be used as a primary control measure; this measure may 
only be considered a contingency control measure when selected. 

• Where  has replaced a "C", the dust control measure CANNOT be used as a contingency control measure and is required 
to be used as a primary control measure whenever that category and/or sub-category applies to a project. 

• Where "Other" is listed without reference to opacity or surface stabilization standard(s) and is selected as a primary control
measure, then the description must meet the criteria in the instructions on page 8 for “Unlisted Dust Control Measures.” 

• If a category and/or sub-category does not apply to the project named in this application the last item in that category 
and/or sub-category must be fully completed.  An explanation of why it is not applicable is required. 

After your Dust Control Permit Application has been approved, you must post
your Dust Control Permit along with this Dust Control Plan on-site, as 

required by Rule 310, Section 409. 
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Category A.  Vehicles/Motorized Equipment 
(See Instructions page 10) 

 A.1  Unpaved Staging Areas, Unpaved Parking Areas, and Unpaved Material 
Storage Areas

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 

P C Pave (Choose one of the following):    Beginning of Project*  During Project*  End of Project* 
 *Must specify additional primary control measure(s) that will be in place prior to paving 

P C Apply and maintain gravel, recycled asphalt, or other suitable material 

P C Apply and maintain dust suppressant(s), other than water (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than 
water” on p. 42)

P C Limit vehicle trips to no more than 20 per day per road AND limit vehicle speeds to no more than 15 m.p.h.  In the space 
provided; 1) list the maximum number of vehicle trips on the unpaved parking/staging/material storage areas each day 
(including number of employee vehicles, earthmoving equipment, haul trucks and water trucks), 2) provide a description 
of how vehicle speeds will be restricted to no more than 15 m.p.h., and 3) specify which area(s) this will apply to: 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 A.2  Unpaved Access Areas/Haul Roads

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 

P C Pave (Choose one of the following):    Beginning of Project*  During Project*  End of Project* 
 *Must specify additional primary control measure(s) that will be in place prior to paving 

P C Apply and maintain surface gravel, recycled asphalt, or other suitable material 

P C Apply and maintain dust suppressant(s), other than water (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than 
water” on p. 42) 

P C Limit vehicle trips to no more than 20 per day per road AND limit vehicle speeds to no more than 15 m.p.h.  In the space 
provided; 1) list the maximum number of vehicle trips on the unpaved parking/staging/material storage areas each day 
(including number of employee vehicles, earthmoving equipment, haul trucks and water trucks), 2) provide a description 
of how vehicle speeds will be restricted to no more than 15 m.p.h., and 3) specify which road(s) this will apply to: 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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Category B.  Disturbed Surface Areas 
(See Instructions page 10)

 B.1  Before Active Operations occur

P C Pre-water site to the depth of cuts (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41)

P C Phase work to reduce the amount of disturbed surface area at any one time.  Attach a map delineating the phases and 
their extent 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 B.2  During Active Operations

P C Apply water or other suitable dust suppressant(s) other than water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or 
Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42) 

P C Apply water to maintain a soil moisture content at a minimum of 12% or at least 70% of the optimum soil moisture 
content for areas that have an optimum moisture content for compaction of less than 12% (Fill out Category I, 
“Water” on pp. 37-41) 

P C In conjunction with one of the above listed measures construct fences or three-foot to five-foot high wind barriers with 
50% or less porosity adjacent to roadways or urban areas to reduce the amount of windblown material leaving the site 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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 B.3  Stabilization for any inactive period, of any length, 24 hours per day, seven 
days per week including weekends, after work hours, and holidays

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 
Disturbed Surface Areas:  Three times per day, increased to a minimum of four times per day if there is evidence of 

wind-blown dust 
Open Storage Piles (temporarily disturbed):  At least twice per hour in a PM10 nonattainment area, at least once per 

hour in a PM10 attainment area 

P C Apply and maintain surface gravel or dust suppressant(s) other than water (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants 
other than water” on p. 42)

P C Cover open storage piles with tarps, plastic or other materials such that wind will not remove the covering(s)

P C Establish vegetative ground cover (landscaping)

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 B.4  Permanent Stabilization of Disturbed Surface Areas required within ten days 
following the completion of the Dust-Generating Operation if finished for a 
period of 30 days or longer

P C Pave (Choose one of the following):    Beginning of Project*  During Project*  End of Project*
*Must specify additional primary control measure(s) that will be in place prior to paving

P C Apply and maintain gravel, recycled asphalt, or other suitable material

P C Apply and maintain dust suppressant(s) other than water (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than 
water” on p. 42)

P C Establish vegetative ground cover (landscaping)

P C Implement above control measures and restrict vehicle access to the area

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) and prevent access/trespass by:   
(Check all of the following that apply)

 ditches  fences  berms  shrubs  trees  other

P C Restore area such that the vegetative ground cover and soil characteristics are similar to adjacent or nearby undisturbed 
native conditions (desert xeriscaping)

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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Category C.  Bulk Material Handling 
(See Instructions page 11)

 C.1  Off-Site Hauling onto Paved Areas Accessible to the Public

P Required:  Install, maintain, and use a suitable trackout control device that controls and prevents trackout and/or 
removes particulate matter from tires and the exterior surfaces of haul trucks and/or motor vehicles that traverse the site 

P Required when a cargo compartment is loaded:  cover haul trucks with a tarp or other suitable closure AND load 
all haul trucks such that the freeboard is not less than 3 inches AND load all haul trucks such that at no time shall the 
highest point of the bulk material be higher than the sides, front, and back of the cargo container area AND prevent 
spillage or loss of bulk material from holes or other openings in the cargo compartment  

P Required when a cargo compartment is empty:  cover haul trucks with a tarp or other suitable closure OR clean 
the interior of the cargo compartment before leaving the site 

NOTE:  The following options CANNOT be considered for a primary control measure. 

C Apply water to the top of the load (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41) 

C Apply dust suppressant(s) other than water to the top of the load (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other 
than water” on p. 42)

C Cease operations 

C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 C.2  Hauling/Transporting within the Boundaries of the Work Site but not 
crossing a Paved Area Accessible to the Public

P C Limit vehicle speed to 15 m.p.h. or less while traveling on the work site such that visible emissions coming-off the load do 
not exceed 20% opacity 

P C Apply water to the top of the load (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41)

P C Apply dust suppressant(s) other than water to the top of the load (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other 
than water” on p. 42)

P C Cover haul trucks with a tarp or other suitable closure 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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 C.3  Hauling/Transporting within the Boundaries of the Work Site and crossing
and/or accessing a Paved Area accessible to the Public

P Required:  Load all haul trucks such that the freeboard is not less than 3 inches AND load all haul trucks such that at no 
time shall the highest point of the bulk material be higher than the sides, front, and back of the cargo container area 
AND prevent spillage or loss of bulk material from holes or other openings in the cargo compartment AND install
suitable trackout control device 

NOTE:  The following options CANNOT be considered for a primary control measure. 

C Cease operations 

C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 C.4  Bulk Material Stacking, Loading, and Unloading Operations

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41)

P C Apply dust suppressant(s) other than water (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42) 

NOTE:  These following options CANNOT be considered for a primary control measure. 

C Cease operations 

C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 C.5  Open Storage Piles

P C Prior to and/or while conducting stacking, loading, and unloading operations spray material with water or a dust 
suppressant other than water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or Category J, “Dust Suppressants 
other than water” on p. 42)

P C When not conducting stacking, loading, and unloading operations cover open storage piles with tarps, plastic, or other 
material, 
OR
Apply water to maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 12% or maintain at least 70% of the optimum soil 
moisture content, for areas that have an optimum moisture content for compaction of less than 12% (Fill out Category 
I, “Water” on pp. 37-41), 
OR
Maintain a soil crust, 
OR
In conjunction with the two measures above, construct and maintain wind barriers, storage silos, or a three-sided 
enclosure with walls, whose length is no less than equal to the pile length, whose distance from the pile is no more 
than twice the height of the pile, whose height is equal to the pile height, and whose porosity is no more than 50% 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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Category D.  Trackout, Carry-out, Spillage, and Erosion 
(See Instructions page 11)

 D.1  Trackout Control Device

A trackout control device must be installed if a work site has 2 acres or 
more of disturbed surface area or if a work site has 100 cubic yards of 
bulk material hauled on-site or off-site per day. 

P Required:  Install at all exits to a paved area accessible to the public at least one of the following:  
(Choose all that apply) 

 gravel pad  grizzly or rumble grate  wheel wash system  paved area 

C Cease operations, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure. 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 D.2  Cleaning

Trackout/carry-out must be cleaned up immediately if trackout/carry-out 
extends a cumulative distance of 25 linear feet or more along a paved area 
accessible to the public including curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. 

All other trackout/carry-out must be cleaned up no later than the end of the 
workday (End of Work Day is the end of a working period that may include 
one or more work shifts.  If working 24 hours a day, the end of a working 
period shall be considered no later than 8:00 p.m.). 

P C Operate a street sweeper or wet broom with sufficient water and at the manufacturer’s recommended speed (e.g. kick 
broom, steel bristle broom, Teflon broom, vacuum) 

P C Manually sweep-up deposits 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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Category E.  Weed Abatement by Discing or Blading 
(See Instructions page 12)

 E.1  Disturbance Operations

P Required:  Pre-water site AND apply water during weed abatement by discing or blading (Fill out Category I, 
“Water” on pp. 37-41) 

NOTE:  The following options CANNOT be considered for a primary control measure. 

C Cease operations 

C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

 E.2  Stabilization

P C Pave immediately following weed abatement 

P C Apply gravel 

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41)

P C Apply dust suppressant(s) other than water (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42)

P C Establish vegetative ground cover (landscaping) 

P C Other:   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

Category F.  Blasting Operations 
(See Instructions page 12)

P Required:  Discontinue blasting, if wind gusts above 25 m.p.h., 
AND

 Required:  Pre-water AND maintain surface soils in a stabilized condition where support equipment and vehicles will 
operate (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41)

P C Apply water (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41)

P C Apply and maintain dust suppressant(s) other than water (Fill out Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than 
water” on p. 42)

C Other, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure.   

Or, explain why this category and its control measures are not applicable   
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Category G.  Demolition Activities 
(See Instructions page 12)

P  Required:  Apply water or water in combination with dust suppressant(s) to demolition debris immediately following 
demolition activity (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than 
water” on p. 42), 

  AND
  Required:  Apply water or water in combination with dust suppressant(s) to all surrounding areas and to all disturbed 

soil surfaces immediately following demolition activity (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or Category J, 
“Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42)

NOTE:  The following options CANNOT be considered for a primary control measure. 

C Thoroughly clean debris from paved and other surfaces following demolition activity

C Other:   

Or, explain why this category and its control measures are not applicable   

Category H.  Wind Event 
(See Instructions page 13)

 H.1  During Active Operation

P C Cease dust-generating operation for the duration of the wind event when the 60-minute average wind speed is greater 
than 25 m.p.h. and stabilize work area if dust-generating operation is ceased for the remainder of the work day 

P C Apply water or other suitable dust suppressant at least twice per hour (once per hour if outside the nonattainment area) 
(Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42)

P C Apply water to maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 12%, as determined by ASTM Method D2216-05 or other 
equivalent method as approved by the Control Officer and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (Fill 
out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41)

P C Maintain at least 70% of the optimum soil moisture content for areas that have an optimum moisture content for 
compaction of less than 12%, as determined by ASTM Method D1557-02e1, or other equivalent method as approved by 
the Control Officer or the Administrator Of The Environmental Protection Agency (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 
37-41)

P C Apply water or other suitable dust suppressant(s) at least twice (once if outside the nonattainment area) per hour and 
construct fences or three-foot to five-foot high wind barriers with 50% or less porosity adjacent to roadways or urban 
areas to reduce the amount of windblown material leaving the site (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or 
Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42) 

C Other, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure.   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   
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 H.2  Temporary Disturbed Surface Areas after work hours, weekends, holidays
and any other inactive periods 24 hours per day, seven days per week

P C Apply and maintain surface gravel or dust suppressant(s) (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or Category J, 
“Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42) 

P C Apply water or water in combination with dust suppressant(s) to all disturbed surface areas three times per day.  If there 
is evidence of windblown dust, increase watering frequency to a minimum of four times per day. (Fill out Category I, 
“Water” on pp. 37-41 or Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42)

P C Apply water or water in combination with dust suppressant(s) on open storage piles at least twice per hour (once per 
hour if outside the nonattainment area) to maintain a visible crust (Fill out Category I, “Water” on pp. 37-41 or 
Category J, “Dust Suppressants other than water” on p. 42) 

P C Cover open storage piles with tarps, plastic, or other material such that wind will not remove the coverings 

C Other, NOTE:  This option CANNOT be considered a primary control measure.   

Or, explain why this sub-category and its control measures are not applicable   

Category I.  Water 
(See Instructions page 13)

For each of the different project phases, indicate how the water is to be stored on or supplied to the project site in the “Supply” column, 
specifying the quantity and size of the supply method (e.g. (2) 3,000 gallon water towers).  Also designate how the water will be applied to 
control dust-generation throughout the project lifetime in the “Application” column, stating the quantity and size of the application method 
(e.g. 1 fire hose, (3) 1,000 gal. water trucks).  Minimum water availability means water supply in conjunction with the water application 
system.  

Soil Rating: Severe Moderate
(See Appendix F of the Maricopa County Air Pollution Control Regulations as well as the Instructions, pages 13 and 15-17) 

Project Phase - Site Clearing/Removal of 
Vegetation/Debris/Demolition 

Soil
Texture
Rating Total Acres Disturbed Minimum Water Available 

0 - 2 acres 500 - 1,000 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 1,000 - 5,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 5,000 - 50,000 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay)
> 100 acres > 50, 000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 300 - 600 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 600 - 3,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 3,000 - 30,000 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 
> 100 acres > 30,000 gallons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per day   

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    
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Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – DUST CONTROL PLAN Page 38 of 42 

Project Phase - Mass Grading 
(Includes basements)

Soil
Texture
Rating Minimum Water Available 

(November – February) 
Minimum Water Available 

(March – October) 

Severe
(clay, silty clay, 

sandy clay)

5,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

10,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications)

5,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

10,000 gallons per acre per day 
and

30 gallons per cubic yard of material moved 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per acre per day   

Daily Minimum Water Availability   
(Number of Acres Disturbed) × (Number of Gallons per acre per day) 

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Project Phase - Underground Utilities Soil
Texture
Rating Total Acres Disturbed Minimum Water Available 

0 - 2 acres 500 - 1,000 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 1,000 - 5,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 5,000 - 50,000 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay) > 100 acres > 50, 000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 300 - 600 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 600 - 3,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 3,000 - 30,000 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 
> 100 acres > 30,000 gallons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per day   

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – DUST CONTROL PLAN Page 39 of 42 

Project Phase - Unpaved Access Areas/Haul Roads Soil
Texture
Rating Total Acres Disturbed Minimum Water Available 

0 - 2 acres 375 - 750 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 750 - 3,500 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 3,500 - 35,000 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay) > 100 acres > 35,000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 225 - 400 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 400 - 2,250 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 2,250 - 22,500 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 
> 100 acres > 22,500 gallons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per day   

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Project Phase - Vertical/Paved 
(This pertains to Dust Control during the vertical phase of the project) 

Soil
Texture
Rating Total Acres Disturbed Minimum Water Available 

0 - 2 acres 250 - 500 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 500 - 2,500 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 2,500 - 25,000 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay) > 100 acres > 25,000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 150 - 300 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 300 - 1,500 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 1,500 - 15,000 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 
> 100 acres > 15,000 gallons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per day   

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    
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Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – DUST CONTROL PLAN Page 40 of 42 

Project Phase - Staging/Parking Areas/Storage Areas 
Including Landscaping Installation 

Soil
Texture
Rating Total Acres Disturbed Minimum Water Available 

0 - 2 acres 375 - 750 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 750 - 3,500 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 3,500 - 35,000 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay) > 100 acres > 35,000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 225 - 400 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 400 - 2,250 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 2,250 - 22,500 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 
> 100 acres > 22,500 gallons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per day   

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Project Phase - Structure Excavation 
(Includes stem walls, footings, culverts, abutments, caissons)

Soil
Texture
Rating Total Acres Disturbed Minimum Water Available 

0 - 2 acres 500 - 1,000 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 1,000 - 5,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 5,000 - 50,000 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay) > 100 acres > 50, 000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 300 - 600 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 600 - 3,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 3,000 - 30,000 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 
> 100 acres > 30,000 gallons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per day   

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Maricopa County Dust Control Permit Application Package – DUST CONTROL PLAN Page 41 of 42 

Project Phase - Fine Grading Soil
Texture
Rating Total Acres Disturbed Minimum Water Available 

0 - 2 acres 500 - 1,000 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 1,000 - 5,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 5,000 - 50,000 gallons per day 

Severe
(clay, silty 
clay, sandy 

clay) > 100 acres > 50, 000 gallons per day 
0 - 2 acres 300 - 600 gallons per day 
2 - 10 acres 600 - 3,000 gallons per day 

10 - 100 acres 3,000 - 30,000 gallons per day 

Moderate
(all other 

classifications) 
> 100 acres > 30,000 gallons per day 

Average Daily Disturbance in Acres     Number of Gallons per day   

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    

Import/Export Operations
Number of Yards Involved in this Phase     Number of Days for Operation   

Number of Yards Imported/Exported × 30 gallons of water per yard =   (Total Gallons required) 

Total Gallons required divided by number of days =  

Supply Quantity and Size Application  Quantity and Size

 Metered Hydrant    Hose   

 Water Tower    Water Truck 

 Water Pond    Water Pull 

 Off-Site    Water Buffalo 

 Other  Other    
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APPENDIX 4-3

OPERATING AGREEMENT 

Appendix 4-3, Operating Agreement, contains the Operating Agreement committing FHWA, USACE, 
and ADOT to integrating NEPA and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act into the transportation 
planning, decision-making, and implementation process of the project. The completion of this operating 
agreement is required as a component of a  coordinated environmental review process to improve inter-
agency communications, protect Waters and wetlands, expedite construction of necessary projects, and 
enable more projects to proceed on budget and schedule. 

OPERATING AGREEMENT 

The Integration Process Relative to the 
National Environmental Policy Act and 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

For projects involving: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Arizona Area Office 
Arizona Division of the Federal Highway Administration 

Arizona Department of Transportation

I. APPLICABILITY 

A. This Operating Agreement (OA) applies to transportation projects that are both a 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) action under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and require a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(COE) individual permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). This 
OA is limited to issues pertaining to Waters of the United States (Waters),
including wetlands. 

B. Participation in this OA does not imply endorsement of all aspects of a 
transportation plan or project. Nothing in this OA or its Appendix is intended to 
diminish, modify, or otherwise affect the statutory or regulatory authorities of the 
participating agencies. 

C. This OA is contingent upon the dedication of an employee located at the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Arizona Office, funded by either the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) or the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), 
and working solely on Arizona transportation projects.  In the event that a 
dedicated employee funded by either the FHWA and/or the ADOT is not located 
in the COE Office, this OA will become null and void. 

II. BACKGROUND 

In a May 1, 1992 agreement, the Department of Transportation, the Department of Army
(Civil Works), and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted as agency 
policy (1) improved interagency coordination, and (2) integration of NEPA and the CWA
Section 404 procedures.

Section 1309 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) calls for a 
coordinated environmental review process to expedite federal highway projects.  In July 
1999, a National Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Departments of 
Transportation, Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, Army (Civil Works); the EPA; and the 
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Operating Agreement
Page 2 of 7 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, was executed to support this environmental 
streamlining process. This MOU implements these policies and agreements as they relate 
to CWA Section 404 Individual Permits. 

III. NEPA-SECTION 404 INTEGRATION 

The signatories to this OA commit to integrating NEPA and Section 404 of the CWA in 
the transportation planning, decision-making, and implementation process. The 
signatories are committed to ensuring the earliest possible consideration of the potential 
social, economic, and environmental effects of the proposed transportation action as they 
relate to Waters, including wetlands, and associated endangered, threatened, and sensitive 
plant and animal species. 

Whenever avoidance of Waters, including wetlands is not practicable, minimization of 
impacts will be achieved, and unavoidable impacts will be mitigated to the extent 
reasonable and practicable. The signatories will integrate compliance with the Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines, with compliance with NEPA. 

IV. ANTICIPATED BENEFITS OF THE PROCESS 

The process embodied in this OA will: 

1. Improve cooperation and efficiency of inter-agency operations, thereby better 
serving the public, 

2. Protect and enhance the Waters, including wetlands which will benefit the 
region’s aquatic ecosystems and the public interest, 

3. Expedite construction of necessary transportation projects, with benefits to safety, 
mobility, and the economy at large, and 

4. Enable more transportation projects to proceed on budget and on schedule. 

V. IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES  

 The implementation procedures are outlined in the attached Appendix. 

VI.  PARTICIPATION 

If any Signatory Agency chooses not to participate in this NEPA – 404 Merger process 
for a particular project, at any time during the project, they will notify ADOT in writing. 
This does not mean that they will abdicate their involvement if there are scope changes or 
other reasons for their involvement at a later date.  However, if they chose to participate 
in later stages during the project, they agree not to revisit earlier stages of the project.

Operating Agreement
Page 3 of 7 

VII. MONITORING / EVALUATING IMPLEMENTATION OF OA 

The signatory agencies will monitor the success of this OA process and modify it as 
necessary to improve it.  

VIII. AGENCY ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES  

The roles of the agencies are outlined in the attached Appendix.  

IX. MODIFICATION / TERMINATION 

This OA may be modified upon approval of all signatories.  One or more signatories may 
propose modification.  Proposals for modification will be circulated to all signatories for 
a 30-calendar day review.  Approval of such proposals will be indicated by written 
acceptance. A signatory may terminate participation in this agreement upon written 
notice to all other signatories. 
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Operating Agreement
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OPERATING AGREEMENT 
 

APPENDIX

NEPA – Section 404 Individual Permit Process* 

 
 

I. The Environmental & Enhancement Group (EEG) of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) will contact the employee (hereby known as “Liaison”) 
dedicated to working solely on transportation projects for the Arizona Department of 
Transportation at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Office (COE), and inform the 
Liaison that a proposed transportation project will require an Individual Permit. This 
contact may be via phone, email, or written communication.

II. The EEG will invite the COE Liaison to be a cooperating agency for the proposed 
transportation project in a written letter with a copy to the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA). The invitation letter will include the scope of the proposed 
project, project location, project team members, any known information regarding project 
design and the construction schedule, and any known project team meetings, contact lists 
or document distribution lists. The COE Liaison will provide a written response 
accepting or rejecting the invitation. The FHWA will be the lead federal agency with the 
responsibility to comply with NEPA and other federal legal requirements for all proposed 
transportation related activities that will utilize Federal aid funds. 

III. The EEG will provide the Liaison with a proposed Jurisdictional Delineation 
(Delineation) of the project area. The Liaison will review the proposed Delineation, and 
determine if it is complete. If it is incomplete, the Liaison will inform the EEG of missing
and/or incomplete information, and EEG will ensure the missing and/or incomplete
information is transmitted to the Liaison.  If the delineation is complete, the Liaison will 
review the proposed delineation, and either revise the Jurisdictional Delineation and 
approve, or approve as proposed. (See attached document “Requirements for Obtaining a 
Section 404 Clean Water Act Delineation.”) . 

IV. The EEG will provide the Liaison with the proposed transportation project’s statement of 
Purpose and Need.  Preparation of the Purpose and Need will be done in coordination 
with FHWA.  The Liaison will review and provide written comments back to the EEG.

V. The EEG will provide the Liaison with the proposed transportation project’s Alternative 
Analysis, including the No Action alternative.  Preparation of the Alternatives Analysis 
will be done in coordination with FHWA. The Liaison will review the Alternative 
Analysis for compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines and return comments on the 
analysis to EEG. The Liaison will provide written approval of the Alternatives Analysis 
if there are no comments.  In the event that the Liaison returns comments to EEG without 
approval, EEG will work with the Liaison until the Alternatives Analysis is approved by 
the Liaison.
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VI. EEG will provide the Liaison with a draft copy of the environmental document being 
prepared for the proposed project for review and comment.  The Liaison’s review will 
occur concurrently with FHWA’s review.  The Liaison will return any comments on the 
environmental document in writing to EEG. 

VII. In the event that complete avoidance of Section 404 jurisdictional waters is not possible, 
EEG will provide the Liaison with a Mitigation Proposal to offset the proposed loss of 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  The Liaison will review the proposal, and either 
return comments to EEG, or provide approval.  In the event that comments are provided 
back to EEG without approval, EEG will take into consideration the comments provided 
by the Liaison, and will work with the Liaison until the proposal is approved by the 
Liaison.

VIII. The EEG will provide the Liaison with the Individual Permit package application. The 
Liaison will determine if the application is complete. If incomplete, the Liaison will 
inform EEG of missing and/or incomplete information, and EEG will ensure that missing 
and/or incomplete information is transmitted to the Liaison.  If the application is 
complete, the Liaison will begin processing the application package.  Concurrent with the 
Individual Permit, EEG will provide the Liaison with the COE’s EA 404 (b)(1) 
Evaluation, in draft form.  The Liaison will begin working on the COE EA, and work 
with EEG on any missing and or incomplete information necessary for the finalization of 
the draft EA.  (See attached “List of Information Required for Complete Application.”) 

IX. The Liaison will issue the COE’s Public Notice after determining the Individual Permit 
application is complete. In accordance with COE regulations, the Public Notice will last 
30 calendar days. 

X. In the event that other agencies or the public submit comments on the Public Notice, the 
Liaison will collect these comments and transmit these to EEG for review and response. 
The EEG will provide written response to these comments and return these to the 
Liaison. The Liaison, in coordination and cooperation with EEG, will resolve and finalize 
any comments. 

XI. The Liaison will finalize the Mitigation Proposal, if not finalized before this point, and 
ensure that any agreements reached in the proposal become Special Conditions in the 
Individual Permit. 

XII. The Liaison will finalize the draft copy of the COE’s EA. 

XIII. The Liaison will transmit two (2) copies of the draft Individual Permit, and one (1) copy 
of the draft EA to the COE Chief, Arizona Area Office, for review and signature.  Once 
reviewed and signed, the COE Chief, Arizona Area Office will forward the Individual 
Permit (2 copies) and EA (1 copy) to the COE’s Branch Chief in Los Angeles for review 
and signature. Once signed, the Branch Chief will send 2 signed draft Individual Permits  
to the ADOT District responsible for the project for review and signature by the ADOT 

Operating Agreement
Page 7 of 7 

District Engineer. The ADOT District Engineer will send the signed copies back to the 
Branch Chief in Los Angeles, where the Branch Chief will finalize the permits via final 
signature, unless the Branch Chief assigns this task to the Arizona Section Chief. The 
Branch Chief will send one (1) final Individual Permit to the ADOT District Engineer, 
and one (1) approved Individual Permit to the COE Chief, Arizona Area Office for the 
project file. 

XIV. The ADOT District engineer will notify the Liaison seven (7) calendar days before the 
commencement of construction with the estimated construction period, name of 
contractor(s), and sign the postcard.  Likewise, the ADOT District Engineer will notify 
the Liaison once construction is complete, via postcard.  [See attached “Department of 
the Army Permit” (Notification of Commencement and Completion of Work).] 

*  Process is documented in typical order of occurrence.  For projects in which atypical 
situations arise (i.e., change in project scope, change in project design, etc.), order may vary 
and process will adjust accordingly. 
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APPENDIX 4-4

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 

Appendix 4-4, Programmatic Agreement, presents the final Programmatic Agreement that will guide the 
Section 106 process in the determination of project effects as they become known through the course of 
the project. Implementation of the Programmatic Agreement assists to ensure resources and their proper 
treatment are taken into consideration in the planning process.
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APPENDIX 4-5

FARMLAND CONVERSION 

Appendix 4-5, Farmland Conversion, contains the US Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Services Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (form NRCS-CPA-106) for Corridor 
Type Projects. The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) was established to minimize the extent to which 
federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural 
uses. This impact rating is being completed to ensure compliance with FPPA. 

✔
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO

4.
Sheet 2  of     3

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?

     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

5.  Major Crop(s)

8.  Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9.  Name of Local Site Assessment System 10.  Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For Segment - Western Section

W101EPR  W101WPR W101W99 W101CFR
PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 

value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor

Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum

Points

15

10

20

20

10

25

57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site

assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

1.  Corridor Selected: 2.  Total Acres of Farmlands to be

     Converted by Project:

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

3. Date Of Selection: 4.  Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor

South Mountain Transportation Corridor

EIS/LDCR

4/15/11

                                Federal Highway Administration 

Maricopa County, Arizona

Leslie Glover II

✔ 302

alfalfa, cotton, grains 267,295 3.2 3.2190,182

N/A N/A 4/28/11

863 851 817

863 851 817

863 851 817

0 0 0
22 25 25

88 86 84

10 10 10

7 7 7

12 12 12

0 0 0

5 5 5

10 10 10
3 3 3

15 15 15

8 8 8

4 4 4

74 74 74

88 86 84

74 74 74

162 160 158
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NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

            The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear  or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land.  These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems.  Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

           (1)      How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points 
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (2)      How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (3)      How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (4)      Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

           (5)      Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state.  Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)
As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

           (6)      If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of 
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

           (7)      Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

           (8)      Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

           (9)      Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

         (10)      Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
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APPENDIX 4-6

RIO SALADO OESTE 

Appendix 4-6, Rio Salado Oeste, The Rio Salado Oeste study area is located in Maricopa County, Arizona, 
and is entirely within the city of Phoenix encompassing 8 miles of the Salt River from 19th to 83rd avenues. 
The recommended plan would restore approximately 1,500 acres of riverine habitat to a more natural state 
by grading and terracing the river channel. The site map shows how the proposed restoration features have 
been coordinated with the proposed South Mountain Freeway, which will cross the river corridor.
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APPENDIX 5-1

PROPERTIES EXCLUDED FROM SECTION 4(F) CONSIDERATION

Appendix 5-1, Properties Excluded from Section 4(f) Consideration, details the properties initially considered, 
but determined as not qualifying for protection under Section 4(f). A brief description of each property is 
provided, followed by reasons for the determinations.
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Traditional Cultural Properties Excluded from Section 4(f) 
Consideration

Villa Buena Traditional Cultural Property

Description

Villa Buena is the remains of an approximately 537-acre prehistoric Hohokam village. The majority of 
Villa Buena is located on Gila River Indian Community (Community) land; however, the site extends 
outside the Community onto private land. The Community, Akimel O’odham, and Pee Posh tribes 
consider Villa Buena an important site that plays a role in their culture, identity, history, and oral 
traditions. Because of its importance in the Native American community’s history and cultural identity, 
Villa Buena is considered a traditional cultural property (TCP) and is National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP)-eligible under Criterion A. The portion of Villa Buena off Community land in the Study Area 
was leveled by agricultural development in the early 1900s. The remainder of the site was largely 
undeveloped land used for livestock. Despite the agricultural development and land use over the decades, 
it is likely that cultural features and deposits are preserved below the plow zones. 

Impacts

The W101 and W71 Alternatives would cross the off-tribal land portion of Villa Buena. It should be 
noted that the size and boundaries of Villa Buena are based on the archeological site boundaries and the 
TCP does not have defined boundaries. Using the archeological limits, 112 of approximately 537 acres 
would be converted to a transportation use. To mitigate the impacts, the Community has prepared a 
conceptual mitigation plan (described further in the Cultural Resources section of Chapter 4 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement) to implement measures that would document the cultural attributes 
associated with the site’s TCP status.  The off-tribal land portion of the TCP has been subject to 
disturbance through development, and it is reasonably foreseeable that regardless of the proposed action, 
further development as planned for will substantially alter the physical attributes of the land associated 
with the TCP.  Because it is possible the TCP would be affected by the proposed action, the mitigation 
plan, as agreed upon by the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and the Community, will help 
preserve the traditional cultures, practices, and oral histories associated with the TCP.

Section 4(f) Eligibility

Upon review, the nontribal land portion of the Villa Buena TCP should not be considered a Section 4(f) 
property.  Although eligible under Criterion A of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), stakeholders concur the attributes of the TCP are importantly associated with oral history and 
not from an association with physical attributes of the land. Therefore, the attributes of the traditions will 
be protected through the mitigation plan and the attributes will be preserved despite any development 
plans for the area (including any involving the proposed action).  For this reason, the nontribal land 
portion of the Villa Buena TCP is not considered a Section 4(f) property.
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Pueblo del Alamo Traditional Cultural Property

Description

Pueblo del Alamo was a Hohokam village site from the Colonial to Classic period.  It is located north of 
the Salt River, north and south of Lower Buckeye Road, and extends east and west of 59th Avenue.  
Pueblo del Alamo also has been subject to several archaeological excavations as well as substantial 
disturbance through agricultural development, road construction, house and power line construction, trash 
dumping, and erosion. The Community, Akimel O’odham, and Pee Posh tribes consider Pueblo del 
Alamo an important site that plays a role in their culture, identity, history, and oral traditions. Because of 
its importance in the Native American community’s history and cultural identity, Villa Buena is 
considered an off-tribal-land TCP and is NRHP-eligible under Criterion A.

Impacts

The W59 Alternative would likely cross Pueblo del Alamo. It should be noted that the size and 
boundaries of Pueblo del Alamo are based on the archeological site boundaries and the TCP does not 
have defined boundaries. To mitigate the impacts, the Community has prepared a conceptual mitigation 
plan (described further in the Cultural Resources section of Chapter 4 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement) to implement measures that would document the cultural attributes associated with the site’s 
TCP status. The off-tribal land portion of the TCP has been subject to disturbance through development 
and it is reasonably foreseeable that regardless of the proposed action, further development as planned for 
will substantially alter the physical attributes of the land associated with the TCP.  Because it is possible 
the TCP would be affected by the proposed action, the mitigation plan, as agreed upon by ADOT, 
FHWA, SHPO, and the Community, will help preserve the traditional cultures, practices, and oral 
histories associated with the TCP.

Section 4(f) Eligibility

Upon review, the Pueblo del Alamo TCP should not be considered a Section 4(f) property. Although 
eligible under Criterion A of Section 106 of the NHPA, stakeholders concur the attributes of the TCP are 
importantly associated with oral history and not from an association with physical attributes of the land.  
Therefore, the attributes of the traditions will be protected through the mitigation plan and the attributes 
will be preserved despite any development plans for the area (including any involving the proposed 
action).  For this reason, the nontribal land portion of the Villa Buena TCP is not considered a 
Section 4(f) property.
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APPENDIX 5-2

SECTION 4(F) CORRESPONDENCE AND DOCUMENTS

Appendix 5-2, Section 4(f) Correspondence and Documents, includes a right-of-way easement document from 
the City of Phoenix (June 20, 1977) and letters from the United States Department of the Interior Bureau 
of Land Management (April 20, 1989), and ADOT Highways Division (June 20, 1989) that provide 
insight on treatment of the South Mountain Park in relation to Section 4(f). The letters also address the 
applicability of the Recreation and Public Purposes Act and Historic Preservation Zoning, respectively. 
Correspondence and documents regarding the Hudson Farm are also included in this appendix. The 
reader is referred to Chapter 5, Section 4(f) Evaluation, and Appendices 2-1 and 2-2 for more information 
pertaining to communications associated with the Section 4(f) evaluation.
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Mr. Steve Ybarra, Principal, Carl Hayden High School
Ms. Cynthia Burson, Principal, Esperanza Elementary School
Ms. Kathy Kadderlick, Principal, Fowler Elementary School
Mr. John Fernandez, Assistant Principal, Isaac Middle School
Ms. Noreen Didonna, Principal, Isaac Preschool
Ms. Mary-Lou Cavez, Principal, J.B. Sutton School
Ms. Sharon Wilcox, Principal, Kyrene de la Estrella Elementary School
Mr. Jim Strogen, Principal, Kyrene de los Lagos Elementary School
Mr. Alfonso Alva, Principal, Morris K. Udall school
Ms. Carmen Gulley, Dean, Omega Academy Charter School
Ms. Brenda Martin, Principal, Pendergast Elementary School
Mr. Jim Paxinos, Principal, Porfirio H. Gonzales Elementary School
Mr. Jack Beck, Principal, Santa Maria Middle School
Ms. Belinda Quezada, Principal, Sunridge Elementary School
Mr. Harold Crenshaw, Principal, Tolleson Union High School
Mr. Justin Greene, Principal, Union Elementary School
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The previous letter was also sent to:
Ms. Cindy Lester, Department of Army, Los Angeles District Corps of Engineers, Arizona-Nevada 

Area Office
Mr. Steve Thomas, FHWA, Arizona Division
Mr. Bill Vachon, FHWA, Arizona Division
Mr. Jim Burke, Phoenix Parks and Recreation Department, City of Phoenix
Ms. Karen Williams, Planning Department, City of Phoenix
Mr. Jack Allen, HDR Engineering, Inc.
Ms. Amy Edwards, HDR Engineering, Inc.
Ms. Audrey Unger, HDR Engineering, Inc.
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APPENDIX 6-1

NOTICE OF INTENT

Appendix 6-1, Notice of Intent, Contains the Notice of Intent that was published in the Federal Register on 
APRIL 20, 2001 (Vol. 66, No. 77). this document notifies the public that FHWA, in cooperation with the 
Arizona Department of Transportation, is preparing an environmental impact statement (EIS) to evaluate 
the potential impacts to mountain preserve land, residential and commercial development, Tribal lands, 
cultural resources, historic roads and canals, endangered species, jurisdictional waters of the U.S., air and 
noise quality, and hazardous waste in the proposed South Mountain corridor.
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APPENDIX 6-2

NEWSLETTERS AND ADVERTISEMENTS

Appendix 6-2, Newsletters and Advertisements, includes the project newsletters and public meeting 
advertisements. These documents were published and distributed to inform the public of the project, 
meeting times, and locations and to inform the public on ways to comment or otherwise participate in the 
process.

Overview

Study Process

  
A South Mountain Freeway was included in the Regional Freeway 
System plan that was approved by Maricopa County voters in 1985. 
A conceptual design and state-level Environmental Assessment 
were completed in 1988. As presented in the Environmental 
Assessment, the freeway would connect Interstate 10 south of  
Phoenix with Interstate 10 west of  the city, following an east-west 
alignment along Pecos Road, through the western tip of  South 
Mountain Park, then north to Interstate 10 between 55th and 63rd 
avenues.

The north-south leg of  the freeway would pass near the 
community of  Laveen and through agricultural lands within the 
city of  Phoenix. After it passed South Mountain Park and turned 
to the east, the freeway would pass through the Ahwatukee/ 
Foothills community, following an alignment along Pecos Road.

The Arizona Department of  Transportation (ADOT) and the 
Federal Highway Administration are conducting a new engineering 
and environmental study  known as an Environmental Impact 
Statement  that will examine a full range of  alternatives to the 
concept presented in the 1988 Environmental Assessment. The 
potential social, economic and environmental impacts of  each 
reasonable alternative will be studied, along with ways to lessen 
those impacts. 

The South Mountain Corridor Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) will take approximately three years to complete. 
The process, which began in 2001, will include an examination 
of  the transportation needs in the corridor and an evaluation of  all 
reasonable ways to meet 

The first thing to be decided is whether there is a need for a major 
transportation improvement in the corridor. If  so, the need must 
be carefully weighed against an analysis of  potential transportation 
problems that might occur if  nothing is done. If  a need is found to 
exist, the study will move on to an evaluation of  a broad range of  
alternatives. 

A key component of  the study process is an extensive public 
involvement program, which will provide ample opportunity for 

July 

them. 

citizens to express their opinions and concerns. Every effort will be 
made to involve local residents, community leaders, governmen-tal 
agencies and elected officials in the decision-making process.

The goal of  the process is to achieve a broad consensus on a 
recommendation that will meet the region's existing and future 
transportation needs. 

The Maricopa Association of  Government (MAG) 
prepares planning studies for the Phoenix metropolitan area 
that identify corridors for an integrated freeway network. The 
South Mountain Freeway corridor is defined as a roughly two-
mile wide corridor from I-10 near 51st Avenue, around South 
Mountain, to I-10 near Chandler Boulevard.

A brief  history of  the South Mountain Corridor, from its inception to the 
present.

Chronology











1983

1985 

1988 

1994 

1996 

  

 

 

 

 

Maricopa County voters approve a half-cent sales tax to 
fund construction of  the MAG Regional Freeway System, 
including a 22-mile freeway connecting I-10 in Chandler with I-
10 in west Phoenix.

A state-level Location/Design Concept Report and an 
Environmental Assessment are completed for the South 
Mountain Freeway, designating an alignment along Pecos Road 
and the Gila River Indian Community border and north to I-10 
between 55th and 63rd avenues. This refined corridor is 
adopted by the State Transportation Board.

Due to a funding shortfall, ADOT identifies 76 miles of  
planned freeways as "unfunded segments" and later drops 
some of  those segments from the system. The South Mountain 
Corridor is designated for potential development as a toll road.

A consortium of  private companies proposes to build the 
South Mountain Freeway as a toll road. The consortium would 
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later withdraw its proposal, saying the project was not 
financially feasible. The South Mountain Corridor remains a 
part of  the MAG regional Freeway System, but is designated 
as "unfunded.”

ADOT announces plans to accelerate completion of  the 
entire Regional Freeway System by seven years to 2007. The 
acceleration plan includes an unspecified portion of  the South 
Mountain Corridor, which remains largely unfunded.

In anticipation of  initial construction of  the South 
Mountain Freeway, the city of  Phoenix conducts a local study 
of  Ahwatukee/ Foothills area transportation needs that 
includes an assessment of  freeway options.

ADOT begins preparation of  a new Location/Design 
Concept Report and Environmental Impact Statement to 
examine a broad range of  alternatives to the 1988 South 
Mountain Freeway concept.

 

 
 







1999 

2000 

2001 

 
 

 

  

 

The purpose and need evaluation will consider three fundamental 
questions posed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:

1.  W

Issues

hy? What is the basic problem or deficiency with the 
existing situation and why is this a problem?

2  Why here? Why is this problem or deficiency occurring here 
and why is it important?

3.  Why now? Why does the problem need to be addressed 
now?  What could happen if  the problem were not 
addressed now?

If  a need is found to exist for a major transportation improvement 
in this corridor, the study then will move forward to consider all 
reasonable solutions, including the original freeway concept from 
the 1988 Environmental Assessment. 

   

   

 

Questions and Answers
The South Mountain Corridor Team has attempted to anticipate 
and answer as many questions as possible regarding this study and 
the future of  the corridor. Some questions cannot be fully 
answered until later in the study process. This document will be 
updated as new questions are asked and new information becomes 
available.

No. Although an alignment along Pecos Road was identified as a 
result of  the 1988 Environmental Assessment, this study will start 
from the beginning and will consider all reasonable alternatives.

Much has changed in this area since the 1988 Environmental 
Assessment was completed. The new study is being conducted in 
light of  new development in the area as well as changes in design 
standards and environment regulations and to qualify for federal 
funds.

ADOT began purchasing right-of-way in the corridor at a time 
when a specific alignment along Pecos Road had been identified 
and adopted. ADOT began acquiring right-of-way to preserve the 
viability of  the corridor and to minimize future relocation of  
homes and businesses. Should another alternative be adopted as a 
result of  this study, ADOT can dispose of  the land that has been 

acquired but is no longer needed.

FHWA regulations do not allow the ownership of  right-of-way to 
be a factor in the decision regarding the adoption of  an alternative.

 

 

 

 

 
Has an alignment along Pecos Road already been decided?

Why is ADOT conducting a second environmental study?

If  the Pecos Road alignment is not a foregone conclusion, then 
why has ADOT purchased right-of-way along that alignment?

Will the fact that ADOT already owns right-of-way in this 
corridor influence the final decision?
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For South Mountain Corridor Study information updates, 
or to send your comments...

Project Information: 602-712-7006

Website: www.dot.state.az.us

Email: SouthMountain@dot.state.az.us

South Mountain Corridor Team
HDR Engineering, Inc.

 2141 E. Highland Ave., Ste. 250     
Phoenix, AZ 85016

Will an alignment on the Gila River Indian Community be 
considered?

What factors will be considered in choosing an alternative?

What about truck traffic that might be generated by a new 
highway?

Will the public have a voice in choosing an alternative?

Will anything other than a freeway be considered?

Is it possible that nothing will be built?

Would air, noise and visual quality be impacted by construction 
of  a new road or freeway?

Yes. The Gila River Indian Community is an active participant in 
this process. As long as the Community is receptive to alignments 
that might cross Indian lands, those alignments will be considered. 
However, if  it were clearly indicated that the Community does not 
want and will not accept an alignment across its lands, 
consideration of  such an alternative would no longer be considered 
viable or productive.

Many factors will be studied, including whether there is a need for 
a major transportation improvement in this area and the degree to 
which the original freeway concept or any alternatives would 
address that need. Other factors that will be considered include 
social, economic and environmental impacts, environmental 
regulations, relocating of  existing homes and businesses, traffic 
projections, safety, constructability, cost and public concerns and 
preferences.

One of  the factors that will be considered in this study is the 
amount of  truck traffic that would be generated and its potential 
impact on the surrounding community.

Yes. An extensive effort has been developed to keep the public 
informed of  the progress of  the study and to elicit public 
comment. Problems, concerns and preferences expressed by 
citizens will be factors in the ultimate decision whether to build or 
not to build a new facility, what should be built and where it should 
be located.

Yes, other alternatives will be considered. Among other things, the 
study will consider improving existing facilities, improving or 
expanding other travel modes and strategies to reduce travel 
demand. This study will examine not only the potential impacts of  
improvements, but also the consequences of  building nothing.

Yes. That is one of  the options that will be studied.

A major purpose of  this study is to determine the potential 
impacts on air, noise and visual quality and to look for ways to 
lessen those impacts.

How might South Mountain Park be affected?

When is something likely to be built?

Why was the toll road proposal dropped?

Where would the corridor join I-10 to the west of  Phoenix?

Is it likely that construction of  a new road or freeway would 
require the acquisition of  existing homes or businesses?

Isn't the real purpose of  a South Mountain Freeway simply to act 
as a bypass to divert trucks from downtown Phoenix?

How is an Environmental Impact Statement different from the 
Environmental Assessment that was conducted in 1988?

Any impact on South Mountain Park would be subject to 
restrictions in federal law, which essentially says that no parkland 
can be used unless it can be shown that there are no feasible or 
prudent alternatives.

It is conceivable that construction could begin as early as a year 
after conclusion of  the study. The actual timing of  construction is 
dependent on the availability of  funding and the priority 
assignment to the corridor by local, regional and state officials once 
the Environmental Impact Statement has been completed.

The toll road proposal was dropped for several reasons, including 
public opposition to the toll road concept and questions 
concerning the financial feasibility of  the proposal.

The corridor would likely join I-10 somewhere between 43rd 
Avenue and 107th Avenue. A major purpose of  this study is to look 
at other potential locations.

It is highly unlikely that a major transportation improvement could 
be completed in this area without acquiring some existing homes 
and/or businesses. One purpose of  this study is to determine the 
extent of  new right-of-way that would be needed for each possible 
alternative.

The Phoenix Regional Freeway System was conceived to improve 
mobility in the region by increasing capacity and providing 
alternatives to allow traffic, including truck traffic, to bypass already 
congested routes. 

The 1988 Environmental Assessment was prepared in order to 
satisfy state requirements only. In order to make any resulting 
project eligible for federal funding, the new study will satisfy federal 
requirements and will have to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  Under this act, an Environmental 
Impact Statement is required for this project due to the potential 
of  substantial impacts on the environment and surrounding 
communities.

lternatives to satisfy the transportation needs in 
the corridor.

 This Environmental Impact Statement is different 
from the 1988 Environmental Assessment in that it will address in 
detail all feasible a
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What Do You Think?/¿Qué Piensa Usted?
 

1.  Do you believe that there is a purpose and need for some kind of  connection between I-10 west of  Phoenix to the segment of  I-10 
east and south of  Phoenix?  Please explain./¿Cree usted que hay un propósito y una necesidad para algún tipo de conexión entre el 
autopista I-10 al oeste de Phoenix y el segmento de la misma autopista I-10 al este y sur de Phoenix?  Por favor explique.  

2   Are there other options that you believe should be explored?  Please explain./¿Hay otras opciones que usted cree que deberían ser 
exploradas? Por favor explique.

3.  Additional comments/Comentarios adicionales:  ________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Optional/Opcional

Name/Nombre:  _________________________________________________________:

Address/Domicilio:  _______________________________________________________

City/Ciudad:  _______________    State/Estado:  ____    ZIP/Código Postal:  _________

Please return the completed form to/
Por favor regrese la forma completa a:   
 
South Mountain Corridor Team 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2141 E. Highland Ave., Ste. 250
Phoenix, Arizona 85016
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Estudio del Corredor de South Mountain
  Edición 2

En 1999, ADOT anunció planes 
de acelerar siete años la 
terminación del Sistema Regional 
de Autopistas, al año 2007. En 
dicho plan se incluyó el Estudio 
del Corredor de Transporte de 
South Mountain.
 

En los años que han pasado desde que se 
completó la evaluación EA a nivel estatal de 1988, 
mucho ha cambiado el área del estudio. Por lo 
tanto, ADOT y la Administración Federal de 
Carreteras están llevando a cabo un nuevo 
estudio medioambiental conocido como una 
Declaración del Impacto al Medio Ambiente, así 
como un Reporte de la Ubicación/el Concepto 
del Diseño.

Please see pages 1-6 for this 
document in English.
 
Por favor vea este documento en 
inglés en las páginas 1-6.

  Panorama

  ¿Por Qué Estudiar Esta
  Área? 

 

Desde julio de 2001, un amplio corredor al suroeste 
de la montaña South Mountain se ha encontrado 
bajo estudio para determinar si una autopista 
previamente planeada debería construirse, y dónde 
debería ubicarse. El área de estudio incluye una 
región oeste, desde 43rd Avenue hasta 107th Avenue 
y de la autopista I-10 al río Gila River, y una región 
sur, desde la autopista I-10 hasta el río Gila River y 
de Pecos Road a Ocotillo Road.   
 

 
En 1985, los electores del Condado 
Maricopa aprobaron el plan de un 
Sistema Regional de Autopistas, el 
cual incluyó a la Autopista South 
Mountain. El diseño conceptual y la 
Evaluación Medioambiental (EA) a 
nivel estatal para dicha autopista 
fueron completados en 1988. Como 
fue concebida, la Autopista South 
Mountain conectaría conla autopista 
I-10 al sur de Phoenix en Pecos 
Road, seguiría a Pecos Road, pasarí a 
por la punta oeste del parque South 
Mountain Park, y daría vuelta hacia el 
norte para conectarse con la 
autopista I-10 entre 55th Avenue y 
63rd Avenue. Sin embargo, debido en 
parte a un déficit en el 
financiamiento, el Departamento de 
Transporte de Arizona (ADOT) 
eliminó de su itinerario original 
aproximadamente 76 millas del 
Sistema Regional de Autopistas, 
incluyendo su segmento en South 
Mountain. 

Área del Estudio
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Declaración del Impacto al 
Medio Ambiente 

Propósito y Necesidad

 

Una Declaración del Impacto al Medio Ambiente 
(EIS) sigue un proceso paso a paso, y se requiere 
para todos los proyectos importantes federales (o 
aquellos usando dinero federal) que pudiesen tener 
un efecto substancial en el medio ambiente. La 
declaración EIS incluirá información sobre cómo 
pueden afectar las alternativas del proyecto tanto al 
medio ambiente natural (calidad del aire, vida 
silvestre y su hábitat, y recursos de agua), como al 
ambiente social/de la construcción (gente, tierras de 
labranza, arqueología, ruido, parques y recreación, 
comunidades y estética).
 

El estudio para la declaración EIS de South 
Mountain comenzó en julio de 2001 con un análisis 
de las necesidades de transporte en el corredor y de 
todas las formas razonables para satisfacerlas. El 
primer paso, fue determinar si en el futuro existiría la 
necesidad de instalaciones grandes de transporte en 
el corredor. Basándose en estudios de tráfico, 
proyecciones de población, y comentarios del 
público recibidos desde julio de 2001, se ha 
determinado que existe un propósito y una 
necesidad para que el estudio EIS continúe.
 

 

El Equipo del Proyecto se propuso contestar tres 
preguntas clave:
 

1.  ¿Por qué? ¿Existe un problema básico o una 
deficiencia en la red regional de transporte?

2.  ¿Por qué aquí? ¿Ayudaría a corregir el problema o 
la deficiencia la construcción de una autopista u 
otro importante mejoramiento al transporte en el 
Corredor South Mountain?

3.  ¿Por qué ahora? ¿Por qué se necesita resolver el 
problema ahora? ¿Qué pasaría si el problema no 
fuese resuelto ahora?

  

Un análisis de tendencias de la población, planes del 
uso de terrenos y demandas de viajes muestra 
claramente que existe un considerable problema de 
tráfico en el Valle, y que es muy probable que 
empeorará en el futuro si ahora no se planea cómo 
enfrentarse al crecimiento.
 

De acuerdo a la Asociación de Gobiernos de 
Maricopa (MAG), la principal agencia de planeación 
de la región, la población del Área Metropolitana de 
Phoenix creció en un 45 por ciento en la década de 

1990, a 3.1 millones de residentes. Se espera que ese 
crecimiento continúe en las próximas décadas . Las 
proyecciones de MAG muestran que la población 
aumentará más del 50 por ciento, a 4.8 millones para 
2025 y que se duplicará a 6.2 millones para 2040. 
Mucho del crecimiento durante la década de 1990 
ocurrió en el sureste y suroeste del Valle, donde 
también se espera que mucho del crecimiento 
proyectado ocurrirá.
 

De acuerdo a las proyecciones de MAG, se espera 
que la demanda de viajes y las millas vehiculares 
manejadas en el Valle aumentarán aún más que la 
población. Mientras que se espera un crecimiento en 
la población de un poco más del 50 por ciento para 
2025, MAG predice un crecimiento del 58 por 
ciento en el tráfico a través del mismo período de 
 
 

 

tiempo. Aún con los mejoramientos anticipados con 
el tranvía ligero, el servicio de camiones, los 
programas de reducción de viajes y la ampliación 
planeada de los caminos existentes, se espera que el 
tráfico vehicular excederá la capacidad de las calles y 
carreteras del suroeste del Valle hasta en un 22 por 
ciento para 2025.
 

¿Cómo afectaría al problema, la construcción de una 
autopista u otros importantes mejoramientos de 
transporte en el Corredor South Mountain? 
Mientras que la construcción de una sola nueva 
autopista no resolverá todo el problema de 
congestionamiento de tráfico en el Valle, una 
conexión entre el sur de la autopista I-10 y el oeste 

Se espera que la demanda de viajes y 
millas vehiculares manejadas en el Valle 
aumentarán aún más que la población. 
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de la misma por South Mountain tendría un impacto 
positivo. MAG calcula que 155,000 vehículos usarían 
las instalaciones cada día para 2025, reduciendo la 
demanda en otros caminos del Valle.
 

El Equipo del Proyecto también está considerando 
los horarios de viajes entre el hogar y el trabajo, y 
cuánto tiempo toma manejar de una ubicación a otra. 
Por ejemplo, se calcula que el tiempo de viaje en la 
actualidad a la hora pico matutina de la autopista I-
10 y Pecos Road a la autopista  I-10 y Washington 
Street usando la autopista I-10, es de 30 minutos. En 
2025, si nada se construye en el Corredor South 
Mountain, se espera que dicho tiempo de viaje 
aumente en un 23 por ciento a 37 minutos. Con 
instalaciones en South Mountain, se espera que dicho 
tiempo de viaje se reduzca a 28 minutos. 
 

Más aún, el tiempo de viaje actual a la hora pico 
matutina de Laveen al enlace de las autopistas I-17/ 
I-10, usando 51st Avenue y la autopista I-10, es de 
aproximadamente 31 minutos.  En 2025, si nada se 
construye en el Corredor South Mountain, se espera 
que dicho tiempo de viaje aumente a más del doble, 
con un tiempo calculado de viaje de 64 minutos. Con 
instalaciones en South Mountain, se predice que 
dicho tiempo de viaje será reducido a 48 minutos.
  
 

  
 

Además de analizar información de la población y 
del tráfico para la región, el Equipo del Proyecto se 
ha reunido con cientos de residentes en el área de 
estudio de South Mountain, así como con comités de 

Existe un considerable problema de tráfico 
en el Valle … Es muy probable que 
empeorará en el futuro si ahora no se 
planea cómo enfrentarse al crecimiento.

planeación de la ciudad, organizaciones de 
propietarios de casas, líderes comunitarios y oficiales 
de gobierno. La mayoría de las personas sintieron 
que existe un creciente problema de tráfico en el 
Valle, y que la construcción de una conexión entre la 
parte sur y la parte oeste de la autopista I-10 
alrededor de South Mountain ayudaría. 
 

Si se construye una autopista nueva en el Corredor 
South Mountain, es extremadamente importante 
planearla ahora. En el mejor de los casos, la 
construcción de algún tramo posiblemente podría 
comenzar en cinco años, pero considerando la 
planeación, el diseño, la adquisición de derechos de 
paso y la construcción de la conexión a la autopista 
I-10 se tomaría 20 años.
 

  
 

El siguiente paso será evaluar cuidadosamente la 
gama completa de rutas alternas, incluyendo la ruta 
de 1988, y las consecuencias de no construir cosa 
alguna. La Declaración del Impacto al Medio 
Ambiente (EIS) examinará los impactos sociales, 
económicos y medioambientales potenciales de estas 
alternativas, así como formas de minimizar dichos 
impactos.
 

Las rutas identificadas por grupos locales 
comunitarios, organizaciones y residentes 
interesados, se encuentran bajo consideración del 
Equipo del Proyecto. Más de 30 rutas alternas han 
sido sugeridas a través del área del estudio. 
 

El Equipo del Proyecto ha consolidado las rutas 
sugeridas en la porción oeste del área del estudio en 
cinco amplios corredores. Dichos corredores están 
siendo estudiados para determinar si cualquiera 
contiene obstáculos infranqueables.
 

Actualmente, el Equipo del Proyecto está trabajando 
con la Comunidad India Gila River para identificar 
posibles corredores en terrenos tribales a ser 
estudiados. Una vez que dichas pláticas sean 
completadas, el Equipo del Proyecto programará
 otra serie de reuniones públicas para considerar las 
alternativas propuestas.  
 

Debido a la complejidad de este proyecto, es difícil 
predecir un período preciso de tiempo, pero para el 
primer trimestre de 2003, el Equipo del Proyecto 
espera tener alternativas que recomendará para un 
estudio más detallado. Continúe visitando el sitio en 
la red para obtener la información más actualizada 
del proyecto, o llame a la línea telefónica de 
información.
 

¿Qué Sucederá Después?

* Las proyecciones del volumen de tráfico no son oficiales hasta que se apruebe la 
actualización del modelo de la Asociación de Gobiernos de Maricopa. 
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Alrededor del primer trimestre de 2003, el Equipo 
del Proyecto espera tener varias alternativas para 
recomendar un estudio más detallado.
 

 
 

Con más de 50,000 hogares en el Corredor South 
Mountain, es crucial que los residentes reciban 

información y tengan 
toda oportunidad para 
que se respondan sus 
preguntas y se 
escuchen sus 
inquietudes.
 
Antes de que 
comience el proyecto, 
el Equipo del 
Proyecto investigó los 
archivos de perió
dicos para entender 
mejor los asuntos y 

las opiniones previamente expresadas con respecto a 
este proyecto. Se lleva a cabo una amplia gama de 
actividades para llegar al público en varias formas.
  

En el otoño de 2001, gente de 95 agencias locales, 
regionales, estatales y federales, oficiales de la ciudad, 
y muchas otras personas, asistieron a una reunión de 
dos días para recopilar información. Además, se 
contactaron a 40 líderes de opinión del área, para 
ayudar a identificar a grupos de interés, asuntos, 
inquietudes, problemas, deseos, y necesidades en el 
corredor.
  

Se llevaron a cabo dos reuniones públicas en 
noviembre de 2001 en Ahwatukee y Phoenix. 
Miembros del Equipo del Proyecto dieron un 
panorama del mismo, moderaron una sesión de 
preguntas y respuestas, y hablaron con gente cara a 
cara sobre asuntos e inquietudes.
 

Un boletín informativo en inglés y español fue 
entregado casa por casa a 28,500 residencias y 
negocios en el área del estudio, además de ser 
insertado en los periódicos Ahwatukee Foothills 
News y Gila River Indian Newspaper. Los boletines 
informativos también fueron distribuidos en los 
centros de servicio de distrito, oficinas de correo, y 
en reuniones y festivales comunitarios de la 
Comunidad India Gila River (GRIC).  
 

Alcance 

Inicio Oficial Público/Agencia

Reuniones Públicas

Boletín Informativo del Proyecto

Sitio en la Red. Correo Electrónico, y Línea 
Telefónica de Información 

Encuesta de los Residentes

Reuniones Comunitarias Locales y Eventos 
Públicos

Comunidad India Gila River (GRIC)

Un sitio en la red (accesado en www.dot.state.az.us) 
provee actualizaciones y un domicilio de correo 
electrónico para hacer preguntas. El número de una 
línea telefónica de información (602-712-7006) es 
publicado en el boletín informativo, en las tarjetas de 
presentación del proyecto, otros materiales, y el sitio 
en la red.
   

Tanto la encuesta del boletín informativo como la 
del sitio en la red, preguntó a las personas sobre la 
necesidad del proyecto, alternativas a considerar, y 
comentarios sobre el estudio.
 

El Equipo del Proyecto ha hecho presentaciones a 
muchos grupos de vecindarios, comités de 
planeación, clubes sociales y cámaras de comercio. 
Se erigieron puestos de información en ferias y 
celebraciones comunitarias.  
  

Los miembros de la comunidad GRIC han sido 
incluidos en el proceso del estudio desde su inicio. 
Además de las reuniones mensuales regulares de 
coordinación con el personal de la comunidad 
GRIC, se han realizado presentaciones en reuniones 
comunitarias en los siete distritos de la comunidad 
GRIC, así como en varios comités de asesoría 
comunitaria y asociaciones.  
 

 

Una forma de entender a fondo las inquietudes y los 
deseos de los residentes, es por medio de las 
personas dispuestas a dedicarse a largo plazo a 
participar en el proyecto. A principios de 2002, se 
formó un Equipo de Asesoría de Residentes de 
South Mountain (SMCAT) para satisfacer dicha 
necesidad.
 

Los miembros de SMCAT ayudan a proveer 
comunicación continua entre los residentes y el 
Equipo del Proyecto, y actúan como caja de 
resonancia de ideas para el Equipo. Ellos revisan 
información medioambiental y técnica, criterios de 
diseño, alternativas, y otros asuntos del proyecto.
 

El propósito de SMCAT es el de: 
� Proveer asesoría y opiniones al Equipo del 

Proyecto; 

  Equipo de Asesoría de  
 Residentes de South Mtn. 

Escuela Desert Vista High School,
reunión pública/casa abierta
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� Actuar como un conducto de información entre 
ADOT/FHWA y las organizaciones 
comunitarias; 

� Proveer asesoría en reuniones públicas y de 
agencias, y cómo presentar efectivamente 
información a ser distribuida al público; 

� Ayuda al Equipo del Proyecto a entender 
inquietudes y asuntos comunitarios. 

  

 

Gente a través del área del estudio ha posado 
numerosas preguntas. Algunas no pueden ser 
contestadas completamente sino hasta que se tenga 
más información. Una lista completa está disponible 
en el sitio de South Mountain en la red, en 
www.dot.state.az.us. 
 

No. La ruta de Pecos Road fue identificada como 
resultado de la Evaluación Medioambiental a nivel 
estatal de 1988. Esta ruta es una de las alternativas 
que serán estudiadas, así como otras alternativas, y 
las consecuencias de no construir cosa alguna.
 

Sí. El corredor de Pecos Road fue identificado como 
la alternativa más apropiada en 1988.  Sin embargo, 
la Declaración del Impacto al Medio Ambiente 
considerará una gama de alternativas razonables de 
la actualidad.
 

Si la Comunidad es receptiva a una 
ruta que pueda cruzar sus terrenos, 
se considerarán alternativas. Los 
miembros de la Comunidad India 
Gila River asisten a las reuniones 
del proyecto. Sin embargo, como 
un país soberano, si la Comunidad 
no desea que un corredor cruce 
sus terrenos, dicha alternativa ya 
no sería viable.  
 

Un factor principal es, qué tan 
bien pueda mejorar una alternativa 
la movilidad y ayudar a resolver 
futuros problemas de tráfico en el 
área de Phoenix, mientras que 

  Hechos y Preguntas y
  Respuestas Frecuentes 

¿Ya se ha decidido el corredor a lo largo de Pecos 
Road? 

¿Se puede cambiar el corredor de Pecos Road ?

¿Se considerará un corredor en la Comunidad 
India Gila River?

¿Qué factores serán considerados 
al seleccionar una alternativa?

Asociación Ahwatukee Foothills Comité de Planeación de la Aldea Laveen 
     Homeowners Association      Village
Asociación Ahwatukee Lakewood Comité de Planeación de la Aldea South
     Homeowners Association      Mountain Village 
Asociación Arizona Motor Transport Assoc. Compañía Accomazzo Company
Asociación Pecos Road/I-10 Landowners Comunidad India Gila River, District 4 
     Association Comunidad India Gila River, District 6 
Asociación United Arizona Dairymen Comunidad India Gila River, District 7
Asociación Valley Forward Association Comunidad India Gila River, Grupo de
Cámara de Comercio Ahwatukee Foothills      Inquietudes de Personas Mayores 
Cámara de Comercio South Mountain/ Concilio de Preservación de las 
     Laveen      Montañas de Phoenix 
Cámara de Comercio Southwest Valley Escuela Kyrene de los Lagos Elementary
Comité de Planeación de la Aldea Grupo Laveen Citizens for Responsible 
     Ahwatukee Foothills Village      Development 
Comité de Planeación de la Aldea Estrella Oficina Agrícola del Condado Maricopa 
     Village Organización Sierra Club 

Organizaciones Representadas por los Miembros del Equipo 
de Asesoría de Residentes de South Mountain 

Qué Dice la Gente 
 

Muchas personas tienen sentimientos muy fuertes con respecto 
a la posibilidad de tener una autopista en el área. Por medio de 
entrevistas, reuniones públicas, llamadas telefónicas y notas de 
correo electrónico, la gente ha provisto una variedad de 
opiniones.
  

� Muchos residentes del área sur de Ahwatukee han expresado 
su oposición a cualquier alineación de la autopista que 
pudiese incluir a Pecos Road. En general, las personas que 
viven más cerca a Pecos Road son los que más se oponen.

� La gente a través del área tiene inquietudes con respecto a 
problemas potenciales de tráfico de camiones, ruido, y 
calidad del aire, que puedan resultar de una autopista nueva.

� Muchas personas desean asegurar que el parque South 
Mountain sea protegido.

� Han salido a la luz preguntas concernientes con el sitio 
exacto en el cual una autopista pueda conectarse con el lado 
oeste de la autopista I-10.

� A la gente viviendo en Laveen y Tolleson les preocupa cómo 
podría una autopista dividir potencialmente en forma física a 
sus comunidades.

 

Inquietudes específicas que han sido expresadas por personas 
en la Comunidad India Gila River (GRIC) sobre la posibilidad 
de una alineación en terrenos tribales.
 

� Los miembros de la Tribu desean asegurarse de que los 
propietarios privados de terrenos en GRIC sean 
compensados en forma justa.  

� Los miembros de la Comunidad se preocupan por proteger 
sus sitios sagrados, históricos y culturales.

� A los residentes del Distrito 6 les preocupa particularmente 
el área de St. Johns y el tráfico actual de camiones en 51st 
Avenue.
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minimiza los impactos al medio ambiente. Algunos factores 
que serán considerados incluyen los impactos sociales, 
económicos y medioambientales, las regulaciones 
medioambientales, la reubicación de hogares y negocios 
existentes, qué tan práctico pueda ser construirla, el costo, e 
inquietudes y preferencias del público.
 

Sí. Un amplio esfuerzo está en camino para continuar 
manteniendo al público informado sobre el progreso del 
estudio, y para obtener el comentario público. Las 
inquietudes, las preferencias y los problemas expresados por 
los residentes serán considerados en la decisión final de 
construir o no una instalación nueva, qué debería construirse 
y dónde debería ubicarse. 
 

Un propósito principal de este estudio es el de determinar 
los impactos potenciales a la calidad del aire, del ruido y 
visual, y buscar formas para minimizar dichos impactos. 
 

Restricciones federales prohíben la intrusión de un proyecto 

¿El público tendrá una voz al seleccionar una alternativa?

¿La calidad del aire, el ruido y la calidad visual será 
impactada por la construcción de una autopista o un 
camino nuevo?

¿Se construirá algo a través del parque South Mountain 
Park?

federal como éste en un parque como South Mountain, a 
menos que se pueda comprobar que no existe una 
alternativa factible y prudente para evitar dicha intrusión.
 

No se sabe. El corredor posiblemente se uniría a la autopista 
I-10 en algún lugar entre 43rd Avenue y 107th Avenue. Uno 
de los principales propósitos de este estudio es el de buscar 
ubicaciones potenciales.
 

A pesar de que el impacto de un mejoramiento de transporte 
en el área de Ahwatukee es un componente de este estudio, 
es sólo un factor considerando las necesidades de transporte 
de toda el área metropolitana de Phoenix. El uso de terrenos 
y los patrones de viajes en el futuro serán mucho muy 
distintos a los que existen en la actualidad, y estas 
instalaciones serían construidas para ayudar a servir dichas 
necesidades futuras. 
 
Sus opiniones son importantes para este proceso. Por favor contáctenos 
con sus asuntos, inquietudes o preguntas. Encuentre en nuestro sitio en 
la red actualizaciones regulares e información, o llame en cualquier 
momento a nuestra línea telefónica de información.

¿Dónde se uniría una nueva autopista a la autopista I-10 
en el oeste de Phoenix?

¿Por qué construir esto si Ahwatukee no lo necesita?

South Mountain Corridor Team
HDR Engineering, Inc.
2141 E. Highland Ave., Ste. 250
Phoenix, AZ 85016
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www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

Estudio del Corredor de 
Transporte South Mountain

Mountain
South

corridor team

Estudio de la Autopista 
South Mountain 

Estudio Medioambiental

¿Por Qué Se Lleva Tanto Tiempo Este Estudio?

En 1985, los electores del Condado Maricopa aprobaron un sistema 
Regional de Autopistas, el cual incluyó a una sección en South Mountain 
conectando a la autopista Interestatal 10 al sur y oeste de la ciudad. En 
1988, la Junta de Transporte de Arizona aprobó un alineamiento para la 
Autopista South Mountain de este a oeste a lo largo de Pecos Road, y 
de norte a sur entre 55th Avenue y 63rd Avenue. 

En 2001, el Departamento de Transporte de Arizona (ADOT por sus 
siglas en inglés) y la Administración Federal de Autopistas (FHWA por 
sus siglas en inglés), empezaron a preparar una Declaración de 
Impacto Medioambiental (EIS por sus siglas en inglés) para determinar 
si dicha autopista todavía es necesaria, dónde debería ubicarse, y 
cuáles serían los efectos medioambientales, sociales y económicos que 
podría tener una construcción como esa. Hemos visto mucho en los 
últimos cuatro años. Este boletín proporciona una visión general y 
actualizada del estudio. 

Un Estudio del Impacto Medioambiental de esta magnitud envuelve a 
docenas de científicos e ingenieros, y considera las opciones para la 
ubicación de la autopista. También considera los impactos, si los 
hubiese, que dichas opciones podrían tener en el medioambiente, 
incluyendo aspectos tales como: calidad del aire, ruido, sitios 
culturales, justicia ambiental (imparcialidad para todos), especies 
amenazadas o en peligro de extinción, sitios de desperdicios 
potencialmente peligrosos, planes locales de uso de terrenos, 
reubicación de viviendas o negocios, terrenos agrícolas, costo de la 
construcción, qué tan bien se movilizaría el tránsito, y varios otros 
asuntos técnicos. Otra consideración importante es cómo se podría 
diseñar la autopista para adecuarse a la comunidad. Es un proceso muy 
complejo, dinámico y que requiere mucho tiempo. 

í

Éste es un proyecto de investigación que cambia actualizarse para incluir la mejor información disponible. 
constantemente. Los ingenieros, investigadores y 
científicos medioambientales deben determinar el El equipo de estudio considera los impactos que pueden 
impacto de la nueva información que se va descubriendo resultar tanto de las secciones bajo nivel y superficiales 
durante el proceso. de la autopista, así como de las intersecciones de 

tránsito construidas sobre o bajo las calles actuales. 
Por ejemplo, los nuevos datos del censo y las Deben tomarse en cuenta las consecuencias de las 
proyecciones actualizadas de tránsito han cambiado la opciones y las necesidades de los 

manera como se espera que se vea el Valle residentes y viajeros del Valle, y 
dentro de 25 años. Por lo tanto, mucha de desafortunadamente, esto toma tiempo.
la información para este proyecto debe 

Por Favor 
Acompáñenos

Por favor acompáñenos para hablar 
sobre el Corredor de Transporte South 
Mountain. La información recabada en 

estas reuniones será usada para evaluar 
las alternativas.

Reunión Estilo Casa Abierta: 
Mediodía - 8 p.m. cada día

Martes 15 de noviembre de 2005
Estrella Vista Reception Center

1471 N. Eliseo C Felix Jr. Way, Avondale 

Miércoles 16 de noviembre de 2005
Corona Ranch

th7611 S. 29  Avenue, Laveen

Jueves 17 de noviembre de 2005
Hotel Grace Inn

st10831 S. 51  Street, Ahwatukee

En cada reunión habrá una sesión estilo 
casa abierta del mediodía a las 8 p.m. 
para permitir suficiente tiempo para 

preguntas y comentarios. 
Las presentaciones continuas 

proporcionarán la misma información 
durante el transcurso de estas reuniones. 

(Por favor vea los mapas de las 
ubicaciones en la 

página 12.) Please see 
pages 1-4 for 
this document 

in English.



A632  •  Appendix 6-2

Estudio del Corredor de Transporte South Mountain página 9Otoño/Invierno 2005

Mientras esto sucede, la población crece, trayendo más los 80s, y sigue siendo una conexión crítica para las 
vehículos y más congestionamiento de tránsito al Valle. necesidades de transporte de la región.
Mientras el tránsito planeado del tranvía ligero y los 
autobuses debe ser parte de la solución a nuestro futuro El proceso de identificar rutas alternas para la Autopista 
en el transporte, los resultados del estudio muestran South Mountain ha sido abierto y exhaustivo. El estudio 
claramente una necesidad regional de construir una ha incluido a gobiernos locales, negocios, la Asociación 
nueva autopista en el área de South Mountain. La de Gobiernos de Maricopa (MAG), la Comunidad India 
Autopista South Mountain ha sido planeada como parte Gila River (GRIC por sus siglas en inglés), así como 
del Sistema Regional de Autopistas desde la década de información e ideas de miles de residentes.

Las conexiones de 55th Avenue, 71st Avenue y el anillo década de los 80s. Las tres alternativas podrían resultar 
de circunvalación Loop 101 difieren en cuanto a su en reubicaciones residenciales y de negocios. 
proximidad al centro de Phoenix. Cada una de ellas 
cuenta con distintos impactos sociales y económicos para Mientras que las tres requerirían mejoramientos a la 
los vecindarios, y cada una afecta al tránsito de manera autopista I-10 y posiblemente al anillo de circunvalación 
diferente a lo largo de la autopista I-10 y otros Loop 101, la ubicación de los mejoramientos cambiará de 
segmentos del Sistema Regional de Autopistas. acuerdo a la ubicación de la conexión. 

La ubicación de las alternativas y sus distancias a los El tránsito operaría de manera diferente en cada 
centros de trabajo y residenciales, cambiarían la alternativa. Basados en las proyecciones de tránsito para 
estructura del tránsito usando la autopista propuesta, así el año 2030:

como el destino de dicho tránsito. 50 por ciento del tránsito en una conexión de 
South Mountain a la autopista I-10 en 55th 

Cada alternativa podría tener distintos efectos en las Avenue vendría de o iría hacia el este (centro de 
comunidades a las que da servicio, posiblemente Phoenix) por la autopista I-10. 

dividiendo distritos escolares y vecindarios, o Con una conexión a la autopista I-10 en 71st 
proporcionando acceso directo a la autopista a los Avenue, cerca del 40 por ciento del tránsito de la 
centros propuestos de las aldeas (como el Centro de la Autopista South Mountain se dirigiría hacia el 
Aldea Laveen en Dobbins Road y 59th Avenue). Las tres este por la autopista I-10.

alternativas cruzan una variedad de usos de terreno Con una conexión a la autopista I-10 en el anillo 
actuales y propuestos. Algunas tienen mayor impacto en de circunvalación Loop 101, cerca de 33 por 
futuros terrenos residenciales, mientras que otras ciento del tránsito de la Autopista South 
impactan la futura propiedad comercial o industrial. Los Mountain viajaría hacia y desde el este por la 
futuros usos de terrenos han sido planeados cerca del autopista I-10, y la mayoría del resto de los 
alineamiento original de 55th Avenue, lo cual es similar vehículos usarían el anillo de circunvalación Loop 
al alineamiento propuesto a mediados y finales de la 101.

Sigue Aumentando el Congestionamiento de Tránsito

¿Dónde Podría Conectarse la Autopista I-10 en el Oeste?

¿Cuáles Son las Principales Diferencias en Estas Conexiones?

Después de cuatro años de un 
complejo estudio técnico y 
cientos de reuniones con los 
residentes, funcionarios 
políticos y otros, se están 
estudiando las alternativas con 
gran detalle para las conexiones 
potenciales en el oeste de la 
autopista I-10, cerca de 55th 
Avenue, 71st Avenue ó la 
conexión actual del anillo de 
circunvalación Loop 101, la cual 
tiene tres opciones en sí misma. 

¿Dónde Podría Conectarse a la Autopista I-10 en el Este?
Si se construyese la Autopista South Mountain, 10 en la intersección con el anillo de circunvalación Loop 
probablemente se conectaría en el este de la autopista I- 202. Continúan las pláticas con la Comunidad India Gila 

Comunidad India Gila River

¿No Construir Una Autopista Es Realmente una Opción?

Equipo de Asesoría de Ciudadanos 

River (GRIC por sus siglas en inglés), en un esfuerzo por Pecos Road al norte de la frontera de la comunidad GRIC, 
determinar si el equipo de estudio puede examinar los siguiendo ese alineamiento al este, hacia la actual 
terrenos de la comunidad GRIC como una posible opción intersección de tránsito I-10/Loop 202. 
para la autopista. La única otra opción conectaría con 

Desde el principio del estudio en 2001, ADOT y FHWA La Comunidad India Gila River tiene la autoridad única y 
han trabajado con la comunidad GRIC, para determinar exclusiva para decidir si y dónde podrían hacerse 
si la porción de la autopista puede ser ubicada en tierras estudios o construirse una autopista en sus terrenos. 
de la GRIC, al sur de Pecos Road. A la fecha, ninguna de 
las opciones de la Comunidad ha sido aprobada por 
dicha comunidad para continuar con estudios 
posteriores.

Por
lo tanto, si se debe identificar una preferencia para el 
lado este sin considerar las alternativas de la comunidad 
GRIC, las opciones incluirían ya sea la alineación en 
Pecos Road, o el no construir la Autopista South 
Mountain.

No construir una autopista sigue siendo una opción. Si se de no tomar acción alguna. Es posible, sin embargo, que 
elige esta opción, el proyecto propuesto completo no se se inicie un nuevo estudio para el área en algún 
llevaría a cabo, y se evaluarían los efectos ambientales momento en el futuro. 

Desde principios de 2002, ADOT ha estado trabajando 
con un Equipo de Asesoría de Ciudadanos (CAT por sus 
siglas en inglés) formado por personas del suroeste del 
Valle, Laveen, la asociación Valley Forward Association, 
Ahwatukee, la Comunidad India Gila River, la 
organización Sierra Club, los representantes de la 
asociación de propietarios de viviendas, y muchas otras a 
través de toda el área del estudio. 

El equipo CAT actúa como tornavoz y ayuda al equipo del 
proyecto a entender los asuntos y las inquietudes de la 
comunidad. El grupo se reúne regularmente para revisar 
los datos técnicos y medioambientales, para hablar sobre 
los intereses e inquietudes de sus comunidades 
individuales, y para ayudar a encontrar una solución en 
consenso para este proyecto tan complejo. Este grupo ha 
dedicado una gran cantidad de tiempo a estudiar las 
proyecciones detalladas de tránsito, los impactos 
potenciales en las comunidades locales, y las 

asesoría será sólo uno de muchos factores que ADOT y consecuencias de las opciones y alternativas. 
FHWA considerarán al seleccionar una alternativa Finalmente, el equipo CAT hará una recomendación a 
preferida.ADOT, sin embargo, la recomendación del equipo de 

El Equipo de Asesoría de Ciudadanos de South Mountain 
incluye a 26 representantes de a través de toda el área de 

estudio del proyecto.

¿Y Ahora Qué?
Después de revisar los comentarios públicos y la comentarios de 45 días, se llevará a cabo una audiencia 
recomendación del equipo CAT, ADOT y FHWA pública para considerar el contenido del borrador DEIS. 
identificarán una alternativa preferida para una conexión Cuando esté terminado, el público tendrá otra 
en el oeste de la autopista I-10. Una vez que se haya oportunidad de 30 días para comentar sobre la 
completado sustancialmente el Borrador de la declaración EIS final. Los comentarios recibidos durante 
Declaración del Impacto Medioambiental (DEIS por sus los periodos de comentarios de 45 y 30 días serán 
siglas en inglés) en 2006, ADOT y FHWA identificarán usados por las agencias para tomar su decisión con 
una alternativa preferida para el lado oeste. Entonces, el respecto al proyecto. La decisión final será presentada 
borrador DEIS estará disponible durante 45 días para en el Registro de Decisión final por la FHWA, lo cual se 
que el público lo revise. Durante ese periodo de espera que suceda en 2007.

Estudio del Corredor de Transporte South Mountainpágina 10 Otoño/Invierno 2005
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Para Más Información 
Presione sobre el nombre del proyecto en el sitio 
web para detalles
completos, boletines previos, preguntas frecuentes 
y sus respuestas, y actualizaciones regulares.

Por favor envíenos una nota con sus comentarios 
por correo electrónico a SouthMountain@azdot.gov, 
ó llame a nuestro número telefónico de información 
al 602-712-7006.

La correspondencia usando el Servicio Postal de los 
Estados Unidos puede dirigirse a:

South Mountain Corridor Team
c/o HDR Engineering
3200 East Camelback Road, Suite 350

www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311

For More Information
Click on the project website at

for complete 
details, past newsletters, frequently asked 
questions and their answers, and regular 
updates.

Please e-mail your comments to us at
or call our project 

information telephone number at 602-712-7006.

U.S. Postal Mail can be addressed to:

South Mountain Corridor Team
c/o HDR Engineering
3200 East Camelback Road, Suite 350
Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311

www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

SouthMountain@azdot.gov

Please return the completed form to/Por
favor regrese la forma completa a:

This comment form and opportunity to 
join the mailing list are also available on 
our website:  www.dot.state.az.us./Esta
forma de comentarios y oportunidad de 
unirse a la lista de correspondencia 
también está disponible en el sitio en la 
red:  www.dot.state.az.us.

South Mountain Corridor Team 
c/o HDR, Inc.
3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste. 350
Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311

(Optional/Opcional)
Name/Nombre: ______________________________________________

Address/Domicilio: ___________________________________________

City/Ciudad: ___________________________   State/Estado: ________

ZIP/Código Postal: ___________   Phone/Teléfono: _________________
 

Please add me to the South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
Study mailing list./Por favor agréguenme a la lista de 
correspondencia del Estudio del Corredor de Transporte South 
Mountain.

Comments/Comentarios
Please share your comments regarding the South Mountain 
Transportation Corridor Study/Por favor comparta sus comentarios con 

 Estudio del Corredor de Transporte South Mountain: 

alternatives and options being considered in the 
respecto a las alternativas y 

opciones se considerando en el

 

Tuesday, Nov. 15, 2005/
Martes 15 de noviembre de 2005
Estrella Vista Reception Center

1471 N. Eliseo C Felix Jr. Way, Avondale 

Thursday, Nov. 17, 2005/
Jueves 17 de noviembre de 2005

Grace Inn
st10831 S. 51  Street, Ahwatukee
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Wednesday, Nov. 16, 2005/
Miércoles 16 de noviembre de 2005

Corona Ranch
th7611 S. 29  Avenue, Laveen
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Be Part of the Process
Please join us to discuss the South Mountain 
Transportation Corridor.  Input gathered at these 
meetings will be used to evaluate the alternatives.
Each meeting will feature an open house from noon-8 
p.m. to allow ample time for questions and 
comments. Ongoing presentations will provide the 
same information throughout the course of these 
meetings.

Sea Parte del Proceso
Por favor acompáñenos para hablar sobre el Corredor 
de Transporte South Mountain. La información 
recopilada en estas reuniones será usada para evaluar 
las alternativas. En cada reunión habrá una sesión 
estilo casa abierta del mediodía a las 8 p.m. para 
permitir suficiente tiempo para preguntas y 
comentarios. Las presentaciones continuas 
proporcionarán la misma información durante el 
transcurso de estas reuniones.

SouthMountainCorridorTeam
c/oHDR,Inc.
3200E.CamelbackRd.,Ste.350
Phoenix,AZ85018-2311
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Monday, November 5, 2001
Desert Vista High School, 

Auditorium
16440 S. 32nd St., Ahwatukee

A r i z o n a   De p a r t m e n t   of  
T   r   a   n   s   p   o   r   t   a   t   i   o   n

South Mountain Corridor Study Public Scoping Meetings
P  u  b  l  i  c     M  e  e  t  i  n  g  s 
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Thursday, November 8, 2001
Fowler Elementary School, 

Cafeteria
6707 W. Van Buren St., Phx.

both evenings:  6:30-7 p.m. Presentation, 7-9 p.m. Q&A/Open House
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Wednesday, October 1, 2003
Desert Vista High School,

16440 S. 32nd St., Ahwatukee

A r i z o n a D e p a r t m e n t o f

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n

South Mountain Corridor Study Public Meetings

P u b l i c M e e t i n g s

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) will conduct public meetings to obtain public input
on alternatives for the South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study. The public meetings will be held
on Tuesday, September 30 at Cesar Chavez High School, 3921 W. Baseline, Phoenix; Wednesday,
October 1 at Desert Vista High, 16440 S. 32 Street, Ahwatukee; and Thursday, October 2 at Tolleson
High School, 9419 W. Van Buren, Tolleson. Each public meeting will provide the same information from
6-8 p.m. starting with an open house and a presentation and question and answer session at 6:30 p.m.

ADOT, in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration, is conducting an engineering and
environmental study known as an Environmental Impact Statement that will examine transportation
needs in the corridor and evaluate all reasonable ways to meet them, including whether there is a need
for a major transportation improvement in the corridor.

The purpose of this meeting is to provide people with information on the alternatives that are being
studied for a South Mountain Freeway, take questions and provide answers, and hear comments and
concerns. Public participation is an important part of the alternative evaluation process and all
interested parties are encouraged to attend the hearing.

Persons with a disability may request reasonable accommodations, such as a sign language interpreter,
by contacting Theresa Gunn, Gunn Communications Inc., 8629 W. Alex Avenue, Peoria, AZ 85382,
phone: (623) 362-1597, fax: (623) 362-1721. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow
time to arrange accommodations. This notice is available in alternative formats by contacting Theresa
Gunn at the number referenced above.

For additional information or to submit comments in writing, contact Thor Anderson, ADOT
Environmental & Enhancement Group, 205 S. 17th Ave., MD 619E, Phoenix, AZ 85007, phone: (602)
712-8637, fax: (602) 712-3066, or se

nd

Tracs No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L

e . This ad is also available at
.

www.dot.state.az.us
www.adotenvironmental.com

Thursday, October 2, 2003
Tolleson High School

9419 W. Van Buren St., Tolleson
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Tuesday, September 30, 2003
Cesar Chavez High School

3921 W. Baseline Rd., Phoenix

William J. "Bill" Higgins
Acting State Engineer

Floyd Roehrich
Project Manager

Perry Powell
District Engineer
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Corona Ranch

th7611 S. 29  Avenue, Laveen

Jueves 17 de noviembre
Hotel Grace Inn

st10831 S. 51  Street, Ahwatukee

35
th 

Av
e.

27
st 

Av
e

29
th 

Av
e.

Baseline Rd.

N

Martes 15 de noviembre
Estrella Vista Reception Center
1471 N. Eliseo C. Felix Jr. Way

Avondale                          

I-10

Dy
sa

rt 
Rd

.

Eli
se

o C
. F

eli
x

Jr.
 W

ay

El 
Mi

ra
ge

 Rd
.

Van Buren St.

N

Elliot Rd.

Warner Rd.48
th 

St.

I-1
0

51
st 

St.

N

El Departamento de Transporte de Arizona 
(ADOT por sus siglas en inglés) y la 
Administración Federal de Autopistas 
(FHWA por sus siglas en inglés), están 
evaluando rutas alternas para la Autopista 
South Mountain, el segmento de autopista 
del anillo de circunvalación Loop 202, 
conectando a la autopista Interestatal 10 
al sur de Phoenix con la autopista 
Interestatal 10 al oeste de la ciudad.  
 

Se llevarán a cabo reuniones públicas 
para presentar las alternativas y 
proporcionar una oportunidad para 
recibir información de los ciudadanos. Se 
realizarán presentaciones y sesiones de 
preguntas y respuestas durante el día, así 
como una reunión continua al estilo casa 
abierta. Cada una de las reuniones 
contendrá la misma información. Asistirán 
representantes del departamento ADOT y 
de la administración FHWA. 
 

En 2001 el departamento ADOT, en 
cooperación con la administración 
FHWA, empezó a preparar el Reporte de 
Concepto de Ubicación/Diseño y la 
Declaración del Impacto Medioambiental 
para determinar si tal autopista todavía se 
necesita, dónde debería ubicarse, y cuáles 
podrían ser los impactos sociales, 
económicos y al medio ambiente que 
dichas instalaciones podrían ocasionar.
  

Las personas con una discapacidad 
pueden solicitar adaptaciones razonables, 
tales como un intérprete de lenguaje a 
señas, comunicándose con Theresa 
Gunn, Gunn Communications Inc., 8629 
W. Alex Avenue, Peoria, AZ 85382, 
teléfono: (623) 362-1597, fax: (623) 
362-1721. Las solicitudes deben hacerse 
cuanto antes posible, dando tiempo para 
hacer los arreglos para las adaptaciones. 
Este aviso está disponible en formatos alternos, llamando a Theresa Gunn en 
el número que aparece arriba.
 

Para información adicional o para presentar comentarios por escrito, 
comuníquese con Ralph Ellis, ADOT Environmental & Enhancement Group, 
205 S. 17th Ave., MD 619E, Phoenix, AZ 85007, 
teléfono: (602) 712-6161, fax: (602) 712-3066, 
correo electrónico: rellis@azdot.gov. 

   Tracs No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L

www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

       Perry Powell                   Mike Bruder                    Sam Elters
            Ingeniero de Distrito Gerente del Proyecto Ingeniero del Estado

DEPARTAMENTO DE TRANSPORTE DE ARIZONA 

REUNIONES PÚBLICAS
Estudio del Corredor 

South Mountain

CASA ABIERTA: 
Mediodía - 8 p.m. cada día 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PUBLIC MEETINGS
South Mountain
Corridor Study

The Arizona Department of Transportation is 
considering three locations for the potential Loop 
202 South Mountain Freeway to connect to 
Interstate 10 in the West Valley. 
 

Public meetings will be held to discuss how a 
South Mountain Freeway might affect I-10 
access. Each of the presentations will contain the 
same information. Representatives from ADOT 
and FHWA will be in attendance. 
 

Each of the alternatives would require I-10 
improvements and widening. The options 
include: 
 

Loop 101 Connection -- would change access to 
the freeway from 99th Avenue and reconstruct 
ramps at the I-10/Loop 101 interchange. 
 

71st Avenue Connection -- would change 
existing access to I-10 between 59th Avenue and 
83rd Avenue and would limit local access at 59th 
Avenue and 83rd Avenue.  
 

55th Avenue Connection -- would change 
existing access to I-10 between 67th Avenue and 
43rd Avenue and would limit local access at 
63rd Avenue and 43rd Avenue.
 

If you home or business would be affected, or if 
your usual travel routes would change, ADOT 
would like to hear from you. Please consider 
attending one of the upcoming meetings.
 

Persons with a disability may request reasonable accommodations, such as a sign 
language interpreter, by contacting Theresa Gunn, Gunn Communications Inc., 8629 
W. Alex Avenue, Peoria, AZ 85382, phone: (623) 362-1597, fax: (623) 362-1721. 
Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange 
accommodations. This notice is available in alternative formats by contacting Theresa 
Gunn at the number above.
  

For additional information or to submit comments in writing, contact Ralph Ellis, 
ADOT Environmental & Enhancement Group, 205 S. 17th Ave., MD 619E, Phoenix, 
AZ 85007, phone: (602) 712-6161, fax: (602) 712-3066, e-mail: rellis@azdot.gov. 

   Tracs No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L

www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

   Perry Powell                Mike Bruder                   Sam Elters
District Engineer         Project Manager             State Engineer

Wednesday, March 8, 2006
Open House 5-8 p.m.

Presentations: 6 p.m. & 7 p.m.
Santa Maria Middle School

7250 W. Lower Buckeye Road

Tuesday, March 7, 2006
Open House 4-7 p.m.

Presentations: 5 p.m. & 6 p.m.
Holiday Inn Phoenix West

1500 N. 51st Avenue

South Mountain/
I-10 Access Open House
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What has been happening? 
The study team, led by the Arizona Department 
of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), has completed 
the technical reports in support of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), developed 
the administrative Draft EIS for ADOT and 
FHWA review and developed the Location and 
Design Concept Report. Throughout the study 
process, ADOT and FHWA have continued 
coordination with the public and local, regional,  
state and federal agencies.
Since 2002, ADOT and FHWA have worked with 
a Citizens Advisory Team (CAT) that represents 
various groups in the South Mountain Freeway 
Study Area. In 2006, the CAT completed its 
evaluation of the Western Section alternatives and 

recommended the W101 Alternative. In doing so, 
the CAT emphasized the importance of addressing 
long-term regional mobility issues, but also 
expressed concern regarding the possible impacts on 
community character and cohesion. While taking 
the CAT recommendation into account, ADOT 
ultimately identified the W55 Alternative as its 
preliminary preferred alternative. ADOT’s decision 
was based on overall regional transportation needs; 
a comprehensive evaluation of social and economic 
conditions; public and agency comments; engineering 
elements, such as evaluating traffic data; project costs 
and environmental factors.
The CAT currently is evaluating the proposed 
freeway to recommend whether it should be built. 
Following the public release of the Draft EIS, the 

Alternatives studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Transportation Corridor Study
South Mountain

CAT will provide a final 
recommendation of “action” or 
“no-action” for the proposed 
South Mountain Freeway. 
For information regarding 
CAT membership, please visit 
the project Web site at www.
SouthMountainFreeway.com.
Future CAT meetings are 

currently unscheduled and will be determined 
according to the release of the Draft EIS. 
Members of the community are welcome to 
attend the CAT meetings when scheduled. The 
information to be discussed at these upcoming 
meetings, and the information presented at the 
previous meetings, can be found on the study Web 
site at www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

What is the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement?
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requires that EISs be prepared for all major  
federal actions (or those involving federal funding) 
that could have a significant effect on the 
environment.
A Draft EIS presents information about the 
study’s purpose and need; alternatives developed 
(studied in detail); potential impacts to the social, 
economic and natural environment, including 
measures to avoid, reduce or otherwise mitigate 
impacts; Section 4(f) evaluation; and public and 
agency outreach. 
Purpose and Need Almost 50 percent of 
projected increases in population, housing and 
employment from 2005 to 2030 for the entire 
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) 
region is expected to occur in the southwestern 
and southeastern portions of the Phoenix 
metropolitan area (see the graphic addressing 

mobility needs above). The proposed freeway would 
serve the projected increases in these areas. 
Alternatives Development To identify the 
alternatives to be studied in detail in the Draft EIS, 
a process was used to develop and evaluate a range 
of alternatives (including non-freeway alternatives). 
In addition to the most recent alternatives presented 
(see the map on the first page), the No-Action 
Alternative is being studied in detail. 
Potential Impacts The social, economic and 
environmental consequences of selecting the Action 
or No-Action alternatives were evaluated based 
on a number of elements. These elements include, 
but are not limited to, land use, social conditions, 
economics, air quality, noise, cultural resources, 
visual resources and biological resources.

1983 1985 1988 1994 1996 1999 2001  Summer/Fall Fall/Winter Fall 2003 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 June 2006 2009 2010

The Maricopa Association of 
Governments (MAG) prepares 
planning studies for the 
Phoenix metropolitan area 
that identify corridors for an 
integrated freeway network. 

Maricopa County 
voters approve a 
half-cent sales tax 
to fund the MAG’s 
Regional Freeway 
System.

A Design Concept Report 
(DCR) and a state-
level Environmental 
Assessment (EA) are 
completed for the South 
Mountain Freeway.

Due to a funding 
shortfall, ADOT 
identifies the South 
Mountain Freeway 
as an “unfunded 
segment.”

A consortium of private 
companies proposes to 
build the South Mountain 
Freeway as a toll road. The 
consortium would later 
withdraw its proposal.

ADOT announces plans to 
resume completion of the 
Regional Freeway System, 
including an unspecified 
portion of the South 
Mountain Transportation 
Corridor.

ADOT begins preparing a new 
L/DCR and EIS to examine a 
broad range of alternatives 
to address the transportation 
needs in the southwest valley. 
Public input efforts begin.

The study team 
collects baseline 
information and 
issues on the 
transportation 
corridor.

The study team 
determines that 
there is a purpose 
and need to continue 
the study.

ADOT, FHWA and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers concur on 
the three build alternatives 
plus options. These are carried 
forward into the Draft EIS for 
more detailed analysis.

Voters approve funding 
MAG’s Regional 
Transportation Plan 
– including the South 
Mountain Freeway.

Public information 
meetings held. Expansive 
public input efforts 
continue throughout the 
study.

ADOT announces the W55 
(55th Avenue) Alternative 
as the “preliminary preferred 
alternative” based on community 
input, economic impacts, 
environmental factors, and 
traffic analysis.

Expected 
publication of 
Draft EIS and 
public hearing.

Expected final 
decision on the 
South Mountain 
Freeway.

Proposed action
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Seventy-five percent of vehicles forecast to use the 
proposed freeway were shown to have origins and/or 
destinations near the proposed South Mountain Freeway. 
A freeway would be used by vehicles from the east and 
west areas of the MAG region, and would address east-
west mobility needs.

Addressing mobility needs in the MAG region
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For more information regarding this study, please visit the study Web site at www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

Section 4(f) Evaluation Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation Act protects the use of 
public recreational land, historic resources and traditional 
cultural properties (TCPs). This includes an evaluation 
of Section 4(f) resources, a determination of impacts and 
an evaluation of measures available to minimize impacts, 
when warranted.
Public and Agency Outreach Since ADOT and 
FHWA began preparing the Draft EIS in 2001, they 
have worked to engage and provide study information to 
the public and agencies. Some of the outreach included 
holding public meetings in November 2005 to discuss and 
receive information regarding the proposed alternatives. 
Approximately 2,600 people attended these meetings. 
Public meetings also were held in March 2006 to discuss 
how Interstate 10 might be affected by each of the 
potential connection options in the West Valley. Nearly 
400 people attended these meetings. Public and agency 
outreach will continue through the next steps in study 
process (see the graphic on this page).

What is the status of the Draft EIS?
ADOT and FHWA currently are reviewing the technical 
information in the Draft EIS for the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway. During the review process, ADOT 
and FHWA are working with the Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC) to address the status of the South 
Mountains as a TCP. A TCP is a site that is eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 
because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs. 
Consultation on this issue with GRIC is necessary to 
complete the technical review.
The exact timeframe is unknown for the completion 
of the review process; however, when the review is 
completed and approved for distribution by ADOT and 
FHWA, it will be available to the public for review and 
comment. ADOT and FHWA are working as quickly  
as possible to complete this complex and important  
study process.

What are the next steps?

Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)

released for public review

60-day
review period

Public Hearing and
CAT Recommendation

90-day
review period

Final decision on proposed
freeway is made

Public comments on
Draft EIS evaluated

Public comments on
Final EIS evaluated

Final EIS released
for public review

Development of
Final EIS

2009

1983 1985 1988 1994 1996 1999 2001  Summer/Fall Fall/Winter Fall 2003 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 June 2006 2009 2010

The Maricopa Association of 
Governments (MAG) prepares 
planning studies for the 
Phoenix metropolitan area 
that identify corridors for an 
integrated freeway network. 

Maricopa County 
voters approve a 
half-cent sales tax 
to fund the MAG’s 
Regional Freeway 
System.

A Design Concept Report 
(DCR) and a state-
level Environmental 
Assessment (EA) are 
completed for the South 
Mountain Freeway.

Due to a funding 
shortfall, ADOT 
identifies the South 
Mountain Freeway 
as an “unfunded 
segment.”

A consortium of private 
companies proposes to 
build the South Mountain 
Freeway as a toll road. The 
consortium would later 
withdraw its proposal.

ADOT announces plans to 
resume completion of the 
Regional Freeway System, 
including an unspecified 
portion of the South 
Mountain Transportation 
Corridor.

ADOT begins preparing a new 
L/DCR and EIS to examine a 
broad range of alternatives 
to address the transportation 
needs in the southwest valley. 
Public input efforts begin.

The study team 
collects baseline 
information and 
issues on the 
transportation 
corridor.

The study team 
determines that 
there is a purpose 
and need to continue 
the study.

ADOT, FHWA and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers concur on 
the three build alternatives 
plus options. These are carried 
forward into the Draft EIS for 
more detailed analysis.

Voters approve funding 
MAG’s Regional 
Transportation Plan 
– including the South 
Mountain Freeway.

Public information 
meetings held. Expansive 
public input efforts 
continue throughout the 
study.

ADOT announces the W55 
(55th Avenue) Alternative 
as the “preliminary preferred 
alternative” based on community 
input, economic impacts, 
environmental factors, and 
traffic analysis.

Expected 
publication of 
Draft EIS and 
public hearing.

Expected final 
decision on the 
South Mountain 
Freeway.

We are here

South Mountain
Transportation Corridor Study

How to Contact Us
If you have any questions or comments about the 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study, 
please contact:

Hotline: 602.712.7006

Web site:  www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

Fax:  602.385.1620

E-mail: ADOT@PolicyDevelopmentGroup.com

Mail: South Mountain Corridor Study Team
 101 North 1st Avenue, Suite 1950
 Phoenix, AZ 85003-1923

For more information regarding this study, please visit the study Web site at www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

This document is available in Spanish by calling: 602.712.7006.  

Este documento está disponible en Español llamando 602.712.7006.

101 North 1st Avenue, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003-1923

Look inside! 

Study  
information . . . 
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¿Qué ha estado sucediendo?
El equipo del estudio, dirigido por el Departamento 
de Arizona de Transporte (ADOT) y la 
Administración Federal de Carreteras (FHWA), 
ha completado los informes técnicos a favor del 
Giro de Declaración de Impacto Ambiental; (EIS) 
desarrolló el adiminstrativo Giro de EIS para el 
reviso de ADOT y FHWA y desarrolló el Informe 
de Concepto de Ubicación y Diseño. A través 
del proceso del estudio, ADOT y FHWA han 
continuado coordinación con el público y agencias 
locales, regionales, estatales y federales.
Desde el 2002, ADOT y FHWA han trabajado con 
un Equipo Consultivo de Ciudadanos (CAT) que 
representa a varios grupos en el Area del Estudio de 
la Autopista South Mountain. En el 2006, el CAT 
completó su evaluación de las alternativas de la Sección 

Occidental y recomendó la Alternativa W101. A hacer 
así, el CAT acentuó la importancia de dirigir asuntos 
regionales a largo plazo de movilidad, pero también 
expresó concierne con respecto a los impactos posibles 
en el carácter y la cohesion de la comunidad. Al tomar la 
recomendación de CAT en cuenta, ADOT últimamente 
identificó la Alternativa W55 como su preliminar 
alternativa preferida. La decisión de ADOT fue basada 
en necesidades regionales generales de transporte; 
una evaluación completa de condiciones sociales y 
económicas; comentarios del público y de agencias; 
elementos de ingeniería, como evaluar los datos de 
tráfico; costos de proyecto y factores ambientales.
El CAT actualmente esta evaluando la autopista 
propuesta para recomendar si debe ser construida. 
Después de hacer público el Giro de EIS, el 

Las Alternativas estudiadas en el Giro de Declaración de Impacto Ambiental

CAT proporcionará una 
recomendación final de “acción” 
o de “ningún-acción” para la 
propuesta Autopista South 
Mountain. Para información 
con respecto a la membresía 
del CAT, por favor visite el 
sitio web del proyecto en www.
SouthMountainFreeway.com.

Futuras reuniones del CAT actualmente están 
imprevistas y serán determinadas según la 
publicación del Giro de EIS. Los miembros de la 
comunidad están bienvenidos a asistir las reuniones 
de CAT cuando sean programadas. La información 
que se va a discutir en estas próximas reuniones, y la 
información presentada en las reuniones anteriores, 
se puede encontrada en el sitio web del estudio en 
www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

¿Qué es el Giro de Declaración 
de Impacto Ambiental?
El Acto Nacional de la Política Ambiental 
(NEPA) requiere que se prepare un EIS para todas 
acciones mayores federales (o esas que impliquen la 
financiación federal) que podrían tener un efecto 
significativo en el ambiente.
Un Giro de EIS presenta información sobre el 
propósito y necesidad del studio; alternativas 
desarrolladas (estudiadas en detalle); impactos 
potenciales al medio social, económico y natural, 
incluso medidas para evitar, reducir o de otro 
modo para mitigar impactos; evaluación de la 
Sección 4(f); y el alcance del público y de agencias.
Propósito y Necesidad Casi 50 por ciento de 
aumentos proyectados en la población, vivienda y 
el empleo del 2005 al 2030 para la region entera de 
la Asociación de Gobiernos de Maricopa (MAG) 
es esperada ocurrir en las porciones del sudoeste 
y del sudeste de la área metropolitana de Phoenix 

(vea el gráfico arriba que dirige las necesidades de 
movilidad). La autopista propuesta serviría los aumentos 
proyectados en estas áreas.
Desarrollo de Alternativas Para identificar las alternativas 
para ser estudiadas con todo detalle en el Giro de EIS, un 
proceso fue utilizado para desarrollar y evaluar una gama de 
alternativas (inclusive alternativas sin autopista). Además de 
las alternativas más recientes presentadas (vea el mapa en la 
primera página), la Alternativa de Ninguna-Acción se está 
estudiando con todo detalle.
Impactos Potenciales Las consecuencias sociales, 
económicas y ambientales de seleccionar las alternativas 
de Acción o Ninguna-Acción fueron evaluadas basado en 
varios elementos. Estos elementos incluyen, pero no son 
limitados a, la utilización de la tierra, condiciones sociales, 
la economía, calidad aérea, el ruido, recursos culturales, 
recursos visuales y recursos biológicos. 

1983 1985 1988 1994 1996 1999 2001 Verano/Otoño Otoño/Invierno Otoño del 2003 Otoño del 2004 Otoño del 2005 Junio del 2006 2009 2010

La Asociación de Gobiernos 
de Maricopa (MAG) prepara 
estudios de planeación 
para la area metropolitana 
de Phoenix que identifica 
pasillos para una red 
integrada de autopistas.

Los votantes del 
Condado de Maricopa 
aprueban un impuesto 
de ventas de medio-
centavo para financiar 
el Sistema Regional de 
Autopistas de MAG.

Un Informe de Concepto 
de Diseño (DCR) y una 
Evaluación Ambiental 
(EA) al nivel del estado 
se completan para 
la Autopista South 
Mountain.

Debido a una 
insuficiencia de 
financiación, ADOT 
identifica la Autopista 
South Mountain 
como un segmento 
no consolidado.

Un consorcio de empresas 
privadas propone construir 
la Autopista South Mountain 
como una carretera de 
peaje. El consorcio retiraría 
luego su propuesta.

ADOT anuncia planes para 
reasumir la finalización 
del Sistema Regional de 
Autopistas, inclusive una 
porción no específicada del 
Pasillo de South Mountain.

ADOT empieza a preparer un 
nuevo L/DCR y EIS para examinar 
una amplia gama de alternativas 
para dirigir las necesidades de 
transporte en el sudoeste del 
valle. Esfuerzos de recibir la 
aportación del público empiezan.

El equipo del estudio 
colecta información 
básica sobre asuntos 
del pasillo de 
transporte.

El equipo del studio 
determina que 
hay un propósito 
y necesidad de 
continuar el estudio.

ADOT, FHWA y el Cuerpo del Ejército 
de Ingenieros de los Estados 
Unidos están de acuerdo sobre las 
tres alternativas construidas más 
opciones. Estas son llevadas hacia 
adelante en el Giro de EIS para el 
análisis más detallado.

Los votantes aprueban 
la financiación del Plan 
Regional de Transporte 
de MAG – inclusive 
la Autopista South 
Mountain.

Tuvieron  reuniones de 
información pública. 
Esfuerzos expansivos 
de la aportación del 
público continúan a 
través del estudio.

ADOT anuncia la Alternativa 
W55 (la Avenida 55) como la 
“alternativa preliminar preferida” 
basada en la aportación de la 
comunidad, impactos económicos, 
factores ambientales, y en análisis 
de tráfico.

La publicación 
esperada del 
Giro EIS y 
sesión pública.

La esperada 
decisión 
final sobre 
la Autopista 
South 
Mountain. 
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Dirigir las necesidades de movilidad en la región de 
MAG

El setenta y cinco por ciento de vehículos pronosticados para 
utilizar la autopista propuesta fueron mostrados de tener 
orígenes y/o destinos cerca de la propuesta Autopista South 
Moutain. Una autopista sería utilizada por vehículos de las 
áreas oriental y occidental de la región de MAG, y dirigiría las 
necesidades de movilidad al este-oeste.

South Mountain
Estudio del Pasillo de Transporte de
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Para más información sobre este estudio, por favor visite el sitio web del estudio en www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

Evaluación de la Sección 4(f)  La Sección 4(f) del Acto 
de Transporte del Departamento de los Estados Unidos 
protege el uso de tierra recreativa pública, recursos históricos y 
propiedades culturales tradicionales (TCPs). Esto incluye una 
evaluación de recursos de la Sección 4(f), una determinación 
de impactos y una evaluación de medidas disponibles para 
minimizar impactos, cuando sea justificado.
Alcance del Público y de Agencia Desde que ADOT y 
FHWA empezaron a preparar el Giro de EIS en el 2001, 
ellos han trabajado para captar y proporcionar información 
del estudio al público y agencias. Parte del alcance incluyó 
tener reuniones públicas en noviembre del 2005 para 
discutir y recibir información con respecto a las alternativas 
propuestas. Aproximadamente 2,600 personas asistieron 
estas reuniones. También se tuvieron reuniones públicas en 
marzo del 2006 para discutir cómo la Interestatal 10 quizás 
sea afectada por cada una de las opciones potenciales de 
conexión en el valle occidental. Casi 400 personas asistieron 
estas reuniones. El alcance del público y de agencias 
continuará por los próximos pasos en el proceso del estudio 
(vea el gráfico en esta página).

¿Qué es el estatus del Giro de EIS?
ADOT y FHWA actualmente estan revisando la 
información técnica en el Giro EIS para la propuesta 
Autopista South Mountain. Durante el proceso de revisión, 
ADOT y FHWA van a trabajar con la Comunidad India 
del Río Gila (GRIC) para dirigir el estatus de South 
Mountain como un TCP. Un TCP es un sitio que es 
eligible para la inclusión en el Registro Nacional de Lugares 
Históricos a causa de su asociación con prácticas o creencias 
culturales. La consulta sobre este asunto con GRIC es 
necesaria para completar la revisión técnica.
La agenda exacta para la terminación del proceso de 
revision es desconocida; sin embargo, cuando la revisión 
sea completada y aprobada para la distribución por ADOT 
y FHWA, estará disponible al público para revisión y 
comentario. ADOT y FHWA estan trabajan tan rápido 
como puedan para completar este complejo y importante 
proceso del estudio.

¿Qué son los proximos pasos?

Giro de Declaración de 
Impacto Ambiental (EIS)

soltado para la  
revisión pública

Período de 60 
días de revisión

Sesión Pública y 
Recomendación del CAT

Período de 90 
días de revisión

Se hace la decisión final sobre 
la autopista propuesta

Comentarios del Público 
sobre el Giro EIS son 

evaluados

Comentarios del Público 
sobre el EIS Final son 

evaluados

El EIS Final es soltado  
para la revisión pública

Desarollo del EIS Final

2009

1983 1985 1988 1994 1996 1999 2001 Verano/Otoño Otoño/Invierno Otoño del 2003 Otoño del 2004 Otoño del 2005 Junio del 2006 2009 2010

La Asociación de Gobiernos 
de Maricopa (MAG) prepara 
estudios de planeación 
para la area metropolitana 
de Phoenix que identifica 
pasillos para una red 
integrada de autopistas.

Los votantes del 
Condado de Maricopa 
aprueban un impuesto 
de ventas de medio-
centavo para financiar 
el Sistema Regional de 
Autopistas de MAG.

Un Informe de Concepto 
de Diseño (DCR) y una 
Evaluación Ambiental 
(EA) al nivel del estado 
se completan para 
la Autopista South 
Mountain.

Debido a una 
insuficiencia de 
financiación, ADOT 
identifica la Autopista 
South Mountain 
como un segmento 
no consolidado.

Un consorcio de empresas 
privadas propone construir 
la Autopista South Mountain 
como una carretera de 
peaje. El consorcio retiraría 
luego su propuesta.

ADOT anuncia planes para 
reasumir la finalización 
del Sistema Regional de 
Autopistas, inclusive una 
porción no específicada del 
Pasillo de South Mountain.

ADOT empieza a preparer un 
nuevo L/DCR y EIS para examinar 
una amplia gama de alternativas 
para dirigir las necesidades de 
transporte en el sudoeste del 
valle. Esfuerzos de recibir la 
aportación del público empiezan.

El equipo del estudio 
colecta información 
básica sobre asuntos 
del pasillo de 
transporte.

El equipo del studio 
determina que 
hay un propósito 
y necesidad de 
continuar el estudio.

ADOT, FHWA y el Cuerpo del Ejército 
de Ingenieros de los Estados 
Unidos están de acuerdo sobre las 
tres alternativas construidas más 
opciones. Estas son llevadas hacia 
adelante en el Giro de EIS para el 
análisis más detallado.

Los votantes aprueban 
la financiación del Plan 
Regional de Transporte 
de MAG – inclusive 
la Autopista South 
Mountain.

Tuvieron  reuniones de 
información pública. 
Esfuerzos expansivos 
de la aportación del 
público continúan a 
través del estudio.

ADOT anuncia la Alternativa 
W55 (la Avenida 55) como la 
“alternativa preliminar preferida” 
basada en la aportación de la 
comunidad, impactos económicos, 
factores ambientales, y en análisis 
de tráfico.

La publicación 
esperada del 
Giro EIS y 
sesión pública.

La esperada 
decisión 
final sobre 
la Autopista 
South 
Mountain. 

Estamos Aquí

South Mountain
Estudio del Pasillo de Transporte de

Cómo Contactarnos
Si usted tiene cualquier pregunta o comentarios 
acerca del Estudio del Pasillo de Transporte de 
South Mountain, por favor contacte a:

Línea Directa: 602.712.7006

Sitio web:  www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

Fax:  602.385.1620

E-mail: ADOT@PolicyDevelopmentGroup.com

Correo: South Mountain Corridor Study Team
 101 North 1st Avenue, Suite 1950
 Phoenix, AZ 85003-1923

101 North 1st Avenue, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003-1923

Mire adentro! 

Información  
del estudio… 

Para más información sobre este estudio, por favor visite el sitio web del estudio en www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.
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examining and refining a range of appropriate 
alternatives (including nonfreeway alternatives) through 
use of an Alternatives Development process. The 
alternatives to be studied in detail (see map on the 
first page) includes an option of not implementing the 
project; this is known as the No Action Alternative. 
The Draft EIS also documents potential impacts of 
the alternatives to the social, economic and natural 
environment, and includes measures to avoid, reduce 
or otherwise mitigate impacts. Finally, Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act seeks to 
protect the use of public recreational land, significant 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or historic resources by 
determining impacts and evaluating measures available 
to minimize impacts to these resources. 
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Addressing mobility needs in the MAG region

Seventy-five percent of vehicles forecast to use the proposed 
freeway were shown to have origins and/or destinations near 
the proposed South Mountain Freeway. A freeway would be 
used by vehicles from the east and west areas of the MAG 
region, and would address east-west mobility needs.

South Mountain
Transportation Corridor Study

1983 1985 1988 1994 1996 1999 2001 Summer/Fall 
2001

Fall/Winter 
2001 Fall 2003 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 June 2006 Fall 2009 2010  ➤  ➤  ➤  ➤  ➤

The Maricopa 
Association of 
Governments (MAG) 
prepares planning 
studies for the Phoenix 
metropolitan area that 
identify corridors for 
an integrated freeway 
network.

Maricopa 
County voters 
approve a half-
cent sales tax 
to fund the 
MAG’s Regional 
Freeway 
System.

A Design Concept 
Report (DCR) 
and a state-level 
Environmental 
Assessment (EA) 
are completed 
for the South 
Mountain 
Freeway.

Due to a 
funding 
shortfall, ADOT 
identif ies 
the South 
Mountain 
Freeway as 
an “unfunded 
segment.”

A consortium of 
private companies 
proposes to 
build the South 
Mountain Freeway 
as a toll road. The 
consortium would 
later withdraw its 
proposal.

ADOT announces 
plans to resume 
completion of the 
Regional Freeway 
System, including an 
unspecif ied portion of 
the South Mountain 
Transportation 
Corridor.

ADOT begins 
preparing a new L/DCR 
and EIS to examine 
a broad range of 
alternatives to address 
the transportation 
needs in the southwest 
valley. Public input 
efforts begin.

The study team 
collects baseline 
information and 
issues on the 
transportation 
corridor.

The study team 
determines that 
there is a purpose 
and need to 
continue the 
study.

ADOT, FHWA and 
the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers concur 
on the three build 
alternatives plus 
options. These are 
carried forward into 
the Draft EIS for more 
detailed analysis.

Voters approve 
funding 
MAG’s Regional 
Transportation 
Plan – including 
the South 
Mountain 
Freeway.

Public 
information 
meetings held. 
Expansive 
public input 
efforts continue 
throughout the 
study.

ADOT announces the 
W55 (55th Avenue) 
Alternative as the 
“preliminary preferred 
alternative” based 
on community input, 
economic impacts, 
environmental factors, 
and traff ic analysis.

MAG revises the RTP 
to include changes 
to South Mountain 
Freeway to include 
reducing the freeway 
to eight lanes and 
shifting the Western 
Section alignment to 
59th Avenue (W59).

Publication 
of Draft EIS 
and public 
hearing(s).

Expected 
final 
decision on 
the South 
Mountain 
Freeway.

In October 2009, MAG’s Regional Council voted to 
approve the revised regional plan which included these 
changes. For more information regarding the RTP, please 
visit the MAG Web site at www.mag.maricopa.gov.

What is the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement?
The National Environmental Policy Act requires that 
EISs be prepared for all major federal actions (or those 
involving federal funding) that could significantly affect 
the environment. The initial assessment of significant 
environmental impacts is published as a Draft EIS for 
public and agency review and comment. In its Purpose 
and Need chapter, the Draft EIS documents the need(s) 
for the proposed project, describes what the purpose 
of the project is, and discusses the likely societal, 
transportation, and economic consequences of not 
implementing the proposed project. 
Determination of what type of project would best 
meet the identified project purpose and need involves 

$3.0$0 $6.0 $9.0 $12.0 $15.0

*Does not include projects obligated through 2011

(in billions) 

Cost

Budget

Funding
Currently
available

$6.6b

Deficit
$6.6b

2009 Estimated cost to complete 
Regional Transportation Program
$13.2b*

Prop 400 Regional 
Transportation Program
$9.4b

Estimated freeway program costs
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What is the status of the study? 
The study team, led by the Arizona Department 
of Transportation and the Federal Highway 
Administration, continues to follow the federal process 
defined by the National Environmental Policy Act, 
to complete a Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the study. Currently, ADOT is revising the 
Administrative Draft EIS, and Location and Design 
Concept Report to include changes to the Maricopa 
Association of Governments’ Regional Transportation 
Plan. These changes include reducing the overall 
“footprint” of the freeway to eight lanes (three general-
purpose lanes and one HOV lane in each direction) 
and evaluating a revised connection with Interstate 10 
at 59th Avenue. 

Why have these changes occurred?
Maricopa County’s half-cent sales tax for 
transportation projects, approved through 

Alternatives studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Proposition 400 in 2004, is the RTP’s major funding 
source and provides more than half of the revenue. 
Responding to the budget shortfall created by declining 
revenue, MAG began to study methods to reduce 
freeway project costs. Additionally, during the South 
Mountain Freeway study the public expressed concern 
about the number of proposed residential and business 
acquisitions and about some of the potential impacts of 
the proposed freeway. Acknowledging these community 
concerns and addressing declining revenues, strategies 
were examined to reduce impacts including project 
costs and needed right-of-way. For the South Mountain 
Freeway Study, this analysis resulted in two key changes:

• reduce the proposed freeway to eight lanes (from 
the previous 10-lane concept), thereby reducing the 
right-of-way needed; and

• shift the Western Section alignment between 
Lower Buckeye Road and I-10 to connect at 
59th Avenue (rather than 55th Avenue).
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For more information regarding this study, please visit the study Web site at www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

Since 2001, ADOT and FHWA have implemented an 
extensive public and agency outreach program. Next 
steps and future opportunities to participate in the study 
process are outlined in the graphic on this page.

Citizens Advisory Team
Since 2002, ADOT and FHWA have worked with a 
Citizens Advisory Team that represents various groups 
in the South Mountain Freeway Study Area, holding 
approximately 56 meetings. Beginning in early 2010, 
the CAT will resume its work to review aspects of the 
proposed freeway and recommend whether it should be 
built. Following the public release of the Draft EIS, the 
CAT will provide a final recommendation of “action” or 
“no-action” for the proposed South Mountain Freeway. 
Members of the community are welcome to attend  
the CAT meetings; time is generally available at the  
end of each meeting for public comments and questions. 
The information to be discussed at these upcoming 
meetings, and the information presented at the previous 
meetings, can be found on the study Web site at  
www.SouthMountainFreeway.com or by calling the 
project hotline.
Upon completion of the Administrative Draft EIS, it 
will be reviewed by FHWA and other governmental 
agencies. Following federal approval for public release of 
the Draft EIS, at least one public hearing will be held 
with an associated 90-day public comment period. The 
Final EIS will be available for public review during a 
60-day comment period. After considering comments 
received on the Final EIS, FHWA will issue a Record of 
Decision. The Record of Decision will identify the selected 
alternative for the proposed project. If a build alternative is 
selected, MAG will allocate funding. In addition, ADOT 
and FHWA will continue to seek input from the public, 
agencies, and jurisdictions regarding the proposed freeway 
through the design phase and construction, if a build 
alternative is selected.  

What are the next steps?

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
released for public review

60-day public 
review period

Public Hearing and CAT 
Recommendation

90-day public 
review period

Final decision on proposed freeway is made

Public comments on
Draft EIS evaluated

Public comments on  
Final EIS evaluated

Final EIS released for 
public review

Development of  
Final EIS

We are here
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Transportation Corridor Study
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The Maricopa 
Association of 
Governments (MAG) 
prepares planning 
studies for the Phoenix 
metropolitan area that 
identify corridors for 
an integrated freeway 
network.

Maricopa 
County voters 
approve a half-
cent sales tax 
to fund the 
MAG’s Regional 
Freeway 
System.

A Design Concept 
Report (DCR) 
and a state-level 
Environmental 
Assessment (EA) 
are completed 
for the South 
Mountain 
Freeway.

Due to a 
funding 
shortfall, ADOT 
identif ies 
the South 
Mountain 
Freeway as 
an “unfunded 
segment.”

A consortium of 
private companies 
proposes to 
build the South 
Mountain Freeway 
as a toll road. The 
consortium would 
later withdraw its 
proposal.

ADOT announces 
plans to resume 
completion of the 
Regional Freeway 
System, including an 
unspecif ied portion of 
the South Mountain 
Transportation 
Corridor.

ADOT begins 
preparing a new L/DCR 
and EIS to examine 
a broad range of 
alternatives to address 
the transportation 
needs in the southwest 
valley. Public input 
efforts begin.

The study team 
collects baseline 
information and 
issues on the 
transportation 
corridor.

The study team 
determines that 
there is a purpose 
and need to 
continue the 
study.

ADOT, FHWA and 
the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers concur 
on the three build 
alternatives plus 
options. These are 
carried forward into 
the Draft EIS for more 
detailed analysis.

Voters approve 
funding 
MAG’s Regional 
Transportation 
Plan – including 
the South 
Mountain 
Freeway.

Public 
information 
meetings held. 
Expansive 
public input 
efforts continue 
throughout the 
study.

ADOT announces the 
W55 (55th Avenue) 
Alternative as the 
“preliminary preferred 
alternative” based 
on community input, 
economic impacts, 
environmental factors, 
and traff ic analysis.

MAG revises the RTP 
to include changes 
to South Mountain 
Freeway to include 
reducing the freeway 
to eight lanes and 
shifting the Western 
Section alignment to 
59th Avenue (W59).

Publication 
of Draft EIS 
and public 
hearing(s).

Expected 
final 
decision on 
the South 
Mountain 
Freeway.

South Mountain
Transportation Corridor Study

February 2010

How to Contact Us
If you have any questions or comments about the 
South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study, 
please contact:

Hotline:	 602.712.7006

Web site:	 www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

Fax:	 602.522.7707

E-mail:	 ADOT@hdrinc.com

Mail:	 South Mountain Corridor Study Team
	 3200	East	Camelback	Road,	Suite	350
	 Phoenix,	AZ	85018

3200 East Camelback Road
Suite 350
Phoenix, AZ 85018

Look inside!
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Para más información con respecto a este estudio, visita por favor el sitio web del estudio en www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

pasos y oportunidades futuras de participar en el proceso del 
estudio están resumados en el gráfico de esta página.

Equipo Consultivo de Ciudadanos
Desde el 2002, ADOT y FHWA han trabajado con un 
Equipo Consultivo de Ciudadanos (CAT) que representa 
a varios grupos del Área de Estudio de la Autopista South 
Mountain, se tuvieron aproximadamente 56 reuniones. A 
partir de principios del 2010, el CAT reanudar su labor para 
examinar los aspectos de la autopista propuesta y recomendar 
si debe ser construido. Tras el lanzamiento público del 
Borrador de EIS, el CAT elevará una recomendación final 
de “acción” o de “no acción” para el proyecto propuesto de la 
Autopista South Mountain.

Los miembros de la comunidad están invitados a asistir a 
las reuniones del CAT; en general el tiempo está disponible 
al final de cada reunión para comentarios y preguntas del 
público. La información que se discutirá en estas próximas 
reuniones, y la información presentada en las reuniones 
anteriores, se puede encontrar en el sitio del estudio de web 
en www.SouthMountainFreeway.com o llamando a la línea 
directa del proyecto.

Al finalizar el Borrador de EIS de Administración, será revisado 
por FHWA y otras agencias gubernamentales. Después de la 
aprobación federal para el lanzamiento público del Borrador de 
EIS, por lo menos una junta pública se llevará a cabo con un 
período asociado de 90 días para comentarios del público. El 
EIS Final estará disponible para revisión pública durante un 
periodo de 60 días para comentarios. Después de considerar 
los comentarios recibidos sobre el EIS Final, FHWA emitirá 
un Récord de Decisión. El Récord de Decisión identificará 
la alternativa seleccionada para el proyecto propuesto. Si una 
alternativa construida es seleccionada, MAG asignará fondos. 
Además, ADOT y FHWA continuarán a buscar la opinión del 
público, de las agencias, y de las jurisdicciones con respecto a la 
autopista propuesta durante la fase de diseño y construcción, si 
una alternativa de construcción es seleccionada. 

¿Qué es los próximos pasos? 

Borrador de Declaración Ambiental de 
Impacto (EIS) hecho público para revisión

60 días de período 
público de revisión

Junta Pública y 
Recommendación del CAT

90 días de período 
público de revisión

Decisión final en la autopista  
propuesta es hecha

Commentarios del público 
del Borrador EIS

Comentarios del público en 
el EIS Final evaluados

EIS Final soltado para 
revisión final

Desarollo del EIS Final

apropiadas (incluyendo alternativas de ninguna autpista) 
a través del uso de un proceso de Desarollo de Alternativas. 
Las alternativas que se estudiarán en detalle (vea el mapa en 
la primera página) incluye una opción de no implementar el 
proyecto, esto se conoce como la Alternativa De No Acción. El 
Borrador de EIS también documenta los impactos potenciales 
de las alternativas para el medio ambiente social, económico 
y natural, e incluye medidas para evitar, reducir o mitigar 
los impactos. Por último, la Sección 4(f), de la Acta del 
Departamento de Transportación de los Estados Unidos tiene 
por objeto proteger el uso de las tierras públicas de recreo, vida 
silvestre significativa y refugios de aves acuáticas, o los recursos 
históricos por determinar los impactos y evaluar las medidas 
disponibles para minimizar los impactos a estos recursos.

Desde el 2001, ADOT y FHWA han implementado un 
programa amplio de alcance al público y a las agencias. Próximos 
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Dirigiendo Necesidades de movilidad en la región de MAG

El setenta y cinco por ciento de vehículos pronosticados para utilizar la 
autopista propuesta fueron mostrados de tener orígenes y/o destinos 
cerca de la Autopista South Mountain. Una autopista sería utilizada 
para vehículos de las áreas orientales y occidentales de la región de MAG, 
y dirigiría las necesidades de movilidad del este-oeste.

South Mountain
Estudio del Corredor de Transportación

1983 1985 1988 1994 1996 1999 2001 Verano/
Otoño 2001

Otoño/
Invierno 2001 Otoño 2003 Otoño 

2004 Otoño 2005 junio 2006 Otoño 2009 2010  ➤  ➤  ➤  ➤  ➤

La Asociación de 
Maricopa de Gobiernos 
(MAG) prepara estudios 
de planeación para el 
área metropolitana de 
Phoenix que identif ica 
corredores para una red 
integrada de autopistas.

Los votantes 
del Condado 
de Maricopa 
aprueban un 
impuesto de 
ventas de medio-
centavo para 
financiar el 
Sistema Regional 
de Autopistas de 
MAG.

Un Reporte del 
Concepto del 
Diseño (DCR) y 
una Evaluación 
Ambiental (EA) del 
nivel del estado 
son completados 
para la Autopista 
South Mountain.

Debido a una 
insuficiencia de 
fondos, ADOT 
identif ica a la 
Autopista South 
Mountain como 
un “segmento 
no f inanciado.”

Un consorcio de 
empresas privadas 
propone construir 
la Autopista South 
Mountain como 
una carretera de 
peaje. El consorcio 
luego retiraría su 
propuesta.

ADOT anuncia 
planes para reasumir 
terminación del 
Sistema Regional 
de Autopistas, 
inclusive una 
porción inespecíf ica 
del Corredor de 
Transportación de 
South Mountain.

ADOT empieza a 
preparar un nuevo L/
DCR y EIS para examinar 
un amplio espectro 
de alternativas para 
dirigir las necesidades 
de transportación en el 
sudoeste del valle. Los 
esfuerzos de opiniones 
públicas empiezan.

El equipo del 
estudio colecciona 
información de 
línea y asuntos 
en el corredor de 
transportación.

El equipo del 
estudio determina 
que hay un 
propósito y 
necesidad de 
continuar el 
estudio.

ADOT, FHWA y el Army 
Corps de los Estados 
Unidos de Ingenieros 
están de acuerdo con 
las tres alternativas de 
construir más opciones. 
Estos son llevados hacia 
adelante en el Borrador 
EIS para análisis más 
detallado.

Los votantes 
aprueban la 
f inanciación del 
Plan Regional de 
Transportación 
de MAG – 
incluyendo a la 
Autopista South 
Mountain.

Se tuvieron 
reuniones 
públicas de 
información. 
Esfuerzos de 
opinión pública 
expansivos 
continúan 
a través del 
estudio.

ADOT anuncia la 
Alternativa (la Avenida 
55) W55 como la  
“alternativa preliminar 
preferida” basada 
en la opinión de la 
comunidad, impactos 
económicos, factores 
ambientales, y en 
análisis del tráfico.

MAG revisa el RTP para 
incluir los cambios a 
la Autopista South 
Mountain para incluir 
la reducción de la 
autopista de ocho 
carriles y cambiar la 
alineación de la Sección 
Occidental a la Avenida 
59 (W59).

La 
publicación 
del Borrador 
EIS y juntas 
públicas.

La decisión 
f inal 
esperada 
sobre la 
Autopista 
South 
Mountain.

En octubre del 2009, el Consejo Regional de MAG votó para 
aprobar el plan revisado regional que incluyó estos cambios. 
Para más información con respecto al RTP, visite por favor el 
sitio web de MAG en www.mag.maricopa.gov.

¿Qué es el Borrador de Declaración de 
Impacto Ambiental?
La Acta Política Nacional Ambiental exige que las 
Declaraciones de Impacto Ambientales sean preparadas para 
todas las acciones federales principales (o las involucradas 
con fondos federales) que podrían afectar significativamente 
al medio ambiente. La evaluación inicial de los impactos 
ambientales significativos esta publicada como un Borrador 
de EIS para la revision y comentario del público y de la 
agencia. En el capítulo de Propósito y Necesidad, el Borrador 
de EIS documenta la(s) necesidad(es) del proyecto propuesto, 
describe el propósito del proyecto, y discute la probabilidad de 
consequencias de la sociedad, el transporte, y la economía si 
no se implementa el proyecto propuesto.

Determinación del tipo de proyecto que podría satisfacer 
mejor el propósito y la necesidad del proyecto identificado 
consiste en examinar y refinar una serie de alternativas 

$3.0$0 $6.0 $9.0 $12.0 $15.0

*No incluye a proyectos obligados hasta el 2011

(en miles de billones) 

Costos

Presupuesto

Fondos

Actualmente
Disponible

$6.6b

Déficit
$6.6b

2009 Costo Estimado para completar 
el Programa Regional de Transportación
$13.2b*

Prop 400 Programa 
Regional de Transportación
$9.4b

Costos estimados de programas de autopistas
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Cómo Contactarnos
Si usted tiene cualquier pregunta o comentarios 
acerca del Estudio del Corredor de Transportación 
de South Mountain, por favor contacte:

Línea directa:	 602.712.7006
Sitio web:	 www.SouthMountainFreeway.com
Fax:	 602.522.7707
Correo electrónico:	 ADOT@hdrinc.com
Dirección:	 South Mountain Corridor Study Team

	 3200	East	Camelback	Road,	Suite	350
	 Phoenix,	AZ	85018

3200 East Camelback Road
Suite 350
Phoenix, AZ 85018
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¿Qué es el estatus del estudio?  
El equipo del estudio, dirigido por el Departamento de 
Arizona de Transportación (ADOT) y la Administración 
Federal de Carreteras (FHWA), continúa seguiendo el 
proceso federal definido por la Acta Ambiental Nacional 
de Política (NEPA), para completar un Borrador de 
Declaración de Impacto Ambiental (EIS) para el 
estudio. Actualmente, ADOT esta revisando el Borrador 
Administrativo del EIS, y el Reporte de la Ubicación y 
Concepto de Diseño para incluir los cambios en el Plan 
Regional de Transportación de la Asociación de Gobiernos 
de Maricopa (MAG). Estos cambios incluyen la reducción 
de la “huella” general de la autopista a ocho carriles 
(tres carriles de uso general y un carril de HOV en cada 
dirección) y la evaluación de una conexión revisada con la 
Interestatal 10 en la Avenida 59.

¿Por qué han ocurrido estos cambios? 
Los impuestos de ventas de medio-centavo del Condado 
de Maricopa Condado para proyectos de transportación, 
aprobado por la Proposición 400 en el 2004, son la fuente 

Alternativas estudiadas en el Borrador de la Declaración de Impacto de Ambiental

Para más información con respecto a este estudio, visita por favor el sitio web del estudio en www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

Este documento está disponible en inglés llamando al 602.712.7006
Descargo de responsabilidad: Este documento es una traducción del texto original escrito en inglés.  
Esta traducción no es oficial y no es vinculante a este estado o subdivisión política de este estado.

mayor de fondos para el Plan Regional de Transportación y 
proporciona más que la mitad de los ingresos.

Respondiendo a la insuficiencia de presupuestos creados por 
los ingresos disminuidos, MAG comenzó a estudiar métodos 
para reducir costos de proyectos de autopistas. Adicionalmente, 
durante el estudio de la Autopista South Mountain el 
público expresó preocupación por el número de adquisiciones 
residenciales propuestas de negocios y acerca de algunos de los 
impactos potenciales de la autopista propuesta. Reconociendo 
estas preocupaciones de la comunidad y dirigiendo los ingresos 
disminuidos, estrategias fueron examinadas para reducir los 
impactos incluyendo los costos del proyecto y la necesidad de 
derecho de paso. Para el Estudio del South Mountain, este 
análisis resulto en dos cambios clave:
• reducir la autopista propuesta a ocho carriles (del 

concepto anterior de 10 carriles), con lo cual reduciendo 
el derecho de paso necesitado; y

• cambiar la alineación Occidental de la Sección entre la 
Calle Lower Buckeye y I-10 para conectar la Avenida 
59 (en lugar de la Avenida 55).

No. de Proyecto ADOT 202L MA 054 H5764 01L  
No. de Proyecto Federal NH 202-D(ADY)



	 Appendix 6-2  •  A645

South Mountain
Estudio del Corredor de Transportación

febrero de 2010

South Mountain
Estudio del Corredor de Transportación

Cómo Contactarnos
Si usted tiene cualquier pregunta o comentarios 
acerca del Estudio del Corredor de Transportación 
de South Mountain, por favor contacte:

Línea directa:	 602.712.7006
Sitio web:	 www.SouthMountainFreeway.com
Fax:	 602.522.7707
Correo electrónico:	 ADOT@hdrinc.com
Dirección:	 South Mountain Corridor Study Team

	 3200	East	Camelback	Road,	Suite	350
	 Phoenix,	AZ	85018

3200 East Camelback Road
Suite 350
Phoenix, AZ 85018

¡Mire adentro! 

Información 

del estudio. . . 

PRSRT STD  
U.S. POSTAGE 

PAID 
PHOEnIx, AZ 

PERMIT nO. 815 

W
es

ter
n Se

cti
on

Eas
ter

n Se
cti

on

DOWNTOWN
PHOENIX

TEMPE

CHANDLER

AVONDALE
GOODYEAR

GLENDALE

Gila River 
Indian Community

Se
cci

ón
 O

cci
de

nt
al

Se
cci

ón
 O

rie
nt

al
Phoenix South

Mountain Park/Preserve

Estrella
Village

Laveen
Village

Sierra Estrella

Glendale Avenue

Bethany Home Road

Camelback Road

Indian School Road

Thomas Road

McDowell Road

Van Buren Street

Buckeye Road

Lower Buckeye Road

Broadway Road

Southern Avenue

Baseline Road

Dobbins Road

Elliot Road

Pecos Road

A
vo

nd
al

e 
B

ou
le

va
rd

10
7t

h 
A

ve
nu

e

99
th

 A
ve

nu
e

83
rd

 A
ve

nu
e

91
st

 A
ve

nu
e

75
th

 A
ve

nu
e

67
th

 A
ve

nu
e

59
th

 A
ve

nu
e

51
st

 A
ve

nu
e

43
rd

 A
ve

nu
e

35
th

 A
ve

nu
e

27
th

 A
ve

nu
e

19
th

 A
ve

nu
e

7t
h 

A
ve

nu
e

17
th

 A
ve

nu
e

D
es

er
t F

oo
th

ill
s

Pa
rk

wa
y

7t
h 

St
re

et

16
th

 S
tr

ee
t

24
th

 S
tr

ee
t

56
th

 S
tr

ee
t

Elliot Road

Estrella Drive

Ray Road

Queen Creek Road
Beltline Road

K
yr

en
e 

R
oa

d

R
ur

al
 R

oa
d

32
nd

 S
tr

ee
t

40
th

 S
tr

ee
t

48
th

 S
tr

ee
t

Chandler Boulevard

Ahwatukee 
Foothills
Village

Hohokam
Freeway143

Papago
Freeway10

Maricopa
Freeway10

Black Canyon
Freeway17

Superstition
Freeway60

Santan
Freeway202

LOOP

Existing freeway
Gila River Indian Community 
boundary
Maricopa County line

Western Section
W55 Alternative
W71 Alternative
W101 Alternative Western Option
W101 Alternative Central Option
W101 Alternative Eastern Option

Eastern Section
E1 Alternative  

Approximate scale

3 miles1

TOLLESON

Agua Fria
Freeway101

LOOP

e scalerpAp

Alternativa W59

Área del Estudio

Comunidad India del Rio Gila 

Seccion Oriental

Autopista Existente

Línea del Condado de Maricopa
Sección Occidental

Alternativa W71
Alternativa W101 Opción Occidential 
Alternativa W101 Opción Central
Alternativa W101 Opción Oriental

Alternativa E1  
oximat

3 miles1

60

Alternativa W101 
Alternativa W59
(Preliminar Preferida) 

Alternativa W71 

Alternativa E1

¿Qué es el estatus del estudio?  
El equipo del estudio, dirigido por el Departamento de 
Arizona de Transportación (ADOT) y la Administración 
Federal de Carreteras (FHWA), continúa seguiendo el 
proceso federal definido por la Acta Ambiental Nacional 
de Política (NEPA), para completar un Borrador de 
Declaración de Impacto Ambiental (EIS) para el 
estudio. Actualmente, ADOT esta revisando el Borrador 
Administrativo del EIS, y el Reporte de la Ubicación y 
Concepto de Diseño para incluir los cambios en el Plan 
Regional de Transportación de la Asociación de Gobiernos 
de Maricopa (MAG). Estos cambios incluyen la reducción 
de la “huella” general de la autopista a ocho carriles 
(tres carriles de uso general y un carril de HOV en cada 
dirección) y la evaluación de una conexión revisada con la 
Interestatal 10 en la Avenida 59.

¿Por qué han ocurrido estos cambios? 
Los impuestos de ventas de medio-centavo del Condado 
de Maricopa Condado para proyectos de transportación, 
aprobado por la Proposición 400 en el 2004, son la fuente 
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Descargo de responsabilidad: Este documento es una traducción del texto original escrito en inglés.  
Esta traducción no es oficial y no es vinculante a este estado o subdivisión política de este estado.

mayor de fondos para el Plan Regional de Transportación y 
proporciona más que la mitad de los ingresos.

Respondiendo a la insuficiencia de presupuestos creados por 
los ingresos disminuidos, MAG comenzó a estudiar métodos 
para reducir costos de proyectos de autopistas. Adicionalmente, 
durante el estudio de la Autopista South Mountain el 
público expresó preocupación por el número de adquisiciones 
residenciales propuestas de negocios y acerca de algunos de los 
impactos potenciales de la autopista propuesta. Reconociendo 
estas preocupaciones de la comunidad y dirigiendo los ingresos 
disminuidos, estrategias fueron examinadas para reducir los 
impactos incluyendo los costos del proyecto y la necesidad de 
derecho de paso. Para el Estudio del South Mountain, este 
análisis resulto en dos cambios clave:
• reducir la autopista propuesta a ocho carriles (del 

concepto anterior de 10 carriles), con lo cual reduciendo 
el derecho de paso necesitado; y

• cambiar la alineación Occidental de la Sección entre la 
Calle Lower Buckeye y I-10 para conectar la Avenida 
59 (en lugar de la Avenida 55).

No. de Proyecto ADOT 202L MA 054 H5764 01L  
No. de Proyecto Federal NH 202-D(ADY)

Para más información con respecto a este estudio, visita por favor el sitio web del estudio en www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

pasos y oportunidades futuras de participar en el proceso del 
estudio están resumados en el gráfico de esta página.

Equipo Consultivo de Ciudadanos
Desde el 2002, ADOT y FHWA han trabajado con un 
Equipo Consultivo de Ciudadanos (CAT) que representa 
a varios grupos del Área de Estudio de la Autopista South 
Mountain, se tuvieron aproximadamente 56 reuniones. A 
partir de principios del 2010, el CAT reanudar su labor para 
examinar los aspectos de la autopista propuesta y recomendar 
si debe ser construido. Tras el lanzamiento público del 
Borrador de EIS, el CAT elevará una recomendación final 
de “acción” o de “no acción” para el proyecto propuesto de la 
Autopista South Mountain.

Los miembros de la comunidad están invitados a asistir a 
las reuniones del CAT; en general el tiempo está disponible 
al final de cada reunión para comentarios y preguntas del 
público. La información que se discutirá en estas próximas 
reuniones, y la información presentada en las reuniones 
anteriores, se puede encontrar en el sitio del estudio de web 
en www.SouthMountainFreeway.com o llamando a la línea 
directa del proyecto.

Al finalizar el Borrador de EIS de Administración, será revisado 
por FHWA y otras agencias gubernamentales. Después de la 
aprobación federal para el lanzamiento público del Borrador de 
EIS, por lo menos una junta pública se llevará a cabo con un 
período asociado de 90 días para comentarios del público. El 
EIS Final estará disponible para revisión pública durante un 
periodo de 60 días para comentarios. Después de considerar 
los comentarios recibidos sobre el EIS Final, FHWA emitirá 
un Récord de Decisión. El Récord de Decisión identificará 
la alternativa seleccionada para el proyecto propuesto. Si una 
alternativa construida es seleccionada, MAG asignará fondos. 
Además, ADOT y FHWA continuarán a buscar la opinión del 
público, de las agencias, y de las jurisdicciones con respecto a la 
autopista propuesta durante la fase de diseño y construcción, si 
una alternativa de construcción es seleccionada. 

¿Qué es los próximos pasos? 

Borrador de Declaración Ambiental de 
Impacto (EIS) hecho público para revisión

60 días de período 
público de revisión

Junta Pública y 
Recommendación del CAT

90 días de período 
público de revisión

Decisión final en la autopista  
propuesta es hecha

Commentarios del público 
del Borrador EIS

Comentarios del público en 
el EIS Final evaluados

EIS Final soltado para 
revisión final

Desarollo del EIS Final

apropiadas (incluyendo alternativas de ninguna autpista) 
a través del uso de un proceso de Desarollo de Alternativas. 
Las alternativas que se estudiarán en detalle (vea el mapa en 
la primera página) incluye una opción de no implementar el 
proyecto, esto se conoce como la Alternativa De No Acción. El 
Borrador de EIS también documenta los impactos potenciales 
de las alternativas para el medio ambiente social, económico 
y natural, e incluye medidas para evitar, reducir o mitigar 
los impactos. Por último, la Sección 4(f), de la Acta del 
Departamento de Transportación de los Estados Unidos tiene 
por objeto proteger el uso de las tierras públicas de recreo, vida 
silvestre significativa y refugios de aves acuáticas, o los recursos 
históricos por determinar los impactos y evaluar las medidas 
disponibles para minimizar los impactos a estos recursos.

Desde el 2001, ADOT y FHWA han implementado un 
programa amplio de alcance al público y a las agencias. Próximos 
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Dirigiendo Necesidades de movilidad en la región de MAG

El setenta y cinco por ciento de vehículos pronosticados para utilizar la 
autopista propuesta fueron mostrados de tener orígenes y/o destinos 
cerca de la Autopista South Mountain. Una autopista sería utilizada 
para vehículos de las áreas orientales y occidentales de la región de MAG, 
y dirigiría las necesidades de movilidad del este-oeste.

South Mountain
Estudio del Corredor de Transportación

1983 1985 1988 1994 1996 1999 2001 Verano/
Otoño 2001

Otoño/
Invierno 2001 Otoño 2003 Otoño 

2004 Otoño 2005 junio 2006 Otoño 2009 2010  ➤  ➤  ➤  ➤  ➤

La Asociación de 
Maricopa de Gobiernos 
(MAG) prepara estudios 
de planeación para el 
área metropolitana de 
Phoenix que identif ica 
corredores para una red 
integrada de autopistas.

Los votantes 
del Condado 
de Maricopa 
aprueban un 
impuesto de 
ventas de medio-
centavo para 
financiar el 
Sistema Regional 
de Autopistas de 
MAG.

Un Reporte del 
Concepto del 
Diseño (DCR) y 
una Evaluación 
Ambiental (EA) del 
nivel del estado 
son completados 
para la Autopista 
South Mountain.

Debido a una 
insuficiencia de 
fondos, ADOT 
identif ica a la 
Autopista South 
Mountain como 
un “segmento 
no f inanciado.”

Un consorcio de 
empresas privadas 
propone construir 
la Autopista South 
Mountain como 
una carretera de 
peaje. El consorcio 
luego retiraría su 
propuesta.

ADOT anuncia 
planes para reasumir 
terminación del 
Sistema Regional 
de Autopistas, 
inclusive una 
porción inespecíf ica 
del Corredor de 
Transportación de 
South Mountain.

ADOT empieza a 
preparar un nuevo L/
DCR y EIS para examinar 
un amplio espectro 
de alternativas para 
dirigir las necesidades 
de transportación en el 
sudoeste del valle. Los 
esfuerzos de opiniones 
públicas empiezan.

El equipo del 
estudio colecciona 
información de 
línea y asuntos 
en el corredor de 
transportación.

El equipo del 
estudio determina 
que hay un 
propósito y 
necesidad de 
continuar el 
estudio.

ADOT, FHWA y el Army 
Corps de los Estados 
Unidos de Ingenieros 
están de acuerdo con 
las tres alternativas de 
construir más opciones. 
Estos son llevados hacia 
adelante en el Borrador 
EIS para análisis más 
detallado.

Los votantes 
aprueban la 
f inanciación del 
Plan Regional de 
Transportación 
de MAG – 
incluyendo a la 
Autopista South 
Mountain.

Se tuvieron 
reuniones 
públicas de 
información. 
Esfuerzos de 
opinión pública 
expansivos 
continúan 
a través del 
estudio.

ADOT anuncia la 
Alternativa (la Avenida 
55) W55 como la  
“alternativa preliminar 
preferida” basada 
en la opinión de la 
comunidad, impactos 
económicos, factores 
ambientales, y en 
análisis del tráfico.

MAG revisa el RTP para 
incluir los cambios a 
la Autopista South 
Mountain para incluir 
la reducción de la 
autopista de ocho 
carriles y cambiar la 
alineación de la Sección 
Occidental a la Avenida 
59 (W59).

La 
publicación 
del Borrador 
EIS y juntas 
públicas.

La decisión 
f inal 
esperada 
sobre la 
Autopista 
South 
Mountain.

En octubre del 2009, el Consejo Regional de MAG votó para 
aprobar el plan revisado regional que incluyó estos cambios. 
Para más información con respecto al RTP, visite por favor el 
sitio web de MAG en www.mag.maricopa.gov.

¿Qué es el Borrador de Declaración de 
Impacto Ambiental?
La Acta Política Nacional Ambiental exige que las 
Declaraciones de Impacto Ambientales sean preparadas para 
todas las acciones federales principales (o las involucradas 
con fondos federales) que podrían afectar significativamente 
al medio ambiente. La evaluación inicial de los impactos 
ambientales significativos esta publicada como un Borrador 
de EIS para la revision y comentario del público y de la 
agencia. En el capítulo de Propósito y Necesidad, el Borrador 
de EIS documenta la(s) necesidad(es) del proyecto propuesto, 
describe el propósito del proyecto, y discute la probabilidad de 
consequencias de la sociedad, el transporte, y la economía si 
no se implementa el proyecto propuesto.

Determinación del tipo de proyecto que podría satisfacer 
mejor el propósito y la necesidad del proyecto identificado 
consiste en examinar y refinar una serie de alternativas 

$3.0$0 $6.0 $9.0 $12.0 $15.0

*No incluye a proyectos obligados hasta el 2011

(en miles de billones) 

Costos

Presupuesto

Fondos

Actualmente
Disponible

$6.6b

Déficit
$6.6b

2009 Costo Estimado para completar 
el Programa Regional de Transportación
$13.2b*

Prop 400 Programa 
Regional de Transportación
$9.4b

Costos estimados de programas de autopistas
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Your property may be impacted! 
Please join us for a public information meeting to discuss how the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway connection at 59th Avenue and Interstate 10 might affect you and 
your property. 

February 10, 2010
6 P.M.—8 P.M.
Presentation at 6:15 P.M.
Sunridge Elementary School
Cafeteria
6244 W. Roosevelt Street
Phoenix, AZ

The purpose of the meeting is to provide 
an overview of the study and the proposed 
connection at 59th Avenue, discuss the  
right-of-way processes and schedule, and 
provide the opportunity for members of the 
community to ask questions and provide 
input. A brief presentation regarding the 
recommendations will be made at the 
meeting, followed by an open house where 
representatives from the study team will be 
present to answer questions. 

For additional study and meeting information or to submit comments in writing, please 
contact ADOT c/o Heather Honsberger, HDR Engineering, Inc., 3200 E. Camelback 
Rd., Ste 350, Phoenix, AZ 85018; e-mail: ADOT@hdrinc.com; phone: 602.712.7006; 
or fax: 602.522.7707. Written comments should be submitted by February 24, 2010. 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Persons with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language 
interpreter, by calling 602.712.7006. Requests should be made as early as possible to arrange the accommodation. This document 
is available in alternative formats by contacting Heather Honsberger at the telephone number referenced above.

Este documento está disponible en español llamando 602.712.7006.

SOUTH MOUNTAIN FREEWAY
59TH AVENUE CONNECTION MEETING
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W59 Alternative
Right-of-way

Meeting Location

For more information, please visit www.SouthMountainFreeway.com
ADOT Project No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L Federal Project No. NH-202-D(ADY)

February 2010

¡Su propiedad puede ser impactada!  
Acompañenos por favor para una reunión de información pública para discutir cómo la con-
exión propuesta de la Autopista South Mountain en la Avenida 59 y la Interestatal 10 quizás 
le afecten a usted y su propiedad. 

10 de febrero de 2010
6 P.M.—8 P.M.
Presentación a las 6:15 P.M.
Sunridge Elementary School
Cafetería
6244 W. Roosevelt Street
Phoenix, AZ

El propósito de la reunión es de proporcionar 
una vista general del estudio y la conexión 
propuesta en la Avenida 59, discutir los 
procesos del derecho de paso y el programa, y 
proporcionar la oportunidad para miembros de 
la comunidad de hacer preguntas y proporcionar 
su opinión. Una presentación breve con 
respecto a las recomendaciones será hecha en 
la reunión, seguida por una casa abierta donde 
representantes del equipo de estudio estarán 
presentes para contestar preguntas.

Para información adicional del estudio y la reunión 
o para presentar comentarios por escrito, por favor 
contacte a ADOT c/o Heather Honsberger, HDR 
Engineering, Inc., 3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste 
350, Phoenix, AZ 85018. Correo electrónico ADOT@hdrinc.com; tel: 602.712.7006; o fax: 
602.522.7707. Los comentarios por escrito deberán ser presentados antes del 24 de febrero 
de 2010.
Acta de los ciudadanos americanos con limitaciones físicas (ADA): las personas con alguna limitación física pueden solicitar adap-
tación razonable tal como un intérprete en lenguaje de signos, llamando al 602.712.7006. Las solicitudes deben ser presentadas 
lo antes posible para organizar el alojamiento. Este documento está disponible en formatos alternativos contactando a Heather 
Honsberger al número telefónico descrito arriba.

Este documento está disponible en español llamando 602.712.7006.

AUTOPISTA SOUTH MOUNTAIN
REUNIÓN DE LA CONEXIÓN DE LA AVENIDA 59
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W59 Derecho de Paso 
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Ubicación de la Reunión

Para más información, por favor visite a www.SouthMountainFreeway.com

No. de Proyecto ADOT 202L MA 054 H5764 01L No. de Proyecto Federal NH-202-D(ADY)
febrero del 2010

Descargo de responsabilidad: Este documento es una traducción del texto original escrito en inglés.  Esta traducción no es oficial y no es vinculante a este estado 
o subdivisión política de este estado.
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South Mountain
Transportation Corridor Study
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Sunridge
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Sunridge Elementary School
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61st Avenue

I-10

FEBRUARY 10, 2010
6 P.M.-8 P.M. 
PRESENTATION AT 6:15 P.M.

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETINGPUBLIC INFORMATION MEETINGPUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING

Sunridge Elementary School
Cafeteria
6244 W. Roosevelt Street
Phoenix, AZ

StudyUpdate!

PRSRT STD
U.S. POSTAGE

PAID
PHOENIX, AZ

PERMIT NO. 815

SOUTH MOUNTAIN FREEWAY UPDATE
59th Avenue Connection Meeting

and provide the opportunity for members of the 
community to ask questions and provide input. A 
brief presentation regarding the recommendations 
will be made at the meeting, followed by an open 
house where representatives from the study team 
will be present to answer questions.

For additional study and meeting information or to 
submit comments in writing, please contact ADOT 
c/o Heather Honsberger, HDR Engineering, Inc., 
3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste 350, Phoenix, AZ 85018; 
e-mail: ADOT@hdrinc.com; phone: 602.712.7006; 
or fax: 602.522.7707. Written comments should be 
submitted by February 24, 2010. 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Persons with a disability may 
request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language interpreter, 
by calling 602.712.7006. Requests should be made as early as possible 
to arrange the accommodation. This document is available in alternative 
formats by contacting Heather Honsberger at the telephone number 
referenced above.

Este documento está disponible en español llamando 602.712.7006.

For more information regarding this study, please visit the study Web site at www.SouthMountainFreeway.com.

The Arizona Department of Transportation and 
the Federal Highway Administration continue to 
study the proposed South Mountain Freeway and 
invite you to attend a public meeting to learn about 
recent changes to the proposed connection with 
Interstate 10.  In response to declining funding 
for regional projects, the Maricopa Association of 
Governments’ Regional Council voted in October 
2009 to approve the revised regional plan. The 
following changes were included for the South 
Mountain Freeway: 

• Reduce the proposed freeway to eight lanes 
(from the previous 10-lane concept)

• Shift the Western Section alignment between 
Lower Buckeye Road and I-10 to connect at 
59th Avenue (rather than 55th Avenue) 

This public information meeting will be held 
to discuss how a South Mountain Freeway 
connection at 59th Avenue might affect you 
and your property. The purpose of the meeting 
is to provide an overview of the study and the 
proposed connection at 59th Avenue, discuss the 
study and right-of-way processes and schedule, ADOT Project No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L 

Federal Project No. NH 202-D(ADY)
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South Mountain
Estudio del Corredor de Tranportación
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10 de febrero, 2010
6 p.m.-8 p.m. 
presentaciÓn a las 6:15 p.m.

ReuniÓn de infoRmaciÓn pÚblica

Sunridge Elementary School
Cafetería
6244 W. Roosevelt Street
Phoenix, AZ

¡Actualización

del Estudio!

PRSRT STD
U.S. POSTAGE

PAID
PHOENIX, AZ

PERMIT NO. 815

actUaliZaciÓn de la aUtopista soUth moUntain

                          Reunión de la Conexión de la Avenida 59
así como ofrecer la oportunidad a los miembros de 
la comunidad para hacer preguntas y proporcionar 
su opinión. Se dará una presentación breve de las 
recomendaciones en la reunión, después seguirá una 
casa abierta donde los representantes del equipo de 
estudio estarán presentes para responder a preguntas.

Para información adicional del estudio y la reunión 
o para presentar comentarios por escrito, por favor 
contacte a ADOT c/o Heather Honsberger, HDR 
Engineering, Inc., 3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste 350, 
Phoenix, AZ 85018. Correo electrónico ADOT@hdrinc.
com; tel: 602.712.7006; número de fax: 602.522.7707. 
Los comentarios por escrito deberán ser presentados 
antes del 24 de febrero, 2010.
Acta de los ciudadanos americanos con limitaciones físicas (ADA): 
las personas con alguna limitación física pueden solicitar adaptación 
razonable tal como un intérprete en lenguaje de signos, llamando al 
602.712.7006. Las solicitudes deben ser presentadas lo antes posible para 
organizar el alojamiento. Este documento está disponible en formatos 
alternativos contactando a Heather Honsberger al número telefónico 
descrito arriba.

Este documento está disponible en español llamando 602.712.7006.

Para más información con respecto a este estudio, visite por favor el sitio web del estudio en www.southmountainfreeway.com.

El Departamento de Transporte de Arizona y la 
Administración Federal de Autopistas continúan 
estudiando la propuesta para la autopista South 
Mountain, y le invita a asistir a la reunión pública para 
aprender acerca de recientes cambios sobre la conexión 
propuesta con la Interestatal 10. En respuesta a fondos 
disminuyéndose para proyectos regionales, el Consejo 
Regional de la Asociación de Gobiernos de Maricopa, 
votó en octubre del 2009 para aprobar el plan regional 
revisado. Los siguientes cambios fueron incluidos para 
la autopista South Mountain: 

• Reducir la autopista propuesta a ocho carriles (del 
concepto previo a 10-carriles)

• Mover el alineamiento de la sección oeste entre la 
Calle Lower Buckeye y la I-10 para conectar con la 
Avenida 59 (en lugar de la Avenida 55)

Esta reunión de información pública se realizará 
para discutir cómo una conexión de la autopista 
South Mountain con la Avenida 59 le pudiera afectar 
a usted y su propiedad. El propósito de la reunión  
es proporcionar una visión general del estudio y la 
conexión propuesta con la Avenida 59, discutir el 
estudio y los procesos del derecho de paso y el horario, No. de Proyecto ADOT 202L MA 054 H5764 01L 

No. de Proyecto Federal NH 202-D(ADY)
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Descargo de responsabilidad: Este documento es 
una traducción del texto original escrito en inglés.  
Esta traducción no es oficial y no es vinculante a 
este estado o subdivisión política de este estado.
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The Arizona Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration 
continue to study the proposed South Mountain Freeway and invite you to attend 
a public meeting to learn about recent changes to the proposed connection with 
Interstate 10. In response to declining funding for regional projects, the Maricopa 
Association of Governments’ Regional Council voted in October 2009 to approve the 
revised regional plan. The following changes were included for the South Mountain 
Freeway: 

• Reduce the proposed freeway to eight lanes (from the previous 10-lane concept)
• Shift the Western Section alignment between Lower Buckeye Road and I-10 to 

connect at 59th Avenue (rather than 55th Avenue). 

This public information meeting will be held to discuss how a South Mountain Freeway 
connection at 59th Avenue might affect you and your property. The purpose of the 
meeting is to provide an overview of the study and the proposed connection at 59th 
Avenue, discuss the study and right-of-way processes and schedule, and provide the 
opportunity for members of the community to ask questions and provide input. A 
brief presentation regarding the recommendations will be made at the meeting, 
followed by an open house where representatives from the study team will be 
present to answer questions.

For additional study and meeting information or to submit comments in writing, please contact ADOT c/o Heather 
Honsberger, HDR Engineering, Inc., 3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste 350, Phoenix, AZ 85018; e-mail: ADOT@hdrinc.com; phone: 
602.712.7006; or fax: 602.522.7707. Written comments should be submitted by February 24, 2010. 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Persons with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language interpreter, by calling 
602.712.7006. Requests should be made as early as possible to arrange the accommodation. This document is available in alternative formats by contacting 
Heather Honsberger at the telephone number referenced above.

Este documento está disponible en español llamando 602.712.7006.

JULIE KLIEWER
ADOT Phoenix
District Engineer

MICHAEL BRUDER
ADOT

Project Manager

FLOYD ROEHRICH
ADOT

State Engineer

Loop 202 South Mountain Freeway update
59th avenue Connection Meeting

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT Of TRANSPORTATION  
AND fEDERAl hIghwAy ADMINISTRATION

THIS NEWSPAPER NOTICE AND OTHER PROJECT INFORMATION ARE AVAILABLE AT  
www.southmountainfreeway.com.

PUBlIC INfORMATION MEETINg

Arizona Republic – January 27 and February 3, 2010
ADOT Project No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L
Federal Project No. NH-202-D(ADY)
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wednesday, February 10, 2010
6 p.m.—8 p.m. 

presentation at 6:15 p.m.
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The Arizona Department of Transportation and the Federal 
Highway Administration continue to study the proposed 
South Mountain Freeway and invite you to attend a public 
meeting to learn about recent changes to the proposed 
connection with Interstate 10. In response to declining 
funding for regional projects, the Maricopa Association of 
Governments’ Regional Council voted in October 2009 to 
approve the revised regional plan. The following changes 
were included for the South Mountain Freeway: 

• Reduce the proposed freeway to eight lanes  
(from the previous 10-lane concept)

• Shift the Western Section alignment between Lower 
Buckeye Road and I-10 to connect at 59th Avenue 
(rather than 55th Avenue). 

This public information meeting will be held to discuss how a 
South Mountain Freeway connection at 59th Avenue might 
affect you and your property. The purpose of the meeting is to 
provide an overview of the study and the proposed connection 
at 59th Avenue, discuss the study and right-of-way processes 
and schedule, and provide the opportunity for members of 
the community to ask questions and provide input. A brief 
presentation regarding the recommendations will be made at 
the meeting, followed by an open house where representatives 
from the study team will be present to answer questions.

For additional study and meeting information or to submit 
comments in writing, please contact ADOT c/o Heather 
Honsberger, HDR Engineering, Inc., 3200 E. Camelback 
Rd., Ste 350, Phoenix, AZ 85018; e-mail: ADOT@hdrinc.com; phone: 602.712.7006; or fax: 
602.522.7707. Written comments should be submitted by February 24, 2010. 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Persons with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language 
interpreter, by calling 602.712.7006. Requests should be made as early as possible to arrange the accommodation. This document is 
available in alternative formats by contacting Heather Honsberger at the telephone number referenced above.

Este documento está disponible en español llamando 602.712.7006.

JULIE KLIEWER
ADOT Phoenix
District Engineer

MICHAEL BRUDER
ADOT

Project Manager

FLOYD ROEHRICH, JR.
ADOT

State Engineer
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The Arizona Department of Transportation and 
the Federal Highway Administration continue 
to study the proposed South Mountain Freeway 
and invite you to attend a public meeting to 
learn about recent changes to the proposed 
connection with Interstate 10. In response 
to declining funding for regional projects, 
the Maricopa Association of Governments’ 
Regional Council voted in October 2009 
to approve the revised regional plan. The 
following changes were included for the South Mountain Freeway: 
• Reduce the proposed freeway to eight lanes (from the previous 10-lane concept)
• Shift the Western Section alignment between Lower Buckeye Road and I-10 to 

connect at 59th Avenue (rather than 55th Avenue). 
This public information meeting will be held to discuss how a South Mountain Freeway 
connection at 59th Avenue might affect you and your property. The purpose of the 
meeting is to provide an overview of the study and the proposed connection at 59th 
Avenue, discuss the study and right-of-way processes and schedule, and provide 
the opportunity for members of the community to ask questions and provide input. 
A brief presentation regarding the recommendations will be made at the meeting, 
followed by an open house where representatives from the study team will be present 
to answer questions.
For additional study and meeting information or to submit comments in writing, 
please contact ADOT c/o Heather Honsberger, HDR Engineering, Inc., 3200 E. 
Camelback Rd., Ste 350, Phoenix, AZ 85018; e-mail: ADOT@hdrinc.com; phone: 
602.712.7006; or fax: 602.522.7707. Written comments should be submitted by 
February 24, 2010. 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Persons with a disability may request a reasonable 
accommodation such as a sign language interpreter, by calling 602.712.7006. Requests should be 
made as early as possible to arrange the accommodation. This document is available in alternative 
formats by contacting Heather Honsberger at the telephone number referenced above.
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souTh mounTain Freeway updaTe

made at the meeting. ADOT will also provide 
information regarding the 63rd Avenue and 
61st Avenue alternative options.  An open 
house will be held following the presentations. 
In addition, members of the community will 
have the opportunity to ask questions and 
provide input during the meeting. 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Persons with a disability 
may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign 
language interpreter, by calling 602.712.7006. Requests should 
be made as early as possible to arrange the accommodation. 
This document is available in alternative formats by contacting 
the team at 602.712.7006.
Este documento está disponible en español llamando al 
602.712.7006.

For more information regarding this study, please visit the study Web site at www.southmountainFreeway.com

The Arizona Department of Transportation, 
the Federal Highway Administration and the 
Maricopa Association of Governments, in 
conjunction with the City of Phoenix, invite 
you to attend a public information meeting to 
learn about recent proposed options to the 
South Mountain Freeway through Laveen. 

The purpose of this public information meeting 
is to present the W59 Alternative and two 
proposed options between Baseline and Elliot 
roads, from 63rd Avenue east to 61st Avenue. 
A brief presentation by the City of Phoenix 
regarding their recommendations will be 

ADOT Project No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L     Federal Project No. NH 202-D(ADY)
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For additional study and meeting information or to submit comments in writing, please contact:

South Mountain Corridor Team
3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste 350 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 

Please submit written comments by March 8, 2011. 

E-mail: ADOT@hdrinc.com 
Phone:  602.712.7006
Fax:  602.522.7707

February 2011

South Mountain
Transportation Corridor Study
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Preparatoria 
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Martes, 22 de febrero, 2011
6 p.M.—8 p.M.
presentación a las 6:15 p.M.

JUNTA DE INFORMACIÓN PÚBLICA

Preparatoria Betty H. Fairfax
Cafetería, Edificio #600
8225 South 59th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85339

Actualización de Estudio 
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South Mountain
Transportation Corridor Study
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Tuesday, February 22, 2011
6 p.m.–8 p.m. 
presenTaTion aT 6:15 p.m.

public information meeting

Betty H. Fairfax High School
Cafeteria, Bldg. #600
8225 South 59th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85339

Laveen Area 
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inforMación MÁs reciente-aUtopista 202 soUtH MoUntain

de la Ciudad. ADOT también proporcionará 
información en cuanto a opciones alternativas 
de la Ave 63 y la Ave 61. Una casa abierta 
se realizará despues de las presentaciones. 
Además, miembros de la comunidad tendrán 
la oportunidad de hacer preguntas y propias 
aportaciones durante la junta. 

Acta de Ciudadanos Americanos con Limitación Física (ADA): 
Personas con limitación física pueden solicitar alguna adaptación 
razonable tal como un Intérprete en Lenguaje de Signos llamando al 
602.712.7006. Cualquier solicitud debe ser hecha lo antes posible 
para ordenar cualquier adaptación. Este documento está disponible 
en formato alternativo o contactando al grupo encargado al 
602.712.7006. 

Descargo de responsabilidad: Este documento es una traducción del 
texto original escrito en inglés.  Esta traducción no es oficial y no es 
vinculante a este estado o subdivisión política de este estado.

Para más información con respecto a este estudio, visite por favor el sitio web del estudio en www.southMountainfreeway.com

El Departamento de Transporte de Arizona, 
la Administración Federal de Autopistas y 
la Asociación de Gobiernos de Maricopa, en 
conjunto con la Ciudad de Phoenix, le invitan 
para que asista a la junta de información 
pública para conocer las opciones más recientes 
que se han propuesto del autopista South 
Mountain a través de Laveen. 

El propósito de esta junta pública informativa es 
presentar la alternativa W59 y 2 opciones que 
han sido propuestas entre las calles de Baseline 
y Elliot, desde la Ave 63 Este hacia la Ave 61. La 
Ciudad de Phoenix hará una presentación breve 
en la junta, de las recomendaciones por parte 

Proyecto ADOT No. 202L MA 054 H5764 01L     Proyecto Federal No. NH 202-D(ADY)
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Alternativa W59 (Común para ambas opciones)

Opción Avenida 63rd

Opción Avenida 61st

Avenida South Mountain

Calle Baseline

NORTE

Alineamiento propuesto del autopistaa través de Laveen

Para información adicional de la junta y del estudio o presentar comentarios por escrito, favor contacte:

South Mountain Corridor Team
3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste 350 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 

Favor presentar comentarios por escrito antes del 8 de marzo, 2011. 

Correo electrónico: ADOT@hdrinc.com
Teléfono:  602.712.7006
Fax:  602.522.7707

Febrero 2011
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APPENDIX 6-3

CITIZENS ADVISORY TEAM

Appendix 6-3, Citizens Advisory Team, includes examples of public questions submitted at SMCAT 
meetings, the criteria for evaluating alternatives developed by the SMCAT and the SMCAT letter to 
ADOT identifying the western section preferred build alternative.

Public Questions and Comments Received at SMCAT Meetings 

The South Mountain Citizens Advisory Team began accepting public comments at the 
meeting held April 22, 2004.  The summary below includes all meetings from that time 
through the April 27, 2006 meeting. 

4-22-04

David Folts, Concerned Families along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: You state that the projected traffic for South Mountain Loop 202 would be 
155,000 vehicles a day. Knowing this, is it possible to have up to 400 vehicles or more a 
minute traveling this road during heavy vehicle flow periods; i.e. 6-9 a.m. and 3-7 p.m. 
Response: Theoretically, 400 cars per minute could use the ramp during rush hour, but 
there would be no cars throughout the day.

This additional technical information was provided after the meeting and will be 
distributed to the public at the next scheduled CAT meeting.  

Based on computer traffic modeling calculated in 2001, it is estimated that a South 
Mountain Freeway would carry approximately 155,000 vehicles per day in 2025. This 
could equate to 39 vehicles per lane, per minute during the sing busiest hour of the day. 
To put this in perspective, 155,000 vehicles per day is the approximate level of traffic for 
I-10 between Ray Road and Warner today, in 2004. 

Question: With the vehicle numbers and type from proposed I-10 reliever not being 
included at this specific time, would this have an improved effect on the air quality 
projections for the Environmental Impact Statement on this project? Response: We will 
use traffic numbers with the I-10 reliever corridor included in the model. 

Question: Is I-10 reliever new? Response: Yes, part of the regional plan but needs to be 
developed through a similar planning process. 

6-24-04

Shea Stickler, Citizen 
Question: Since the onset of this project/committee, how many new homes have been 
sold and build between 38th Avenue to 99th Avenue north of Dobbins and South of I-10? 
Question: How many homes are sold/built between each meeting; and by the time the 
project is defined, how much money will have been expended buying up newly sold land 
to make way for the route? Response: We are not sure. 

Question: If this project is to be funded by a county sales tax; where is the county’s 
representation and what is its viewpoint? Response: Monthly Progress Team meetings 
are held and there are local and county representatives at those meetings. The intent of 
the CAT was to have representation from the general public. 
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J. Pima, Citizen 
Question: At what point will the pursuit of “other” alternative routes be closed in the 
decision-making process? When will the draft report be published? Response: Draft EIS 
identifies preferred alternatives and final selection is the Record of Decision. Draft EIS 
for the West side would be early next year and full draft by end of 2005 depending on 
East side alternatives. The study has been boiled down to 3 reasonable build alternatives 
on the west side. 

Comment: When my neighborhood does not show upon a map that is supposed to 
represent the route’s impact on my neighbors, you send the message that we aren’t 
important. Response: The team routinely updates aerial maps of the study area. Maps 
shown tonight were schematic and not intended to show every neighborhood. Technical 
analysis uses more detailed maps. West Side changes are happening rapidly and we work 
to stay current. 

Chris Bale, Citizen 
Question: Has the FHWA been involved in the design/construction of other non-
interstate freeways? Response: Yes.

Question: Will this section of the 202 receive more funding from the Federal 
Government? If so, is this whole process being additionally held up because this freeway 
is I-10 to I-10? Response: The process makes this freeway eligible for federal money. 
Conducting a federal level EIS to make it eligible for federal money is a state decision. 
The Red Mountain and Santan freeways have all gone through NEPA process. 

Tim, Citizen 
Question: Do the traffic projections reflect the distribution of traffic bypassing Phoenix 
versus “internal” (within the county) traffic? Which use has priority in terms of routing 
(i.e., Pecos, Queen Creek, Riggs)? Response: Traffic numbers are for total traffic. We 
have estimated the percentage that is pass through vs. local. We have not studied traffic 
for Queen Creek or Riggs Road because they are not part of the current analysis. 

Kent Oertle, Citizen 
Question: We need a traffic study that is current in order to plan properly. How long 
would it take to complete a traffic analysis which includes 30-year population projects? 
Since it will take 10-15 years to complete, 30-year projections may not be enough. 
Response: In the past we have used 20-year projections and are now change to 25-year 
projections to meet traffic needs 20 years after the project is built. MAG is working to 
establish a model that can handle 2030. We do not have an estimate of when we will get 
the 2030 from MAG. 

7-22-04

Ross Hendrix, Ahwatukee
Question: What percent is “pass through,” that is Tucson to California traffic? 

Response: The great bulk of the traffic is local or regional traffic. MAG estimates that 
only about three percent of the traffic would be “pass through.” 

9-23-04

Wilfred Wellington, Sacaton 
Question: Is the same formula used in land appraisals on reservation lands? Response: 
The same formula is used to appraise land on or off the reservation. 

Bill Ramsay, Phoenix 
Question: 1) Please describe methodology used to calculate traffic volumes. 2) Is the 
resulting number a (a) mean or (b) median? Response: Information to be provided at the 
next meeting. 

(Anonymous)
Question: What is the cost difference between at, above and below grade elevation? 
Response: Numerous factors determine construction costs. Typically, the least expensive 
is at grade and the most expense is depressed. 

12-2-04

Larry Lee, Phoenix
Question: Is there a study to show us the crime statistics? Response: This is not 
traditionally studied in an EIS. However, this comment will be taken under consideration 
by the study team. 

Question: Is there any thought to making use of light rail along the Pecos route? 
Response: Light rail corridors are identified by MAG and Valley Metro. Currently I-10 
west is the only corridor being pursued.

Question: I heard Pecos has already been selected by ADOT. Response: This is not true. 

David Folts, Ahwatukee
Question: Is it possible to use South Mountain as a secondary route to Canamex? 
Response: SR85 to US93 is under study as the Canamex. 

Question: What percentage of commercial traffic would use South Mountain as a 
bypass? Response: Initial analysis shows about 10 percent, which is comparable to many 
current Valley freeways. We will continue to look at this issue and the information will 
be brought to this group. 

Question: How many vehicles per minute can we expect? Response: The original 
projection was about 150,000 vehicles per day, and now we are looking at about 170,000. 
Peak hours are usually at about 10 percent of that figure. 
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Question: How many acres of South Mountain Park will be taken? Response: The 
original study showed 40-50 acres.

Question: What approvals would be needed to build a highway through South Mountain 
Park? Have any already given their approval? Response: FHWA would have to approve 
a 4(f). There would be many agencies involved including EPA and the Department of the 
Interior.

Question: How many feet wide will South Mountain Loop be including on and off 
ramps. Response: 800 feet is typical; 1800 feet if the area is skewed. 

Question: Will air quality improve, get worse, or stay the same within a half-mile of the 
freeway? Response: Air quality will be analyzed in the EIS. 

Bill Ramsay, Phoenix
Question: What is the total number of vehicles – commercial and private passenger – 
expressed as a percentage of the total number of vehicles on Maricopa County Freeways, 
that the South Mountain Freeway is expected to carry per day? Response: I don’t know. 
We will get back to you on this question.  

1-27-05

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: Many questions concerning the human environment were submitted and asked 
to be included in the EIS. Is there a section on the EIS for Human Environment? (lungs, 
asthma, crime pollutants ingested by living near and breathing this air for 20 years) If not, 
why? Response: Information not available at this meeting will address at the February 
meeting.  

Question: If someone lived within a ¼ mile of this highway for 20 years, would he see 
decreased lung function from living so close to South Mountain Loop 202 being that this 
highway could be used as a bypass for commercial diesel traffic? Response: Information 
not available at this meeting will address at the February meeting.  

Question: If you are certain as to where the intersections will be on the Ahwatukee 
section of proposed South Mountain Loop 202 where are the drawing showing all this? 
Sure you must have at least a single line AutoCAD drawing showing this proposed 
highway. Why is ADOT still showing proposed South Mountain Loop 202 as a yellow 
line on today’s handout and not a more detailed drawing? Response: The alternative 
shapes shown on the handout represent the technical study right-of-way requirements for 
each of the action alternatives. Preliminary geometry was used to determine these shapes 
for EIS study purposes. Final design of the freeway mainline and all interchanges cannot 
and will not be completed until after the study process has resulted in a record of decision 
on the EIS. Preliminary geometry will be presented in ADOT’s Location / Design 
Concept Report. Detailed geometry will be determined during final design and presented 
at that time.  

Question: About ½ way down Pecos Road in Ahwatukee, there is a portable box 8’X12’ 
structure that resembles an Environmental Sampling station. 1) Did ADOT or an agent of 
ADOT put this structure here? 2) What specific functions are happening in this structure? 
Response: The box is a cell phone tower and has nothing to do with ADOT.

Question: With all the growth beyond the boundaries of loops 202 and 303 happening 
today (SanTan, Maricopa, etc.) why isn’t ADOT planning highways beyond these areas 
to stay ahead of the curve instead of shoe horning a highway into a heavily populated 
area? Response: The Regional Transportation Plan (Prop 400) adopted by the voters does 
include studies beyond the Loop 303.

Question: How close can this highway and interchanges be built to a home or school? Is 
there a buffer or minimum distance for any aspect of this highway that will border school 
or private homes? Response: Like to have a clear zone between road and end of right-of-
way where possible. There is no standard or policy on the distance.

Question: Will hazardous cargo be allowed on this highway and if so will there be a 
plan/procedure in place to lessen or eliminate injuries or fatalities for spills or accidents? 
Response: We do not know at this time.  

Question: Will the incidence of asthma increases in children living along ½ mile South 
Mountain Loop 202 and if so by what amount? Response: Information not available at 
this meeting will address at the February meeting.  

Question: Will birth defects be more prevalent among pregnant women living within ½ 
mile of this highway and if so what would the most predominant birth defect? Response:
Information not available at this meeting will address at the February meeting.  

Question: Can you name some of the pollutants from this highway that would find its 
way into a human’s bloodstream and urine for people living within ½ mile of this 
highway? Response: Information not available at this meeting will be addressed at the 
February meeting.  

Question: Because Ahwatukee schools are so close with one elementary school sitting 
alongside this proposed Highway what plans/procedures if any are in place to protect the 
children from adverse health effects from Highway pollution (diesel Exhaust) during high 
pollution advisories? Will the existing air filter system (HVAC) protect our children from 
PM 10 and PM 2.5? Response: Information not available at this meeting will address at 
the February meeting.  

Question: Why aren’t any of these CAT meeting for proposed South Mountain Loop 202 
being held in the village of Ahwatukee? After all these residents will also be directly 
affected in many ways from this highway. Response: The meetings are held in the 
central portion of the study area to be equally convenient to the southwest valley and 
Ahwatukee residents.
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Question: How many acres of South Mountain Park will be taken to build this highway? 
Response: The study team is still investigating the potential land needed from South 
Mountain Park/Preserve associated with all action alternatives. For reference purposes, 
the 1988 alignment required approximately 40-50 acres of land from South Mountain 
Park/Preserve.  

Dave Vontersch 
Question: So is it a done deal that Pecos Road west of I-10 will be the location for 
freeway development? Please place a stake in the ground as far as final alignment and 
schedule and stick to it, there seems to be excess mods, changes, amendments, waffling 
and/or supplements! Response: A decision has not been made. ADOT is continuing to 
meet with Gila River Indian Community.  

2-24-05

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: On 4/6/02 Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 send 13 
questions concerning the human environment via Registered Certified US mail through 
the US Postal Service to EPA, ADOT, FHWA, HDR Engineering, AZ Gov, etc. In this 
letter we asked to share all 13 Questions included in the South Mountain EIS. I have 
recently found out some or most of the above mentioned questions will not be included in 
the EIS. Why? What could be in these questions to where the answers wouldn’t be 
included in the EIS. Please explain. Response: The project team has received and 
reviewed Mr. Folts letter with 13 questions. There will be a response to the questions in 
the draft EIS.  

Question: If proposed South Mountain Loop 202 is built through South Mountain Park 
would there be any attempt to block this highway view from people enjoying the vistas of 
this park? Response: Visual impact is one of the technical studies currently underway. 
The findings of that study will be shared with the SMCAT.  

Question: Are there plans to close and rebuild relocate Lagos Elementary School while 
will sit right alongside this highway and if so why? Response: If there is a direct impact 
on the school, the team will identify the impact and then evaluate potential mitigation 
measures.  

Question: With Lagos Elementary School sitting right alongside proposed South 
Mountain Loop 202 is there a sufficient indoor HVAC air filtration system in place to 
filter out PM 2.5 and PM 10 mostly from diesel exhaust so this cannot enter the lungs of 
our children? Response: The project team does not have the information to address this 
issue.

Question: I am asking ADOT to include and publish the results from the following study 
in the EIS and to the SMCAT members: “Links in the Womb Chromosome Damage to 
Elevated Exposure to Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons,” published in February’s 

Journal of Cancer Epidemiology Biomarkers and Prevention, authored by Frederica 
Perera, Director of Columbia University Center for Children’s Environmental Health. 
Response: The project team will review this study.  

Question: Will the fuel line that resides along proposed South Mountain Loop 202 have 
to moved, reclassified or other infrastructure put in place because of this proposed 
highway? Response: Utility conflicts and potential relocations are one of the technical 
studies currently underway. The findings of the study will be shared with the SMCAT. 

Question: If proposed South Mountain Loop 202 is not built can the city turn the excess 
land along Pecos Road into a greenway with walking and biking trails for everyone to 
enjoy possibly connecting the above-mentioned hiking trail to a trail in South Mountain 
Park? Response: The City of Phoenix would need to address this issue.  

Question: Would the City of Phoenix City Council have to approve the transfer of land 
from South Mountain Park to build this highway? Response: The City of Phoenix would 
need to address this issue.  

Question: Why was all of the information on proposed South Mountain Loop 202 
removed from ADOT’s main web? Should someone deny this please see attached e-mail 
from ADOT and read the response aloud. Response: The information was not removed 
from the ADOT website. However, a recent redesign of the ADOT website has made it 
difficult to find the website. The public is encouraged to use the address 
www.southmountainfreeway.com to obtain direct access to the website. ADOT staff has 
been notified of this.

3-24-05

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: Which agency completes the paperwork and process of (4f) of using South 
Mountain Parkland for this proposed highway? Which branch and department is 
responsible to see this process along? Response: For Arizona Department of 
Transportation projects, FHWA has ultimate authority to deal with Historical Sites and 
Parks.

Question: What safeguards are in place if North American Indian Artifacts are found? 
Will there be enough time allotted to properly reclaim these items? Response: The
process to address cultural resources includes several steps. 1) Archeologists research 
documentation followed by field visits to document findings. 2) The report is reviewed 
by all recognized tribes and federal and state agencies. 3) Additional testing is done by 
digging small trenches. 4) The team creates a data recovery plan and all recovered 
artifacts will be handled per the approved plan.

Question: It appears that ADOT will need more land then the additional 50 acres stated 
by ADOT earlier. Last week I was shown additional acreage on the west end of South 
Mountain Loop 202 being reserved as a right of way. How many more additional acres of 
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South Mountain Park will be needed then previously stated? Response: We are still 
looking at alternatives to minimize impacts to the park and will report back on the 
impacted acreage.  

Question: How many cubic yards of soil must be removed from South Mountain Park as 
to construct this highway through South Mountain Park? Response: The number has 
been calculated but is not available tonight. We will post to the website.  

Question: Will noise levels in the classrooms at Lagos school before and after highway 
construction? If levels are above Federal permissible limits what action is planned? 
Response: We will ask noise author to address when the noise analysis is presented.  

Question: Since it is very possible for South Mountain Loop 202 to be used as a bypass 
around Phoenix with quite a bit of the traffic being trucks, is there a more specific study 
taking into account such as diesel soot/diesel exhaust finding its way into Ahwatukee 
residents lungs for a realistic span of 15-20 years, i.e., children growing up in this 
neighborhood? Response: We will have a detailed air quality presentation when the 
technical report is completed. 

Question: Was part of the decision to build South Mountain Loop 202 at or above grade 
along Pecos Road made to achieve better air quality standards? Does elevated or 
depressed highway design ever affect the air quality in the immediate area? Response:
We will discuss this issue when we have the detailed air quality presentation.

Question: Who if anyone will measure the turbidity of the water as mentioned by Ralph 
from ADOT? How often will the water be sampled and tested? Who forwards the results 
to the EPA? Response: Turbidity of water measures cloudiness and/or sedimentation. It 
is tested by qualified professionals as determined by a plan to be set up between the 
contractor and ADOT.

Question: Is the Sierra Club member still a member of the SMCAT Group? Response: 
Yes. They will be appointing a replacement for Chad Campbell who is no longer able to 
attend the meetings.  

William Ramsay 
Question: How was the study area (red border on draft dated January 2005) determined? 
Response: We used the purpose and need to identify a geographic area. Some technical 
reports will look outside the study area, i.e., air quality.
Please identify the street that constitutes the study area in Ahwatukee (running East-
West). Response: It is approximately ½ mile North of Pecos Road.  

Question: What requirement does ADOT and FHWA have to notify residents within the 
study area? Response: We are required to notify within study area. There are established 
guidelines but not specific requirements.  

Question: Are realtors obligated to notify individuals purchasing homes within the study 
area of the potential impact of the proposed project? Response: It is common practice if a 
realtor has knowledge of a project, they should disclose.

(Anonymous)
Question: Why do the alternatives have to be south of Pecos? Response: Have looked at 
US60 extension to the west but didn’t meeting the purpose and need of regional mobility.  

4-28-05

David Folts, Concerned Families along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: Why doesn’t ADOT how (publish on South Mountain web page) all the public 
meetings that they host or attend month by month; i.e., HOA, Village Committee, etc. 
thus allowing the public a chance to attend? Response: Any ADOT-hosted meetings are 
posted on the website. The team is invited to other meetings to present information and/or 
answer questions, but attendance at these meetings is determined by the host organization 
and may not be appropriate for the general public to attend. 

Question: Last week I heard a process described, I think it was part of the 4F process. I 
heard a statement that a visual check on the surface of the ground would be completed for 
Indian Artifacts which would include pottery, burial grounds, etc. With this area being so 
close to the Gila Nation. There is a better way to complete this. There is a multitude of 
tolls/devices that can sense many different masses or objects many feet below the surface. 
Response: We are consulting with the appropriate agencies regarding the best method to 
survey for and address any findings. 

Question: Will any test wells, i.e. ground contamination be affected by the construction 
of South Mountain Loop 202? If so, what process is used to insure that future data can 
still be tracked? Response: We will have to follow-up with that information. 

Question: If ADOT didn’t use any acreage from Alta Ridge of South Mountain Park, 
how many acres would still be needed on the southwest region of South Mountain Park to 
construct the South Mountain Loop 202? Response: That is still under study and is 
dynamic. We are looking at tunnels. 

Question: Will the cost per mile of South Mountain Loop 202 rule out a semi or fully 
depressed highway? Response: That is not a primary decision point. 

Question: Would the cost of tunneling through South Mountain Park overrule this type 
of construction on South Mountain Loop 202? Who would make the decision that this 
tunneling project would be too expensive? Response: “Extraordinary” costs will be 
discussed with the Federal Highway Administration. 

Question: If the decision is made not to build South Mountain Loop 202, what other 
plans are in place to improve existing highway traffic specifically the Broadway curve on 
I-10? Response: A study is underway from SR51 to Santan freeway. Current alternatives 
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are to build a CD roadway (parallel freeway system). The alternative assumes that the 
South Mountain freeway is built. 

Question: Does the Police Department have any data that show the incidence of crime 
(density) along existing highways? If they do can they please let our organization know 
how to get this information. Response: Ms. Navida provided her contact information. 

Larry Landry, Phoenix Resident 
Question: Isn’t it true that at the end of the process ADOT will present a draft EIS and 
FHWA will accept or not? Don’t all the consultants work for ADOT? When will a 
North/South freeway alignment be recommended by ADOT?  

5-26-05

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: What approximate date will the draft EIS be published? Response: Fall of 
2006, however, this is subject to change.

Question: How close will proposed South Mountain Loop 202 be to San Juan Drive in 
South Mountain Park? Response: We don’t have dimensions, this will vary based on the 
alternatives, such as a cut-section or tunnel.

Question: How many acres of South Mountain Park are taken to build SMCAT 
Alternative 1? Include areas used for drainage, lighting and right-of-way areas. 
Response: Don’t know at this time. This will be shown in the final analysis.  

Question: Do the traffic flow volumes also include traffic from the I-10 Reliever? 
Response: Yes, the model includes projected traffic from I-10 reliever.  

Question: Do the no-build traffic flow volumes take into account the improvements that 
are planned along I-10 that were discussed in last month’s meeting? Response: Yes.

Question: At last month’s meeting I asked about the Section 4(f) process and how the 
procedure of a visual check for American Indian Artifacts was insufficient way to 
complete this with all the instruments now available to identify certain materials 
underground. Why isn’t ADOT FHWA and HDR Engineering using ground penetrating 
radar to identify any American Indian artifacts below the soil? Many of these tools sell 
for $3000-$4000 and many businesses perform this service in such a situation. I would 
like this question entered in the meeting minutes. Response: At this stage of the process 
research is performed and visual surface surveys. We don’t do more until we are on the 
property.

Question: Does ADOT, FHWA or HDR Engineering do any geophysical surveys 
(ground penetrating radar) as a standard process before building a highway? If this is not 
a standard process what makes this tool necessary when designing and building a 
highway? Response: No. This is traditionally later in the process.  

Question: You show projected traffic flows in 2025. Why not show the percent of cars 
and include the percent of trucks using South Mountain Loop 202 including the truck 
traffic from the I-10 Reliever? Response: This is the first phase of traffic information. 
More information is forthcoming.  

Clayton Danzeisen, Danzeisen Dairy and Maricopa County Farm Bureau 
Question: Who will make the final decision concerning the route South Mountain 
freeway will take? Response: This is a joint ADOT and FHWA decision.

Question: Can ADOT eliminate the line starting with GRIC right now? Response: Due 
to South Mountain Park, we have to look at all options as long as they are a possibility.

Question: Does the traffic model consider traffic coming through the valley from 
Quartzite, Tucson, or Flagstaff for instance? Response: Yes.  

Question: Traffic model bubble – Does it work to have three lines? Such as, I-10 at 
Broadway 2003/no-build/build. Response: This is a good suggestion.

Question: Since the I-10 reliever will not be built until after South Mountain, wouldn’t it 
be better to leave it out of the model? Response: Model looks at full build out at 2030.

William Ramsay 
Question: If SMCAT concludes its meeting with the status of the South Mountain 
eastern terminus being undecided in the draft EIS, what public forum will be available for 
review and input on the final decision on the eastern alignment and terminus? Response:
We would not say the CAT was finished with only a west side alternative. There would 
be ongoing public involvement.  

Question: Is Lagos Elementary School officially considered Section 4(f)? Response: No. 
However, the ball fields and playgrounds are Section 4(f).

Question: If so, what neighborhoods surrounding Lagos are being considered as part of 
the Section 4(f) study? Response: Section 4(f) applies to a neighborhood only when it is 
eligible for historic designation.

6-23-05

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: If this highway is built and audible levels measured in Lagos school are higher 
than federal law allows (noise from highway) what will be done to alleviate this potential 
problem? Will sound readings be taken before and after the highway is built? Will 
ongoing sound testing be completed as traffic continues to build years in the future? 
Response: The Draft EIS includes noise analysis and mitigation information. Noise 
readings are also taken after a freeway is built. The ADOT noise policy exceeds the 
federal guidelines. (ADOT allows less noise).
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Question: At what point in the design or build out of a highway in Arizona is a survey 
done to find out what is under the earth/soil where the highway will sit? What type of 
readings are taken to see if rock, soil or other types of earth lie underground thus giving a 
clear picture on what must be removed for building highways. Response: During the EIS, 
geotechnical reports are reviewed. At the design phase, there is a complete report that 
includes borings.

Question: In a previous meeting I think possibly by HDR Engineering, they stated that 4 
million cu. ft. of soil would need to be removed under one of the alternatives as the 
highway runs through South Mountain Park. What would ADOT or the contractor do 
with all this soil, gravel and rock where would it go? Response: The figure is 4 million 
cu. yards of soil. The contractor uses as much as possible within the project and makes 
the final determination on any remaining materials.  

Question: Do the traffic volume maps take into account the price of gas/fuel one, two, 
ten and twenty years out? I ask this because the cost of fuel will have a very substantial 
effect on highway volumes as fuel reaches possible $3 and $4 a gallon price or beyond. 
Response: I don’t believe this is an assumption, but will find out.  

Comment: Don’t forget to include the I-10 Reliever on the revised traffic volumes map. 
Response: This is included and appears on the copies of the maps, but unfortunately not 
on the map projected on the screen.  

Comment: Two meetings ago a request was made for crime data in relation to existing 
highways. The SMCAT members were told there would be a six-month wait. Attached to 
this question are nine separate 2004 City of Phoenix crime density maps with major 
highways shown. Each map consists of separate crimes from homicide, auto theft, assault 
etc. Please make copies of these color key maps and hand them out to all the SMCAT 
members should they wish to view these. Response: We will do so with the caveat to 
members that there may or may not be a correlation of crime to freeways.  

Matthew Alan Lord 
Comment: I hope that the SMCAT does not decide to hold closed meetings. They are 
responsible for making decisions governing the taxpayer’s money and residents’ 
communities. While inaccurate reporting in the press is unfortunate, that is a risk we take 
by having a free press. As a researcher and as a citizen, I urge the SMCAT not to hold 
closed meetings. Perhaps a better response is to write to the editors of the offending news 
outlet so that they can ensure accurate reporting in the future. Thanks! 

7-28-05

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: Is it possible for the SMCAT to come up with alternative to no-build without 
having a continuous highway from east to west? Response: While such a vote is 
possible, constructing only half of the freeway will not be considered.  

Question: Will the Co Nexus information gathered in the meetings be presented at public 
meetings other than the SM CAT meetings? Response: How the information will be 
presented has not been determined yet. However, some level of information will be 
included in the Draft EIS.

Question: Is it possible for a participant just not to vote if any of the answers do not fit 
his or her response? Response: Every member will vote on each question. However, each 
question will have a “don’t know” option.

Question: Maybe the SMCAT members should frame the questions. Response: The
questions will be framed by the members.  

Question: ADOT made the statement that 25 tribes have been contacted about the 
cultural significance of South Mountain Park land. Can you please point out the land that 
is actually being considered and state why this land was selected for this process. What 
input if any will the 25 tribes have? Response: We do not know what land is significant 
to the individual tribes. That will be discussed during the consultation process. 

Question: An archeological dig is happening in many areas where the new light rail 
transit where reside (sic). This present situation is finding North American Indian 
artifacts. Why isn’t this being done along certain areas for South Mountain Loop 202? 
Response: During the study process, archeologists investigate previous studies within the 
potentially affected areas and perform non-ground disturbing field surveys. The 
determination of whether archeological digs are necessary or not would only be 
determined if a build alternative is selected. If digs are necessary, they would occur after 
this study process is complete. 

William Ramsay
Question: Regarding voting model: Questions of safety should be deleted. 1. Safety is a 
given. Why wouldn’t want safe highways and why would ADOT not automatically (not 
legible) into (not legible). 2. SMCAT members are not responsible for determining 
safety. Panel members are being asked to consider other topics that are more relevant, 
such as (not legible), relocation, etc. Response: The criteria used by the SuperRedTan 
CAT were developed by the CAT members. The relative operational safety of the 
alternatives was determined by the group to be important enough to vote on. Safety may 
or may not be an issue that this group will include in the criteria.  

Charlotte Nahee 
Comment: Most people in District 6 object to the freeway, but it is badly needed.

8-25-05

Alan Mann 
Comment: My wife and I moved our family to Laveen in 1981, and have enjoyed raising 
our children in a rural setting. We know the changes are coming to our area. Laveen has 
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spent a lot of time and energy trying to plan for this. We would like to encourage you to 
choose the realignment for W55 to the west of the current proposal. To move to the east 
would destroy Laveen’s planning for a community. I would also support W71.  

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: What percentage of the 160,000 vehicles that are passing through South 
Mountain Park are trucks and what percentage are vehicles that are just passing through 
Phoenix? Please enter these questions in the EIS. Response: About 10 percent trucks; 
pass-through will be determined.  

Comment: I would think it a good idea to allow a 10-minute discussion period before 
each Co Nexus vote so all the SMCAT members are up to speed on definitions and 
intent. Response: This is a good idea.

Question: Since South Mountain Loop 202 bypasses the center of the city and resides on 
the southern border, will South Mountain Loop 202 be the new Hazardous Cargo Route? 
If this is selected as a Hazardous Cargo Route will radioactive materials be allowed? 
Please describe some of the present hazardous cargo being transported on Hazardous 
Cargo Routes. Please enter this question in the EIS. Response: This was addressed as a 
previous CAT meeting and can be found in past meeting notes.  

Question: Concerning particulate pollutions, are ultra fine particle (<o.1 to 2.5) microns 
predominantly derived from combustions of fossil fuels? Are these ultra fine particles a 
major component in vehicle emissions? Question: Do ultra fine particles (<0.1 to 2.5 
microns) from vehicle emissions have a high content of potentially toxic hydrocarbons 
among all PM sources? Do ultra fine particles (<.01 to 2.5 microns) penetrate deeper into 
lung tissues than fine particles and if they do, can the particles trigger inflammation in the 
smaller airways leading to exacerbation of asthma and bronchitis? Question: If one had 
to relate living along this highway within 250 feet and being exposed to the highway 
traffic pollution, this would equate about to smoking how many cigarettes a day if any? 
Please enter this question in the EIS. Response: There will be a detailed air quality 
analysis coming.  

Question: Can you name the interchanges on the west and south side of South Mountain 
Loop 202 that will be raised interchanges? How many feet above grade will the tallest 
one be? Response: Currently, all interchanges are planned with the freeway going over 
the arterial street. The freeway would be approximately 25 feet above the arterial street.

Matthew Mellor, Citizen of Laveen 
Question: Noting the congestion on US60 in Mesa and Tempe, why is the South 
Mountain freeway following the same pattern of intersections at every mile? (Elliott, 
Dobbins, Baseline, etc.) Response: This is not yet determined and remains under ongoing 
coordination.

Question: Due to the rapid development of west side/Laveen communities, available 
parcels (with limited residential impact) are quickly being consumed, would a push out 

date (for a recommendation) by this body make a recommendation more difficult and 
more out of date? Response: We try to provide the best information available.  

W. William Foster
Question: Were developers along 55th Avenue notified of this 55th Avenue alignment? 
Why is new residential development allowed near these corridors when this has been 
planned for so long? Response: Developers were notified. ADOT can’t prohibit property 
purchases. Development is at the discretion of the cities. Once ADOT owns right-of-way, 
signs can be posted. Those that show “future home of South Mountain Freeway” are 
related to purchases from the original environmental assessment in 1988. ADOT has not 
purchase land for this project since this new process began.

9-22-05

Question: What if Santa Maria was registered as a historical community? Response:
Since it may be eligible for listing as a historic community the study team must look to 
avoid affects on it, including taking any property from within the community.  

Comment: With the economy the way it is, I would have nowhere to move. This would 
also disrupt my family.  

Comment: Why does it take so long to find a short cut. I am concerned about moving 
traffic.  

Question: I haven’t received any flyers on this. Response: This was not our intent. We 
hand deliver newsletters to the homes and businesses within the study area. We also 
announce public meetings in the newspaper. However, any person who signs in tonight 
will receive future newsletters via the mail  

Comment: What is the time frame? Response: After January 1, 2006, ADOT will select 
a westside preferred alternative. In the spring, we will announce where we believe a 
freeway would be built, if a build alternative is selected. There will be a comment period, 
with a final decision announced in the summer of 2007.  

Comment: There is a new home development in the 71st Avenue area.  

Serena Grimm, 105 N Linus Dr. #2079, Avondale, AZ 85323  
Comment: My understanding is that one of the proposed sites of the freeway will cross 
71st and Superior Rd. There are new houses being built on Superior Rd. Currently they 
are only plot #’s. I have bought one of these houses. Could you please comment on the 
exact plot #’s that would be affected “bought up” to build the freeway. Please mail me an 
answer at the above address. Thank you

Diane Hernandez, Santa Maria 
Comment: I will attend the Estrella Village Planning committee to get info on how to 
make Santa Maria a historical area. It is extremely sad to think that we will be separated 
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from our neighbors, not to mention the financial hardship. I built my home there on a 
piece of land my parents gave me. At 47 and a single parent, I would not want to start 
over. We are extremely interested in saving our community.

Ruben M. Garcia, Santa Maria 
Comment: What type of safety procedures for health is ADOT going to take? And, what 
type of sound barriers will be put in place to protect our children and our health from 
pollution. Health/noise etc.

Amelia C. Hernandez, 7029 W. Lower Buckeye, Santa Maria  
Comment: I am a 65 year old widow about to retire. I have been looking forward to 
being able to stay in my safe surrounding. For the first time I have conveniences close by. 
I work at Fowler District for 32 years. If my home is taken away it will be like killing me. 
My husband died there. I have planted pecan, fruit trees and many plants that deceased 
teachers and family and friends have given to me. I have a son that is mentally sick. 
Everybody in the neighborhood knows him, thus the safety issue. I have a 17 year old 
CPS teenager that lives in my home just recently. My home is a five bedroom, 2 baths 
and my daughter and husband live there too, all with health issues. My other son lives in 
the back house, which will help with my measly retirement check. If my home is taken 
away I will loose all of this. Santa Maria has been my home for 45 years and all of the 
community is more like an extended family than neighbors. All I can ask is that you 
seriously put yourself in my position and let your conscious and our dear Lord guide you 
in this important decision. Everyone there feels the same. P.S. I would be one of the first 
to go. Santa Maria is a very family oriented and also sort of a retirement community with 
the inheritance going to our children.

Patricia Franco, daughter of Manuel Franco, Santa Maria Community
Question: 1. Can’t you come up with other alternatives? Like building the freeway 
further south so it would go thru most of the desert, not communities that have been built 
here for more than 50 years. 2. Some people are hearing impaired. Is there any way to get 
microphones so we could hear better?  

Frank Gonzales, Santa Maria  
Question: This freeway going thru our township will disrupt our traditional way of life. 
Where will our residents relocate, especially our senior citizens? Properties everywhere 
are sky high. If this goes thru it causes a hardship on everyone including myself and 
family.  

Alicia Brooks 
Question: What will be the outcome if they decide to go through Santa Maria? I have 
lived there for 60 years. My father built the house I live in. Unfortunately, both my 
parents are deceased. They left the property to me. I will be retiring next year and looking 
forward to it. But, I can’t even think about it if I lose my home. I also work for the state 
and am on a fixed income.  

Olivia Escobedo 
Comment: I have lived in Santa Maria for 50 years. There’s a children’s Mexican dance 
group that practices in a house in Santa Maria. Kids from 5-18 years old, to help kids off 
streets and drugs. We perform in different places. We also take kids on trips. This year 
was Hawaii, Mexico and Washington D.C. All the kids would miss all this if we were to 
move.

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: Shouldn’t the SMCAT group be allowed to schedule and decide on when they 
meet? After all aren’t they the ones making the recommendation by voting for or against 
this project? It almost seems ADOT is forcing this citizens group into a decision before 
all this information can be digested. Response: This was reviewed tonight.

Question: A question was asked last month. “Can you name the interchanges on the west 
and south side of S. Mt. Loop 202 that will be raised interchanges? How many feet above 
grade will the tallest one be”? The response was “Currently all interchanges are planned 
with the freeway going over the arterial street. The freeway would be 25 feet above the 
arterial street.” Please define where the measurement of 25 feet starts and stops, i.e. from 
the lower road surface to the lowest structural member of the bridge? Response: This
will be addressed at the next meeting.  

Question: Earlier, ADOT mentioned removing 4 million cubic yards of soil from S. Mtn. 
To make way for the highway as it passed through S. Mtn. Park. Will some or all of this 4 
million cubic yards of soil and rocks be used to construct the elevated interchanges? 
Response: To the extent possible, fill material is used within the project.  

Question: Is there a strong association between childhood leukemia and other childhood 
cancers from vehicle emissions in major highway corridors? Please use “Distance 
Weighted Traffic Density in Proximity to a Home is a Risk Factor for Leukemia and 
other childhood cancers”. This is a JAWMA study. Please enter this information in the S. 
Mtn. Loop EIS.

Question: Is the cancer risk higher for populations exposed within 2 kilometers off major 
freeway corridors and do mobile source emissions account for 90% of the cancer risk? 
Please use the MATES II Study when answering these questions and enter this in the S. 
Mtn. Loop EIS.

Question: Concerning particulate pollutions, are ultra fine particle (<o.1 to 2.5) microns 
predominantly derived from combustions of fossil fuels? Are these ultra fine particles a 
major component in vehicle emissions?  

Question: Do ultra fine particles (<0.1 to 2.5 microns) from vehicle emissions have a 
high content of potentially toxic hydrocarbons among all PM sources? Do ultra fine 
particles (<.01 to 2.5 microns) penetrate deeper into lung tissues than fine particles and if 
they do, can the particles trigger inflammation in the smaller airways leading to 
exacerbation of asthma and bronchitis?  
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Question: If one had to relate living along this highway within 250 feet and being 
exposed to the highway traffic pollution, this would equate about to smoking how many 
cigarettes a day if any? Please enter this question in the EIS. Response: All particulate 
matter sources penetrate deeper. ADOT will have to determine if this appropriate to 
address in an EIS.

Question: Since South Mountain Loop 202 bypasses the center of the city and resides on 
the southern border, will South Mountain Loop 202 be the new Hazardous Cargo Route? 
If this is selected as a Hazardous Cargo Route will radioactive materials be allowed? 
Please describe some of the present hazardous cargo being transported on Hazardous 
Cargo Routes. Please enter this question in the EIS. Response: ADOT determines if a 
design feature makes a route a poor choice for hazardous cargo. Recent decisions for no 
HC include the I-10 tunnel, and a route over a river due to potential impacts to the river. 
If it is legal to haul the material and there is no exemption from ADOT, the material can 
be hauled on a freeway in general.

Comment: I would think it a good idea to allow a 10-minute discussion period before 
each CoNexus vote so all the SMCAT members are up to speed on definitions and intent. 
Response: Yes, we will allow time for discussion prior to the evaluation.

Question: Can you name the interchanges on the west and south side of South Mountain 
Loop 202 that will be raised interchanges? How many feet above grade will the tallest 
one be? Response: This will be discussed in the design report.  

Question: What percentage of the 160,000 vehicles that are passing through South 
Mountain Park are trucks and what percentage are vehicles that are just passing through 
Phoenix? Please enter these questions in the EIS. Response: This will be discussed in the 
traffic operations report.

10-20-05

William Ramsay  
Question: What organization is responsible for rendering the records of decision? 
Response: FHWA.

Question: At what point of the design phase would a “no Build” decision be made? 
Response: At the record of decision.

Question: What would be the primary factor or considerations involved in a “no build” 
decision? Response: These are the same factors used in evaluating the other alternatives.

David Folts, Concerned families along SM & Loop 202  
Question: If the new quiet asphalt is used in the construction of Loop 202, will this cause 
sound abatement walls to be much shorter or not constructed at all? After all, ADOT only 

has to meet certain sound criteria and if it is met, why build walls? Response: This will 
be part of the noise technical report.  

Question: Can ADOT explain sound abatement techniques on the elevated interchanges 
planned for S. Mt. Loop 202 as it passes through Ahwatukee. Will sound abatement walls 
be used on the elevated interchanges and if so how tall will the walls be? How many feet 
higher will the sound abatement walls be then the elevated interchanges? Response: This 
will be part of the noise technical report.  

Question: Can ADOT supply 3 artists renderings of 3 typical elevated interchanges in 
Ahwatukee. Please provide elevations and show any sound abatement walls on other 
sound abatement design techniques. Response: We will forward this suggestion to 
ADOT for their consideration.  

Question: A question was asked last week about the height of the elevated interchanges 
being measured from the surface of the grade/road under the structure. This question was 
asked because ADOT staked the height of the bridges would be 25 feet. What will be the 
highest point of the elevated highway in feet measured from the surface/grade of the 
highway? Response: Typical heights on arterials are about 25 feet. At railroad tracks, 
heights are about 30 feet.

Question: ADOT & HDR stated in the past that they would take photos (not video) of 
present housing and development then superimpose the complete highway alignment (all 
alignments West End) over the actual photo maps. This would show the best and latest 
birds eye view of this project on present day development. Does ADOT already have 
something similar to this? Response: This information is forthcoming in the video 
mentioned previously.  

Question: Is a hard copy of the summary from the previous SMCAT meeting as shown 
on S. Mt. Corridor study web page given to each SMCAT member? (specifically answers 
to questions from the public gallery and SMCAT members) Response: Yes.

Question: During heavy rains in the summer, quite a bit of rain runoff will be collected 
in the drainage canal on Pecos Rd. The north or south side of S. Mt. Loop 202. What will 
be the retention time in days that standing water will sit in the collection canals during a 3 
inch rain over 24 hours? How, if at all, will this water be released and where will it flow 
to, along the Ahwatukee section of S. Mt. Loop 202. Response: We are not able to 
answer this question at this time.  

Question: The drainage channel that resides alongside the Ahwatukee section of S. Mt. 
Loop has the ability to hold what total volume of water in gallons from 51st Ave. to 40th 
Street? Will this standing water be treated to insure it doesn’t become a mosquito 
breeding ground for such diseases as West Nile Fever? Response: We do not have the 
technical experts in attendance.
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Question: What % of the 4 million cubic yards removed from S. Mt. Park be used to 
construct the elevated interchanges on S. Mt Loop 202? Response: This requires an 
analysis of the material removed to determine if it appropriate for this use.  

Question: How many feet out from the very center of the interchanges will the highway 
elevation start? What is the average, minimum and maximum rise over run in feet as you 
close in, then leave the interchange? Response: The maximum allowable grade is three 
percent, or three feet per one hundred feet.

Question: What is the deepest depression in feet used on Route 60 as it passed through 
Phoenix, Chandler, Tempe and Mesa? Response: The deepest depression in that area is 
25 feet deep; however, some areas are only partially depressed and are at about 20-21 
feet.

Question: If S. Mt. Loop 202 was fully depressed i.e. (60 feet depressed from grade) 
would this have the affect of giving Ahwatukee residents cleaner air? If so, why? 
Response: There will be an air quality technical report later in this process.  

Question: If a change in design is made to fully depress S. Mt. Loop 202 as it runs south 
of Ahwatukee, would this have a tendency to force a new EIS or require more study and 
data gathering time for the existing EIS? Response: As long as the information is part of 
the draft EIS, a new EIS would not be required.  

Jason Fifield ( I am a homeowner near 83rd Ave and Lower Buckeye Rd.)  
Comment: I am curious as to the studies that have been done in regards to growth in the 
West Valley. Are the growth projections being considered current (what are the date of 
the projection studies/figures)? I’ve seen in certain media that the West Side is expected 
to add upwards of 2+ million people in the next 15-20 years. I am concerned that any 
proposed routes east of 99th Ave. are very shortsighted of the coming West Side growth. 
Many of the West Side residents will be commuting to jobs on the East Side and with the 
explosive growth on the West Side there are certain to be many new jobs created that 
East Valley residents will commute to. Also, I know the committee has talked about 
semi-trucks using the South Mt. Fwy. as a bypass around downtown. With all the growth 
and increased traffic on I-10 is the committee factoring in all the other regular travelers 
passing thru Phoenix who would likely choose this new route over I-10. Response: We 
have MAG 2000 census data, and where appropriate will use the new 2005 data when we 
receive

11-3-05

William Ramsay 
Question: The City of Phoenix completed, around 2001, and at a cost of nearly $60 
Million, a water and sanitary sewer project along Pecos Road west of 24th St. There has 
been no mention of how ADOT will treat tax. Please elaborate on how the proposed 
South Mountain Loop, using Pecos Road as the eastern alignment, will affect the City of 

Phoenix’s water system. Response: This is a repeat question. Further information will be 
available in the utility report.  

David Folts, Concerned Families Along S. Mt. Loop 202  
Question: In previous meetings ADOT & FHWA has sat about 15 feet away of their own 
table. Why are they now seated with the SMCAT members? Will the ADOT & FHWA 
people sitting at the SMCAT table be also voting on S. Mt. Loop along with the 
remainder of the Advisory Team? Response: They are sitting at the table so that they can 
better answer CAT questions. At the onset of the meeting, I asked CAT members if they 
would like ADOT and FHWA to return to the table and they agreed. ADOT and FHWA 
will not be at the table during the evaluation process.  

Question: Will ADOT or FHWA do any form of underground radar mapping for Native 
Cultural Sights along S. Mt. Loop 202, also along the washes that will have increased 
flow as they travel away from S. Mt. Loop 202? Wouldn’t it be better to locate and 
properly move the cultural finds beforehand than disturb it and try to deal with this after 
the fact? Response: This is a repeat question.

Question: I have heard that somewhere between 30 to 65 acres of land will be taken from 
S. Mt. Park for S. Mt. Loop 202. The most recent plans show how many acres are to be 
taken from S. Mt. Loop 202. Response: This information is in a forthcoming report.  

Question: Why aren’t the people of Laveen, Tolleson Ahwatukee and the other 
communities along S. Mt. Loop 202 given the same consideration when building 
highways through their community? This question specifically concerns the design of 
depressed highways in heavy residential areas. Response: We are looking at options for 
depressing the freeway in all communities where feasible.  

Question: How many wells are in the path of S. Mt. Loop 202? How many wells will be 
redrilled to replace the wells that will be put out of service? Is part of SRP’s recent well 
expansion happening because of the above-mentioned questions? Response: The number 
of wells is recorded in the technical reports, but I don’t recall these numbers.  

Question: Can ADOT show 2 artist renderings of the elevated interchanges with the 
sound and noise abatement techniques that will be used to lessen impact to the human 
environment? Response: This is a repeat question. We don’t have a graphic for noise.

Question: Can ADOT show 3 (artist renderings) examples of what the elevated 
interchanges will look like along S. Mt. Loop 202? Response: This is a repeat question. 
There are some visuals coming and we will talk with ADOT about the renderings.

Question: In Nevada a school was relocated away from a highway that was going to 
have lanes added. This decision was made in federal court partly due to air standards 
within a few 100 feet of the highway. Does this court ruling have any affect on schools 
that will reside along S. Mt. Loop 202? Response: As stated earlier, this information was 
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given to HDR and copies forwarded to ADOT and FHWA. These issues are being 
considered and further information will be included in the air report.  

Larry Lee, Foothills Mountain Ranch, Resident  
Question: Just north of the church at 24th St. there is a dry well - - - this area floods. I do 
not see any accommodation for that flooding. Response: This site is not specifically 
included in the report. 

Question: Also, what impact will commercial business and an additional casino (to 
match the freeway traffic) have on noise, crime, pollution and general way of life for 
Ahwatukee? Response: We know of no plans for an additional casino or any commercial 
business development planned in this area.  

Question: Will hazardous material travel on this highway? Why can’t trucks use I-8 to 
avoid Phoenix? Response: This is a repeat question.

12-1-05

Larry Lee 
Comment: If Gila River is requesting frontage roads and access to the loop 202, then 
they definitely are showing that they wand and need the road. GRIC wants commercial 
development, Ahwatukee does not want any significant commercial development. If 
GRIC wants commercial then GRIC should take the road, otherwise give GRIC no access 
and no frontage road. We do not want another casino along Pecos/202. No casino!

Question: I believe about 7 schools are directly affected by this proposed highway. What 
are all of the dangers to our kids? Pollution, noise, air. Road closures, what about 
accidents where large vehicles like trucks, 18 wheelers carrying whatever, fuel, 
hazardous material seems that the kids would be in very serious danger. Isn’t route I-8 
and 85 for trucks? If 202 is a truck route, why are the trucks not using the route we 
already gave them? NO BUILD. Response: SR85 is a truck route and signed as such.

Question: 24th ramps turning 24th into a main artery and what are the issues to affect 
Estrella Elementary School. Will all of 24th need to be widened and will 24th and 
Chandler need to be enlarged? How do we handle traffic if a road closure occurs near 
24th street? Will traffic route to Liberty Lane, this will affect 3 schools. Response: This 
was previously discussed.

William Ramsay 
Question: Have any comprehensive studies been conducted on the impact to surface 
streets adjoining the proposed freeway when the freeway becomes closed due to an 
accident? For example, what would be the impact on 40th St., 24th St., and Chandler 
Blvd. If the proposed east 202 loop if closed at 40th St.? Where would traffic be routed? 
Have extra studies – air, noise gas pollution, been evaluated under these conditions? The 
study AWA in question includes Ahwatukee, Avondale, Laveen and Tolleson. Response:
Typically, this is not done.

Question: What role does Maricopa Association of Governments play in the decision to 
proceed with the South Mtn Loop 202? If FHWA is the ultimate decision maker, what is 
MAG’s role? Response: MAG has input into the process; however, a freeway is an 
ADOT-FHWA decision. ADOT and MAG share regional transportation planning 
responsibilities. Proposition 400 is based on the Regional Transportation Plan, which 
considers 55th Avenue the approved location for the west side alignment. If W71 or 
W101 are selected, these locations must go to MAG for approval by the regional council.

Comment: If advocates of the of the proposed South Mountain Loop 202 are so certain 
we must have this project, why are they willing to wait the better part of TWO 
DECADES for a solution? This project is to future oriented as to be irrelevant to current 
Maricopa County residents.

David Foltz 
Question: How many of the new homeowners identified in the right of way for S. Mt. 
Loop 202 (highway edge to the red line) along Pecos Road have been notified by ADOT 
on policy procedure or protocol for having their homes acquired? Response: This 
question has been directed to ADOT right-of-way.  

Question: What is the additional cost to fully depress vs. partially depressed highway per 
mile for the entire highway called South Mt. Loop 202? Response: These figures are in 
the process of being completed.

Question: Is it possible that many of homes identified in ADOT maps in mid Novembers 
public meetings located in the Right of Way (Edge of S. Mt. Loop 202 and the Red line) 
in Ahwatukee will no be purchased after all. If not, why? Would this same rule exist for 
the selected west side route? Response: The final number is yet to be determined. The 
facility is being designed to a level to define the right-of way needed to construct it. It 
should not be assumed that significant change to right-of-way will occur after receipt of 
the environmental approval. (A CAT member requested receiving these numbers with 
and without a 32nd Street interchange.)

Question: If Pecos Rd. is left open during the construction of proposed S. Mt. Loop, 
would this also be a more expensive option as fully depressing S. Mt. Loop 202? 
Response: This aspect of implementation comes further into the design process.

Comment: Please show the major utilities as the presently aren’t along proposed (Pecos 
Rd.) S. Mt. Loop 202 alignment and what utilities need to be moved including any gas or 
fuel lines. Response: This information will be part of the utility report.  

Comment: I implore ADOT to please use underground radar mapping to identify and 
locate any cultural finds where soil will be removed to construct proposed S. Mt Loop 
202 through identified Native American Indian cultural or sacred areas!
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1-5-06

Melanie Pai, PARC – Protecting Arizona’s Resources and Children 
Comment: CAT takes community representation from homeowners associations, but 
excludes participation from organizations such as PARC which represents hundreds of 
citizens, from multiple communities, including those NOT represented by an HOA. 
PARC, Protecting Arizona’s Resources and Children, is formally requesting participation 
in the SMCAT meetings. PARC has requested a comprehensive, cumulative health study 
of ambient air quality and pollutions effects on children attending schools of similar 
proximity as those 9,000 students attending school, including preschool, adjacent to the 
Pecos alignment. 

Question: This SMCAT meeting location is not conducive to wide-spread citizen 
involvement. There is no voice amplification system, no ability for those who are not 
members of an HOA board to participate. How many citizens in apartments or non-HOA 
communities are participating the SMCAT meetings and in what capacity? Is it the view 
of ADOT that persons must own a home in order to participate in this process? 
Response: CAT representation considers full coverage of the study area, including non- 
HOA organizations representing Valley-wide interests. Determination of future 
representation (additions or changes) is the subject of the CAT. The SMCAT meetings 
are open to public attendance for the purposes of observation only. The SMCAT has 
responsibility to determine the level of, public participation and whether it is warranted at 
this time. The SMCAT has elected to allow the public to attend meetings and to draft 
questions and comments for SMCAT consideration. Regarding the location, the SMCAT 
has determined it is adequate for SMCAT needs. Ways to improve voice amplification 
will be considered. Only 2 of the 22 members are HOA representatives. The others 
represent planning organizations, communities, or regional organizations. Home 
ownership is not required for membership. 

Question: In telephone conference my organization has held with ADEQ, there was no 
mention of the Children’s Environmental Health Program personnel having any 
involvement with the ADOT planning processes. It is my understanding that state law 
and ADOT’s own defined process requires participation from this particular sub-group of 
ADEQ and organizations such as PACR, a citizen group comprised of those concerned 
about children attending school in such close proximity to the freeway. What efforts have 
been made to include PARC and the Children’s Environmental Health personnel from 
ADEQ? Response: ADOT is obligated to follow the process as set forth by the National 
Environmental Policy Act. The process allows for public input and public disclosure as 
implemented by the federal lead agency, Federal Highway Administration. ADEQ has 
been invited to participate in the process from the project outset through the agency 
scoping process. 

Question: The American Academy of Pediatrics has concluded that freeways in close 
proximity to schools has a severe and clearly measurable impact on children’s health. 
How do the EPA EIS requirements account for these? What measures has ADOT taken to 

solicit participation from the American Lung Association, the American Academy of 
Pediatrics, and other organizations who could provide pertinent information on these 
relevant topics? Response: Data provided to the project team is reviewed and determined 
for applicability to the scope of the study. Consideration of input from such organizations 
is undertaken through issuance of Notice of Intent in the Federal Register, public and 
agency scoping, on-going coordination with public and agencies, data collection when 
conducting impact analyses, and public disclosure in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Question: PARC, www.protectazchildren.org, has begun a petition due to the broadbased 
opposition to the freeway’s close proximity to nine thousand students at nine schools. 
With such strong opposition by so many residents along the proposed Pecos alignment, 
and beyond, why are there not more specific data models being used to show citizens the 
levels of concentration of cancer-causing agents, respiratory irritants, etc., by their effects 
on the body? Response: The question is noted and has been taken under consideration. 

Question: In California, building a freeway of such close proximity to schools as the 
proposed Pecos alignment would not be deemed legal at this juncture due to new 
legislation created to protect children. How has ADOT processes, reviewed, analyzed and 
considered these types of progress in development legislation for relevance in similar 
situations, such as the Pecos alignment? Response: The comment is noted and the details 
of the claim are under consideration. ADOT will follow the NEPA process and all 
pertinent environmental procedures when considering the comment and related question. 

Question: Protection Arizona’s Resources and Children formed specifically because 
ADOT was not receptive to our comments as individual citizens with regard to concerns 
about the health and well being of children attending school in close proximity to 
freeways. What recourse do individual citizens have on a continued basis, other than 
submitting comment cards, to ensure their voices will be heard with regard to pertinent 
issues? Response: Public comment can be provided through many venues such as the 
ADOT website. The public will have the opportunity to formally comment when the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement is issued, which is anticipated to occur in late 
2006.

Question: Are NEPA guidelines always deemed to be sufficient to gauge the needs of the 
community as it pertains to the health and safety of its citizens? Have there been prior 
instances where ADOT has taken additional measures, in addition to those defined in the 
NEPA process in order to protect the health and safety of persons in the community? 
Response: NEPA is required when a federally-funded project or a project that has a 
federal nexus is proposed. ADOT has worked with local jurisdictions and other agencies 
on project-related enhancements not deemed mitigation. 

Question: How many schools will be located in a ½-1 miles proximity to each of the 
schools in the west side per each of the west-side proposed alignments? How many 
daycares? How many elder care facilities? Response: Some of these issues are covered in 
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the Social Conditions report, which is available on the website 
(www.southmountainfreeway.com).

Question: The USEPA – Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust 
(2002) details specific impacts for children in residential areas and schools. What 
information and research data from sources such as these are included in the EIS? Does 
ADOT acknowledge that diesel engine exhaust poses a health risk to children attending 
school in close proximity to freeways? Response: ADOT has worked with local 
jurisdictions and other agencies on project-related enhancements not deemed mitigation. 
Air quality impacts are assessed by ADOT based upon federally established guidelines, 
as established by the Environmental Protection Agency in accordance with Clean Air 
Act.

William Ramsay 
Question: Please clarify the status of Gila River Indian Community representatives on 
SMCAT. Is GRIC and related stakeholders – “alottees” – still represented? Response:
GRIC representation is currently being researched. All communications with GRIC are 
through the ADOT Director’s office at this time. 

Question: Have any formal studies been conducted on the impact of dust to residential 
areas adjoining the proposed South Mountain Freeway created by blasting, excavating, 
grading, and razing of existing structures? What hazards exist in the dust? How many 
residents of Ahwatukee, Avondale, Tolleson, and Laveen would be impacted? What steps 
would ADOT take to mitigate this impact? Response: Studies relative to the impact of 
dust on neighboring communities are regulated under the Clean Air Act. The control of 
construction-related dust is regulated and permitted by Maricopa County and the 
contractor would be responsible for permit adherence. Dust-related impacts are defined 
under the Clean Air Act and are measured by size of particulate matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5). Assessment of the number of residents affected by construction-related activities 
is not within to the scope of the study. Measures to mitigate will be defined in part by the 
Maricopa County permitting activities. 

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
Question: Will constructing South Mountain Loop 202 substantially lessen grid lock 
(lessening exhaust emissions, pollution) on Broadway Curve I-10, Rte 17, Loop 101, Rte. 
51 and if not, shouldn’t improvements be made on the highways where the problems 
exist? Please include this question in the EIS. Response: Assessment of purpose and 
need for the South Mountain Freeway project takes into account all other planned 
transportation improvements (freeway and non-freeway). The assessment concluded that 
even with all such improvements, a need and a purpose for the South Mountain Freeway 
project exists. 

Question: With proposed I-10 Reliever connection being made to proposed South 
Mountain Loop 202 and purposely constructed to relive commercial traffic to South 

Mountain Loop 202, why isn’t the effects from the volume of traffic from I-10 Reliever 
included in the South Mountain Loop 202 Environmental Impact Statement? With this 
added traffic from the I-10 Reliever increases from levels of vehicular exhaust along 
South Mountain Loop 202 would increase wouldn’t this show more accurate data then 
without? Response: The I-10 Reliever (SR 801) proposed project is not for the purposes 
cited in the question. The South Mountain Freeway project does take into account the 
proposed SR 801 project. 

Question: When construction starts on near or around West Van Buren WQARF is it 
possible for some of this contamination could travel to other aquifers or wells? Please 
include this question in the EIS. Response: Guidelines for disposal hazardous materials if 
encountered are set forth by federal regulation. 

Question: If contamination does travel from the HDR Engineering identified Van Buren 
WQARF to other aquifers or wells isn’t the proper way to check for this is through 
digging test wells and not through the monitoring process described earlier in this 
meeting. Please enter this question in the EIS Statement. Response: The characteristics of 
the WQARF site are well-documented and known. If it is determined that test wells are 
warranted, that will be presented in the EIS. 

Question: Are the contaminants mentioned by HDR Engineering (Trichloroethelene, 
Dichlorethelene, etc.) above the U.S. limits for drinking water standards. If so, what are 
the present limits? Please enter this question in the South Mountain Loop EIS. Response:
This data is not pertinent to the scope of the study. 

Question: Could the contaminants mentioned by HDR Engineering in the (DEC, TCE, 
etc.) be considered liquid organics and if they are liquid organics, would they have a 
tendency to rest at the very bottom of the water hole? If they reside at the bottom of the 
water table can they be reduced or removed? Please describe how this process works. 
Response: This data is not pertinent to the scope of the study. 

Question: Are the contaminants found in the WQARF Van Buren Site as identified by 
HDR Engineering considered carcinogens using U.S. or CA standards? Is one of the 
contaminants found in the WQARF Van Buren Site Perchlorethylene? Please enter this 
question in the South Mountain Loop 202 EIS. Response: This data is not pertinent to the 
scope of the study. 

Question: A representative of HDR Engineering identified a WQARF site that had 
potential pesticides and herbicides in the water table. He also stated that the above 
mentioned HDR Rep also stated that many of these compounds break down on their own. 
What length of time is required for these contaminants to break down to 50 percent of 
original value in below grade water tables? Please identify each contaminant the start 
value and time required per contaminant. Please put this question in the South Mountain 
Loop 202 EIS. Response: This data is not pertinent to the scope of the study. 
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Question: What is the highest permissible noise measurement allowed in a resident’s 
back yard once a highway is built? If the noise level is above this what action is taken to 
reduce this noise and what is the maximum time allowed for ADOT to remedy this 
situation? Response: Procedures to address post-construction activities and 
responsibilities were described at the meeting and will be presented in the EIS. 

Question: What will be the average height of the wall on the north side of South 
Mountain Loop 202 between 32nd and 40th Street? How was this determined? 
Response: This information would be determined in design if a build alternative were 
approved.

Question: Will rubberized asphalt be used on South Mountain Loop 202 as it passes 
though Ahwatukee and if it is will this shorten the highway walls in Ahwatukee 
neighborhoods? Response: Rubberized asphalt is planned. It is premature to assess 
affects of such a measure on wall heights. 

Question: Because South Mountain Loop 202 will serve as a natural bypass for 
commercial traffic around Phoenix could this highway be one of the noisiest in AZ or the 
U.S and if this is the case shouldn’t this highway be the example for proper noise 
mitigation? Response: ADOT’s Noise Policy is used in determination of noise 
mitigation. ADOT’s policy is more stringent than current federal guidelines. 

Question: How is highway noise mitigated on elevated sections of highway as in South 
Mountain Loop 202? Response: It will be done in accordance with ADOT Noise Policy 
as described in the meeting. 

Question: Is it possible to point, put or bounce noise in a commercial area away from a 
residential area, i.e. noise is directed away from homes along a highway to a store 
parking lot or where factories reside. Response: This issue was previously discussed. 

Question: What are allowable noise standards of AZ and U.S. along highways? If a 
homeowner thinks the noise level in his yard is above allowable limits, who will test and 
at what time frame must this be done? Does ADOT oversee the above-mentioned testing 
and pay the contractor who measures this noise? Response: Noise standards will be 
presented in the EIS. Procedures to address post-construction activities and 
responsibilities were described at the meeting and will be presented in the EIS. 

Question: As traffic increases along South Mountain Loop 202 years after it is built will 
the noise also increase? If the noise does in fact increase who would the homeowner 
contact and if levels are found above allowable limits how log would it be before noise 
mitigation techniques were implemented? Are db measurement then taken again to est. 
noise reduction? What is the average time frame for the above-mentioned process? 
Response: Noise barriers when determined to be warranted are based upon volumes 
projected to occur during the design year, in this case, 2030. 

Question: I heard mentioned that FHWA will not provide funds for a highway project 
that will not connect from the east to the west, i.e. the west side of the highway stops at 
South Mountain Park the east side of the highway stops at South Mountain Park. Who 
from the FHWA made this decision? Response: The issue of logical termini and 
independent utility is a function of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Question: When considering build vs. no-build, be sure to include the effects on air 
quality. Response: Comment noted. 

Ralph Guariglio 
Question: 1) Will there be any restrictions on hazardous material (dangerous goods) on 
hazardous waste transportation on this freeway? 2) What happens to all the earth that will 
be removed from South Mountain and from the other areas where the freeway might be 
constructed/depressed? Response: Restrictions for transporting hazardous materials are 
not planned for on the South Mountain Freeway. The freeway is designed generally with 
a goal to balance cut and fill. If excess material occurs, it will be disposed of at approved 
disposal sites. 

Teri Pinkstaff 
Comment: How much of our tax dollars has and will be wasted determining the route of 
a highway that may then be determined to no-build. What a waste to put the cart before 
the horse. Response: Comment noted. 

Daniel D. Pinkstaff, 17010 S. 34th Street 
Comment: Another giant government boondoggle, start talking to the Indians now! 
Why does ADOT go public with this information when it’s incomplete? ADOT 
employees appear to be rude misinformed and uncaring. Response: Comment noted. 

1-19-06

Beginning with the January 19, 2006 meeting, written comments and questions from the 
public are accepted at SMCAT meetings and if time permits, new questions may be read 
and addressed at the end of the meeting at which they are submitted. Following the 
meeting, the SMCAT receives a typed copy of the comments, which will also be provided 
to the public at the subsequent meeting. At the request of the SMCAT, these issues may be 
added to the next agenda. 

Responses shown were provided at the February 2, 2006 meeting at the request of the 
SMCAT.

Brian Smith
1. What biological species are identified within the project area that are endangered 

and/or protected (specifically)?  
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2. Are you saying there is no significant movement of species between So. Mountain 
and  the Estrella Mts? Response: There are no migration corridors, but there are 
movements of wildlife.  

Greta Rogers
1. Will the meetings (future) be publicly noticed and open to all, including the one with 

Gov. Wm. Rhodes, GRIC? Response: Public meetings are posted. Staff and other 
internal meetings are not open to the public.  

2. Why NOW are you devoting meeting agendas to West Side routes and not the entire 
plan I-10E to I-10W (no defined terminus to date); This reflects planned avoidance of 
Pecos.

3. “Impossible to measure ozone” in project corridor; can measure CO2 emissions from 
vehicles at locations chosen and CO2 must be addressed regionally.” Why don’t you 
reveal EPA requirements – They’re known and established and Phoenix area on 
notice for compliance of P. 10 by end of 2006 and now due to exceedence of 
compliance and impossible goal to attain (notice to ADEQ by EPA 12/05). Response:
We will provide an answer to this question during the air quality presentation.  

William Ramsay  
NEPA requires all cumulative impacts of a proposed project to be examined in the EIS 
process. The I-10 reliever must be considered in the EIS process as it will be connected to 
the proposed South Mountain Loop 202, and both are connected and interrelated.

David Folts, Concerned Families Along S Mt Loop 202 
1. During the summary of Cultural Resources you mentioned reporting on impacts to 

prehistoric sites. Please define what a prehistoric site is.  

2. Is there a required release rate (flow, gpm) over area when directing rainwater, runoff 
to lower area? If there is, what is this rate and what engineering principles are used to 
control this rate. Response: I will need to review this with our technical people.  

3. I can’t understand why many of the planned construction schedules for highways in 
the extreme south and east of Phoenix (area, SanTan, etc.) don’t start until the years 
2020 through 2030 instead of planning and making the alignments now. Construction 
for the above mentioned areas should start before the end of decade to avoid severe 
traffic problems a.k.a. staying ahead of the curve.  

4. If ADOT builds the west side of proposed S Mt Loop 202 first, then years later build 
the Ahwatukee portion of this highway would it require another EIS? How long does 
this Environmental Impact Statement stay in effect? Is there a time frame this entire 
project must be completed by according to laws concerning EIS policy?  

5. If traffic (S MT Loop 202) was diverted from existing regional existing air monitors 
wouldn’t this benefit? What is referred to as Regional Air Quality scores?

6. I have heard mention of Particulate Matter 10 being measured and possible being 
reduced in future air data along with being included in proposed S Mt Loop 202. 
Aren’t PM2.5 reading to be included in the EIS? Also, why wasn’t there a discussion 
on PM2.5 with projects on same? Response: We will provide an answer to this 
question during the air quality presentation.

7. It appears that the majority of 202 that runs between 10 and Loop 101 running west 
along southern edge of Chandler is fully depressed or semi-depressed. Ho and why 
was this design and build decision made?  

8. During the EIS presentation of Cultural Resources, Mark Brodbeck from HDR 
Engineering state they do surveys to ensure cultural sites are found before 
construction begins. How are the surveys done and how would this be handled i.e. 
North America Native Artifacts be found if they were only inches below the surface 
of the soil? Will any attempt made to find out if artifacts reside just below the soil?  

2-2-06

Responses shown were provided at the February 2, 2006 meeting at the request of the 
SMCAT.

Larry Lee, citizen concerns 
1. Have NEPA and SEPA concerns been addressed? How has the pollution data evolved 

in the past 20 to 25 years since this freeway was originally proposed? What health 
issues have evolved or changed in the last 20 to 25 years that could affect the EIS? 

2. What study has ADOT performed regarding traffic issues on surface streets when 
highway closures occur? 

3. Since ADOT has been made aware of the connector between the proposed Loop 202 
and the Canamex Highway, how does that connector impact the EIS and the 
communities involved? 

4. As it pertains to noise…has the SMCAT been educated on scientific methods for 
evaluating noise pollution? Does the SMCAT know what the decibel numbers 
actually represent such as a hearing test? –Comparison test, wave carry tests at 
distances and elevations, etc…? 

5. Has there been a study regarding numbers of drunk drivers associated with casino 
locations? 

William Richardson 
I’ve seen constructions costs ranging from $900 million to $1.3 billion, but this does not 
include 1) additional purchase of right-of-way land, 2) relocation costs of displaced 
businesses and residences, and 3) relocation of utilities. Can ADOT provide some 
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guidance on total estimated costs using an historical relationship of construction costs to 
total costs? For example, if in similar projects construction costs were 50% of the total 
cost, then the projected total cost for South Mountain Freeway would be in the $1.8 to 
$2.6 billion. 

David Fultz, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
1. This question is in regard to comment on public question. To allow public questions 

to be read out loud just stay true to your schedule and reserve 15-30 minutes for these 
questions to be read. If the schedule states the last 30 minutes, 8:30-9:00, are for 
questions, then stop the meeting and read the questions. If there is still time left then 
continue with the meeting or adjourn. 

2. You were discussing changes to W71 and how this property wasn’t considered 4(f) 
because there were plans to put a gate around the land with a lock around the entrance 
gate. What specific reason changes the 4(f) status when the above process happens 
(gates and locks)? 

3. I have heard that as South Mountain Loop passes through South Mountain Park it will 
cut into the national hiking trail on the west side of South Mountain Park. If this trail 
is in fact taken to build this highway, will anything be done to reroute it? 

4. What governing body or person will make the decision if South Mountain Loop 202 
becomes a hazardous cargo route? Is this covered on the EIS? 

5. If some of the SMCAT members do not agree with any of the three alignments on the 
west side of South Mountain Loop 202 will they be allowed to vote no-build? 

6. Will there be a direct up or down vote on the three alignments from the SMCAT or 
will the evaluation scoring criteria be used to select the alignment? 

7. With the weighted criteria used during the evaluation process wouldn’t a person have 
to make all of his scores weighted as not to lesson the value of his vote/score. 

2-23-06

The SMCAT did not request responses to the public comments shown below. 

Melanie Pai, PARC Protecting Arizona’s Resources & Children 
www.protectazchildren.org  
1. Question: What involvement has the Arizona department of public health had to this 

process? 

2. Question: What year was the ADEQ permit to build issued? The permit addresses 
health concerns and other factors which should be considered prior to permitting and 
building of the freeway.  If MSAT research shows new concerns, should the permit 
be re-evaluated? 

David Fultz, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
1. Question: What percent of funding for the cost then west side of South Mountain 

Loop 202 will be Federal?  State and ½ cent sales tax.  If there is a difference in the 
funding from each of the above mentioned sources from East to West, please state the 
separate totals.  

2. Comment: Please show on a map the channels that will be used when releasing rain 
water along the entire length of South Mountain Loop 202.  Include average annual 
rainfall, rain storms occurring in short period of time i.e. 4 hours during the summer 
and fall.  Also include the effects from 100 year rainfall, i.e. worst individual rainfall 
in a 100 year time frame.  Please include flow rates total accumulation and show 
where this occurs on the above mentioned map.  Please include this information in the 
South Mountain Loop EIS. 

3. Question: Is PM 2.5 also required to be tracked for the South Mountain Loop 202 
EIS?  If so, where are the reading and statistics for PM (2.5)?  Is most of the 
particulate in PM 2.5 in the Phoenix area from vehicle exhaust? 

4. Question: If no build option is selected, could some of the funding (non sales tax $ 
Maricopa) be diverted to other ADOT projects in SE and Northern Maricopa, Pinal 
and Yapavi Counties? Would this also bring the schedules in so the above mentioned 
highways and transportation projects could be built sooner than some of the projected 
dates of 2025-2030? 

5. Question: Why is PM 10 so harmful to humans? What organs get the most exposure 
to PM 10? 

6. Question: Why is PM 2.5 so harmful to humans? What are some of the harmful 
effects to human tissue and health (longterm) from exposure to PM 2.5? What organs 
get the most exposure to PM 2.5? 

7. Question: Aren’t the EPA model’s ADOT and HDR Engineering are using showing 
potential projected incorrect in this instance.  I mention this because South Mountain 
Loop 202 has the potential to serve as a commercial bypass around Phoenix.  If this is 
the case, wouldn’t a higher degree of particulate be in the air within a 3 mile ribbon 
along this highway? 

8. Comment: A real injustice was done when PM 2.5 wasn’t discussed including pie 
charts and graphics during the 2/23/06 SMCAT Meeting.  Examining only PM 10 and 
then pointing out that only 2.1% was due to on road vehicle exhaust improperly 
showed greater Phoenix air issues.  Please cover PM 2.5 as thoroughly as you did PM 
10 as to inform the populace to reduce the above mentioned level of pollutants to live 
a healthy and full life. 

9. Question: If the smaller particles (less that 1 micron) are the most dangerous to your 
health, why not show the levels/measurements that reside in out air?  What are the ill 
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effects on human health when exposed to particles from vehicle exhaust less that 1 
micron in diameter? 

3-2-06

Time permitted for all questions and comments to be read to the CAT. Responses shown 
were provided during the March 2, 2006 meeting.

David Fultz, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
1. Question: Can the SMCAT team make a recommendation not to be selected as a 

hazardous cargo route for South Mountain Loop 202? Response: The CAT can make 
this recommendation, however, this is an ADOT decision. 

2. Question: When doing the cost evaluation during the 3/2/06 SMCAT meeting 
wouldn’t this criteria have to be used for all other future transportation issues to be 
fair to Ahwatukee residents? Response: The intent of the criteria is to use it for both 
the west and east sides. 

3. Question: Using past history can you show SMCAT members to most to least 
expensive criteria items for building a highway, i.e. 1) land, 2) asphalt, 3) labor? 
Response: (Edwards asked the CAT if they would like to receive this information, 
and members indicated that they did not require this information.) 

4. Question: In mid-November of 2002 ADOT held meetings showing the alignment, 
latest design and right-of-way for South Mountain Loop 202. Also shown were 
homes that were needed for this latest design to work. Is there a law in place where 
ADOT must tell the homeowners identified in the right-of-way if their homes will be 
demolished/purchased or if they will be left intact? Response: Once a corridor is 
adopted by the Regional Transportation Board, ADOT has 18 months to initiate a 
right-of-way purchase. 

5. Question: Can you let the SMCAT members know of a proposed highway called the 
National Freight Corridor (i.e. from Tallahassee to San Diego) and how this would 
affect the air quality and traffic conditions in greater Phoenix area. Response:
(Edwards asked the CAT if they would like to receive this information, and members 
indicated that they did not require this information.) 

6. Comment: As of 2:00 p.m. the day of the SMCAT meeting 3/2/06 I didn’t see the 
summary (meeting minutes) posted. I felt this is unfair for the public that would 
attend the SMCAT meetings. Please put some procedure or policy in place to at least 
let the public find out what happened at the last meeting before attending the next.  

7. Question: On the South Mountain Loop 202 corridor study web page ADOT states, 
“Typically, the reported number of homes and businesses goes down as the study 
progresses, the locations affected may change as well.” What does this last statement 
mean for Ahwatukee homes that fall inside the present right-of-way for South 

Mountain Loop 202? Response: (Mike Bruder explained as follows:) As we move 
forward with the design process, the right-of-way is further refined. Effectually, we 
attempt to show the worst case scenario – that with the most right-of-way. 

8. Question: Can the SMCAT members abstain from voting if they do not agree with 
any of the three alignments rather than the no-build option? Response: Once a CAT 
member begins the evaluation process, they must complete it. However, a CAT 
member could opt out of the evaluation entirely. 

William Ramsay 
Comment: SMCAT members should not be evaluating westside alternatives based on 
accounting costs (those direct costs such as material and labor). Instead, SMCAT 
members should be evaluating alternatives based on economic costs, specifically, 
externalities and social costs impacting communities as a result of the proposed freeway. 
The same evaluation criteria should be applied to considering the eastern alignment. 
Accounting costs, along with safety considerations, are beyond the scope and control of 
SMCAT.

3-30-06

The response shown was provided at the April 6, 2006 meeting at the request of the 
SMCAT.

David Fultz, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
1. Who authored i.e. group or company the VISSIM Software for the microsimulation 

traffic flows shown at the 3/30/06 SMCAT meeting? Did a branch of government or 
department pay a company to develop this software? Response: VISSIM is the latest 
simulation package used around the country. It’s development was partially financed 
through the federal government, a university in Florida, and ITE, the Institute of 
Transportation

1. HDR and MAG have shown total daily traffic flows on the three west side alignments 
so they must have a good idea on traffic flows at certain times of the day. What would 
the vehicles per minute weekdays be at 7, 8, and 9 a.m. and 4, 5, and 6 p.m. on the 
three alignments on the west side of South Mountain Loop 202 in the years 2006, 
2010, 2020, and 2030? 

2. Do the traffic and population projections MAG has shown in today’s meetings take in 
the effect of increasing property values and the availability and cost of water? Also, 
isn’t this the same group (MAG) that stated only 10% of overall traffic on this natural 
bypass (South Mountain Loop 202) will be truck traffic? 

3. On the last west side ADOT meetings concerning the I-10 reliever, a map was shown 
with the points of connection from (west side) South Mountain Loop 202 to route 85. 
Is this the same route 85 that will be designated for an International Freight Corridor 
called Canamex? 
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4-6-06

The SMCAT did not request responses to the public comments shown below.

Dave Swisher, Mountain Park Community Church 
When a church is in the right away and cannot be relocated to an existing facility, how is 
the purchase, construction and relocation handled by ADOT? 

David Folts, Concerned Families Along South Mountain Loop 202 
1. Can ADOT state the name and number of the law that they have quoted where ADOT 

or another governmental body has 18 months to decide when to purchase real estate 
identified in the South Mountain Loop ADOT right-of-way zone? 

2. An ADOT relocation expert (Dave) stated that they have used one company/person 
for the last 20 years for appraisal values. Why is this, are his reports of higher quality, 
is this a process that goes out to bid or quoted on? 

3. Under Public Comment Summary, a rep from Gunn Communications stated that 
questions or comments submitted were taken from respondents with a Tolleson ZIP 
code. What happened to the questions asked by the public who had ZIP codes outside 
Tolleson who attended these meetings? 

4. During ADOT’s final review, you showed how the Draft Criteria would be shown in 
pairs i.e. (noise reduction) vs. (overall cost of highway). Why not just let the SMCAT 
members assign a value of each criteria individually? 

5. Under Public Comments, if a person who attended one of the meetings shown under 
the Public Comment Presentation submitted five questions/comments either for or 
against the proposed highway would that be counted as five pro or con highway? 

6. Is there a minimum distance a highway can be constructed to a home? Please use the 
shoulder of a planned highway when giving measurements for any policies, rules or 
laws that exist for the above question. 

7. How close has ADOT constructed a highway to a home in the past that it has not 
purchased, condemned? 

8. If the costs were deemed too high to acquire the additional property/real estate shown, 
is the right-of-way zones shown on ADOT November ’05 meetings. Would ADOT 
then abandon these plans and then just build a two or three lane highway regardless of 
how near structures (homes) are to this proposed highway? 

4-27-06

There were no public comments received during this meeting. 

SMCAT Members FINAL 
South Mountain Freeway Evaluation Criteria 

4-27-06 

Alternative Modes/Multi-modal
The corridor provides for existing and future transit opportunities, park & ride facilities, and multi-use 
trails.  (MULTIMODAL) 

Design Obsolescence
The design provides for 2030 average daily traffic at a level of service D or better while providing for 
community access. (OBSOLETE) 

Noise
Noise levels in proximity to the freeway should remain low and unobtrusive to normal everyday life and 
not exceed 64 dB. (NOISE) 

Ecological
Does not disrupt wildlife habitat and connectivity, native vegetation, or natural water flow. 
(ECOLOGICAL)

Visual
The freeway and its traffic is not visible from grade, any visible component of the concrete structure is 
mitigated through landscape and architectural design. (VISUAL) 

Community Cohesion
The selected alternative provides the necessary regional transportation capacity while providing the 
needed safe community connectivity at appropriate locations, and does not create a physical, 
psychological, or economic barrier. (COHESION) 

Displacement
Freeway alignment will disrupt or displace the minimum number of homes, businesses, schools, and 
parks. (DISPLACEMENT) 

Design and Operations
Maximize operational efficiency and minimize congestion at freeway system interchanges and improve 
functionality of regional freeway and street systems. (OPERATIONS) 

Project Cost
Cost should be a consideration: total cost of constructing the freeway is assessed with the gains and losses 
to the affected communities. (COST) 

Quality of Life
The freeway will not interfere with everyday life while allowing convenient accessibility to community 
facilities with minimal impact to residential areas. (QUALITY) 

Air Quality
The design and location of any new freeway built will maximize traffic flow and minimize the impact to 
regional air quality. (AIR) 
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