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Vegetation buffers could be used to screen views ofthe freeway. 
Any retention basins and their landscape treatments could be blended into the surrounding area. 
Larger saguaros, mature trees, and larger shrubs could be transplanted in relatively natural areas near the 
Eastern Section Alternative to blend with the existing landscape. 
Clustering or grouping plant material in an informal pattern to break up the linear form of the freeway 
could help 'naturalize' the surrounding area. 
Landscape treatments on the periphery of right-of-way areas at overpass locations could be installed as 
well as on areas adjacent to residential development. 
Aesthetic treatments and patterning could be applied to sound barriers and screen walls, bridges, concrete 
barriers, retaining walls, and highly visible headwalls. 
The use of earth colors for lighting standards, overpasses, abutments, retaining and screening walls, and 
sound barriers could blend the freeway into the natural setting. 
When constructing concrete barriers, highly visible headwalls, and end walls for box culverts, materials 
and textures could be used to blend these structures into the existing landscape. 
Newly exposed rock faces could be blended with natural rock features to incorporate characteristics of the 
adjacent natural rock and rounding and blinding new slopes could mimic the existing contours and 
highlight natural formations. 
Culverts could be sized large enough to accommodate equestrians, bicyclists, and hiker use as well as 
wildlife crossings. 

Assuming the Mountain Bike Association of Arizona does not provide any further insight into mitigation, these 
measures will be presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

Comments should be addressed to Audrey Unger, HDR Engineering, Inc. via U.S. Mail at 3200 East Camelback 
Road, Suite 350, Phoenix, Arizona 85018 or by email at Audrey.Unger@hdrinc.com. A response received by 
February 10, 2006 or sooner would be greatly appreciated. Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph Ellis 
Environmental Planner 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 

cc Tommy Collins, Recreational Director of MBAA 

Enclosure: Project Study Area and Alternatives, Vicinity and Location Map 

·"" "' - Q Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

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

Janet Napolitano 
Governor 

January 26, 2006 

Sam Elters 
State Engineer 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Ms. Leslie Spencer-Snider 
President Arizona State Horsemen's Association 
P.O. Box 4690 
Cave Creek, AZ 85327 

Re: Project Name: South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
ADOT TRACS No.: 202 MA 54 H5764 01 L 
Project No.: RAM-202-C-200 

Dear Ms. Spencer-Snider 

In coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate alternatives for the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway alignment. As you know, the Eastern Alternative of the proposed South Mountain Freeway 
would go through the southwestern portion of South Mountain Park/Preserve (SMPP) and would use 
approximately 32 acres of park land, approximately 8.5 acres less than the original 1988 plan for the South 
Mountain Freeway. Our consultant, I-IDR Engineering, Inc. spoke with Ms. Jean Anderson, a past president and 
active member of the Arizona State Horsemen's Association, and we understand that your organization is not in 
favor of the freeway going through the Park. A letter from Ms. Sara Goodnick, the President of the Association 
also sent a letter (11-18-05) further reinforcing that your organization is not in favor of freeway construction 
through the SMPP. 

Currently, in the Eastern Section ofthe freeway, the E1 Alternative (Figure 1) is the build option. Should the E1 
Alternative be selected, what specific measures can ADOT undertake to lessen the impacts of the freeway to 
members of your organization using the Park's amenities? 

In addition to measures already undertaken to reduce harm, such as reducing the right-of-way impacts, the 
following measures to minimize harm to the Park are under consideration: 

• 

• 

• 

The project team is working with the City of Phoenix and Maricopa County in locating trailheads on 
planned trails or relocating trailheads that may be impacted. 
ADOT, FHW A, and the City of Phoenix could examine opportunities to provide replacement lands to 
those converted to the freeway use. 
The proposed Eastern Alternative of the South Mountain Freeway would be located as far south as 
possible to avoid the creation of remnant parcels. 
Sound barriers would be constructed as part of the Eastern Alternative on the approach to SMPP near the 
Foothills Reserve residential development, and just past SMPP near the Dusty Lane residentialarea. 
Although these barriers are not specifically for SMPP, they would provide partial noise mitigation to the 
park/preserve 
Impacts on visual character would result from the Eastern Alternative and associated cuts into South 
Mountain. The proposed freeway would be the dominant feature in the area and would introduce forms, 
lines, colors, and textures distinctly different from the existing ridgelines. The visual impacts of the 
section of freeway adjacent to SMPP could be reduced by blending the color, line, and form of the 
freeway with the surrounding environment. 
Vegetation buffers could be used to screen views ofthe freeway. 
Any retention basins and their landscape treatments could be blended into the surrounding area. 
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Larger saguaros, mature trees, and larger shrubs could be transplanted in relatively natural areas near the 
Eastern Alternative to blend with the existing landscape. 
Clustering or grouping plant material in an inforn1al pattern to break up the linear form of the freeway 
could help 'naturalize' the surrounding area. 
Landscape treatments on the periphery of right-of-way areas at overpass locations could be installed as 
well as on areas adjacent to residential development. 
Aesthetic treatments and patterning could be applied to sound barriers and screen walls, bridges, concrete 
barriers, retaining walls, and highly visible headwalls. 
The use of earth colors for lighting standards, overpasses, abutments, retaining and screening walls, and 
sound barriers could blend the freeway into the natural setting. 
When constructing concrete barriers, highly visible headwalls, and end walls for box culverts, materials 
and textures could be used to blend these structures into the existing landscape. 
Newly exposed rock faces could be blended with natural rock features to incorporate characteristics of the 
adjacent natural rock and rounding and blinding new slopes could mimic the existing contours a,nd 
highlight natural formations. 
Culverts could be sized large enough to accommodate equestrians, bicyclists, and hiker use as well as 
wildlife crossings. 

Assuming the Arizona State Horsemen's Association does not provide any further insight into mitigation, these 
measures will be presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

Please convey these comments and any others you wish to make to Audrey Unger, HDR Engineering, Inc. via 
U.S. Mail at 3200 East Camelback Road, Suite 350, Phoenix, Arizona 85018 or by email at 
Audrey.Unger@hdrinc.com. A response received by February 26, 2005 or sooner would be greatly 
appreciated. Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely,Ralph Ellis 

Environmental Planner 
Environmental & Enhancement Group 

cc. Sara Goodnick, Past President ASHA 
cc. Jean Anderson, Past President ASHA 

Enclosure: Project Study Area and Alternatives, Vicinity and Location Map 

/j ,. 
2001 Award Recipenl 

,fA Arizona. Department of Transport$tion 

Office of the Director 

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

Janet Na~olltano 
Govttmor 

VIctor ~f; Mendez: 
· Direr::tor 

The Honorable William R. Rhodes 
Gove.rnor 
"Gila River Indian Community . 
P.O. Box97 
Sacaton, AZ 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

March 1, 2006 
David P. Jankofskt 

Dttputy Director 

Thank you for the opportunity to present the Pinal County Corridor Defln!tiQn .studies at 
the Gila River Indian Community Council meeting on February 15, 2006. As I stated_ at 
the meeting, I would like to have more regular Interaction with the c;:~mmunity Council to 
improve coordination and communication with ADOT. My recommenqation is that I · 
appear before the Gomm~:~nity Co~ncil once ~vary two months to provide a·statu.s update 
on the ADOT projects. that effect the Community. Pl~ase let me know if this is 
accapta!Jie and l.wlll have my staff work with Janice Stewart, the Community Council 
Secretary, to m;::~ke the arrangements. · 

As I mentioned at· the Community Council meeting, we would like to establish an 
appropriate communication protocol to work with the Community. I have assigned Matt 
Burdick, our Community Relations Director, to serve as the designated point of contact 
within ADOT for all communications wHh the Gila River lndian.Community: 

Matt Burdick has direct acicess ~o myself, as well as our senior le~dershlp team, to 
monitor and addres~ issuas·ttlat impact the Gila River Indian Community. I would ask 
the Community to direct communications through him to improve coordination between 
ADOT and the Com·munlty. I have enclosed several copies of his business card and I 
encourage the Qommt.,mlty's staff to contact Mr. Burdick dire-ctly rege:rdlng ADOT related 
issues. 

Former Governor' Richard Narc!~ provided me with a copy ofthe .Community Council 
Resolution GR .. 119-05. The Resolution enumerates the Community's desires for certain 
coll~borativa strategies and improvements to be considered as part of the Interstate 10 
widening project. 

Over the past few months, I have worked with senior members of my staff to. review and 
discuss each item In GR-119-05. This has been an exhaustive and time~consuming 
analysis, but we rec9gnize the importance of the Resolution and felt It was Imperative 
that we fully assess each Item. We hc;lVe also rnet with the Federal Highway 

. Administration and. the Department of Public Safety to review and discuss points made 
in the Resolution. , 

. 2001 AWBid RaciJ)Itnt 
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· Governor William R. Rhodes 
March 1 , 2006 
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I would like to meet with you and your designated representatives to Initiate discussions 
to fulfill the intent of the Community Council to take d ••• all actions reasonably necessary 
.•. to negotiate, agree to, arrange for and effectuate ... " the items as listed in GR-·11. 9-05. 
Given that the Federal Highway Administration has a direct Interest In the outcome of the 
negotiation·s, I would suggest that qur federal partners be an Integral part of the · 
discussions. 

Please,advise me regarding the appropriate venue for these discussions In order to 
move forward with our collective efforts to Improve Interstate 1 0 as soon as possible. 

With regard to SR 347, we are making progress on the traffic signal project on Casa 
Blanca Road and will be working with Ms. Sandra Shade to establish a project kick-off 
with the Community's staff. We are also working to process the permit for the traffic 
. signal project on SR 347 at the Rinker Sand and Gravel Plant. 

As you know, we wilf continue to refine the corridor. information with respect to the Pinal 
County studies. Your Community's Input Is critical and we will work with you on these 
studies. At this point In time, we do not know exactly how fight-of-way issues will be 
Impacted on State Routes 87, 187, 387 and 587. However, as the studies progress that 
Information will become available. 

I- also have contacted the Marlcopa 'County Department of Transportation and the 
Maricopa County Sheriffs Office about trucks falling .to. comply·_with-the:No Parking" 
signs along Hunt Highway and the need to check the condition of the signs and for 
increased enforcement to cite those drivers that disregard the signs. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and the Council. 

Sincerely, 

~-zA'~Y 
VIctor M. Mendez . 

cc: Jennifer Allison-Ray, Lieutenant, GRIC 
Gila River Indian Community Council 
Greg Mendoza, Chief of Staff, GRIC 
Sandra Shade, Director, GRIC DOT 
Errol Blackwater, Director, GRIC Land Use Planning & Zoning 
David Jankofsky, Deputy DiffiJctor, ADOT 
Sam Elters, State Engineer, ADOT 
Shannon Wilhelmsen, Communication Director, ADOT 

A r it·· · a 1na ICep~art :ma int af· Tr .ans.pa~ rt - ·t ii ~an 

lnter.modal Transportathln o·v~s~on 

.4DCT 206· .SoiUUt Seventeenth Avemue Phoenit. ·• Arizon- 85017-321 3 

ic: tc r 1\l. · eAdez 
/).~ 

Aug us 1 . , 2008 

lvlr. Ba1.1.naby V. Lewis, CuJrural Res l1l:tC • · p~ ~ia1ist 

Dr. J. Andrew Darl" , Coo.rdinator 
C~;ltural · esour.c"" J\.fanagen1errt Program. 
GiL Riv~" Indian Contmunity 
. . 0 .. Box 21 40 
Sa~ton, i\rizona :35 247 

RAC · No. 20QL MA 054 I-15764 0 l 
South. Mountain r 'an· port:ati , n Cmrid!or 
CAT ~ ting Augu t 28~ 2008 

Dear 1\.tfr. Lewfs aru:l D~:. Darlh g : 

Pley ~ rie:lil J lf. 
Aodng St~·re eer 

ountaiJn Fre ~a:y <C1tiun -Advisory Team (CAr) will be mee .- ··. on At~: ust 28~ 
'Op]cs to be pres too .and . iseus. ·. at thJ CAT meeting iucl .e cult al .resources 

and SectiCY 4(f) of the U . .S , D parl.lMnt of .rans.portatiou Act. of 1%6 (a."i a 1ended} T ' ese 
subje ts as tbt y .re]a.te to th.e propcsoo ·· ouuh I\.oliountain .. F r·e.ev. y ~. are ones fba;t we rero,gmre · 
of considerable s nsitivit:y and ·.n1portance to cyour office .and Y. UT Community' Therefu ie, on 
be!ta.If oftl e. .Ar.~zona Departmen of tan portati n ·.·· OU:tltam OITL Terun, I l\'mdd lik~e 
to invi e :you to attend this le.eti · g! as gueSJt or as pn~::sente.rs. Jfyou .are interested i.n presenting 
at t e ee. 1g, pJ · e let me know be-fore 1 0·:0 on Monday Au~t 1 8 ~ so· that I can ge you 
ad. ed to the ~genda. 

The meeting: is sd ed~ · led from 6:00 to 8:30 p.m. Dinnel" 3s p o ided~ and ;vill be avaula.ble 
starting at s· ~ 30. The nJ.eeting wiH · e held a ·the South lvfo mt in. Comn'luni· y Co ]eg, Srud nt 

·mon located at 7050 • 4th • tree iu Phoenix. I am ~enclosln a ma.p that slows the location 
.f the · tudent U11ion on the crunpus. 

Th . PTQJ ct tJ am l:laS ~pared . .a draft technical repo['t summary that presents m1 overview of 
. ullm 1 reoouroes .. both in general .an · witbjn the project area. Tiu . eport u n:mary wH I be sent 
to the CAT 1.nem . _ :rs h1 . .ad'vane~ , f the ~nee -· g.. a1 · encJosing a copy o e draft re_port 
sumrm.ary t•o .· fford you an opportiiu:li'ty 00 ~iev it and ptuv· dle coJ · · eu s dor to it distribut]on 
to the-CAT. If you "hav · ·COmm~ ts that you wotdd lik tal' en in o cons ide · tim~ ·lease let 1 .e 
know b esd<l y ~ August 9. 

If you have any questions~ pl ea:se fed free o cont.a.ct l1'l!e at 6.02u 712-6266 r by e~mwl at 
rgreens 1'1Brtl@a7..do·t.go . 



 Appendix 1-1 • A119

Lewis and Darling 
TRACS No. 202L MA 054 HS764 OIL 
August 13, 2008 
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Ruth L. Greenspan 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Envirownemal Planning Group 
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

cc: 
Doug Tones, Director, Dcpatirnent of T'ran.sportation, Gil~ River Indian Community 
David White, Communi1y Manager, Gila River b dian Community 

QILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 

CU~TUAAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Ruth L. Greenspan 
Histotic Preservation Specialist 
Envirpwnen!!)l Pl;mniog Grppp 
1611 W. Jackson Stree!, MD EMOZ 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

August 18,2008 

RE: TRACS No. 202L MA 054 H5764 OlL 
South Mountain Tt·ansportation Corridor 
CAT Meeting August 28, 2008 

Dear Dr. Greenspan: 

SACATON, AZ 85247 
POST OFFICE SOX 2140 

(520) 562-6821 
(520) 562-6822 

FAX: (520) 562-3268 

AZ Dept c' Tmnspott.ation 
Office of Enviiomr~:irtal Service& 

Thank you for providing us tl1e opportunity to l"eview the draft technical report swnmary 
prepared for the Citizens Advisory Team (CAT) and for your invitation to Bamaby V. 
Lewis and me to participate in the upcoming CAT Meeting on August 28, 2008. 

I am attaching my comments to the draft technical repOrt summary, which in general 
looks good to me. Because of the short time available, if Mr. Lewis b;as any additional 
comments lie \\~ll contact you by phone. My main concerns a-re that the tepOtt singles 
out Native American groups as the only groups that would be affected by impacts to 
cultural resouroes. This may draw unnecessary attention to Tribes as tbe only group 
concerned about cultural resources, particular!)• since not all culllll'al resouroes are tribal. 
It is true that Tribes are the primary constituency, particularly in regard to TCPs; however 
from a public standpoint all other groups invested in the cultural and natural landscape 
should be acknowledged. Also I think it should be empbasi7..ed that mitigation as an 
action, recognizes ilie adverse effects of freeway construction, however, mitigation is not 
preservaiion bm salvage. ADOT is making attempts to avoid (preserve) and mitigate 
(minimize effects or salvage) sites and landscapes in connection with freeway 
construction and design. The general public may assume that site avGidance is primarily 
a financial concern to ADOT, not preservation. However, I think it is reasonable to 
mention that ADOT (in conjUI)ction \\1th the GRIC CR.l\1P and the Ci'ly of Phoenix) is 
considering possible measures for avoiding sites or minimizing impac1s to sites 
particularly on South Mountain as part of long-aerm planning. 

Finally, you will see in my comments in the report text that wllile this is a technical report 
sununary, I note that this is an opportunity for ADOT to assert its commitment to 
coordinated transportation planning and heritage preservation, recognizing tl1at fr~ways 
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CATSumnuryR<pan P•~ 

like the South Mourumn Transportation Comdor ore of a different order of construction 
with far reaching cult1rml impacts II! compared to smaller connector routes or surface 
streets. 

In re84rd to tlre CAT meetmg, Mr. Lewrs and I will consider attending on August 28~ 
pendmg avar labrhty 111 our schedules, but we will not prepare a fonnal presenwion or ask 
to be plac..>d on tlre agenda. We appreciate your invitation and look fOfWard ro a future 
opportunity to speak to theCA T. 

If you ha"e any questions please call me at (520) 562-6824 or (480) 784-n21 [cell]. 

ec: 

Sincerely, 

1?L4 .. /J 
/~ AndrcwDilrling ~ / 

Coordinator 

Jennifer Allison-Ray, Lt Governor, Gtla River Indian Community 
Doug Ton-es, Oiroctor, Department ofTmnspnnation, Gila River Indian Community 
Davrd ~rtc, Com~unity Manaier, Gila River Indian Cornmuuity 
Alta Mrusonetlc, Du-ector, Public lnfonnation Oflicc, Gila River Indian Community 

AZ Dept of Transportallon 
Office ol Environmental ServiOOs 

AUG uwoa 

South Mountain 'fr·ansporlation Corridor Study 

Wlmf are Culfural ResQurces~ 

Citizens Ad visory Tt:llm 
'fe-eboical Repcn1 Summary 

Draft Cultund Res<>urces 

Culm-ral resou!."ceS arc Lhe pr~bistoric and his£ol'ic sites, sn·ucaures, places, landS:cSpcs, aod 
objects lhat are important to a culrure.or communi!)' for histori~ scientific, traditioJlu.l, 
religious, or orh.er rnsoos. They are a non--renewable r~urce that Unk:s us with our pasl 
and defines our heritage and sooiaJ identity atlhe loca), state, and national levels, 
Examples of wlrurel resOUJ<ces identified in the SoUl b. N.tountain Transport•tion Corridor 
include prehistoric archaeological sites, historic houses and fanns. railroads, and 
irrigation canals. 

Cutrural resoorces aJso include traditions I culturaJ propenies (TCP}. TCPs are places 
considered importalU for tMir association with cuttu:rnt practices or beliefs of a living 
community that are rooted in that community's hish>ry, and are-important in main£aining 
me continuing cui£U{ai identity of•he community. Often, TCPs ate places on the 
landscape that are irnponant culruraHy, but may 1101 be distinsuished by pbysjcsl 
1ntt.nifestntio-ns resulting ffom human aclivity. For example, TCPs could inc:ll1-de a 
location associated wirh the traditjooaJ beliefs of a Native American group about it'S 
origins ur its et.altural hlstory, or a tocatjou where Native American communities have 
historically gone, 8tld are-known ro go todil)', lo perform tradi1ional cultural practices. 

U.11y study c.uhtm1! resourees ;, lite Em·ironmemullmpact Srorem(J.Jtl (EJS) ? 

Cultural resources hold an intrinsic value in that they provide us wim a direcr fink to tJle 
past) aud Mlp people define and undersland their own heritage, as well as the he.rirage of 
others. Cultwal resourees can afford opportunities to S1udy and leam how and why our 
culmres alld societies h1we developed ov~r time. Both the federal government and dte 
State of Arizona ackno,vledge tbG importance of Arizona's cultural herita&e t.o its citizens 
Md recognize that physical links to O\lr past should be preserw.d for future g,enerations. 
Where preservation is oot possible, the mitigation of effecL<: to O.ese resouret:.s is 
warranted. 

The South Mountai:n 'fransportation Corridor s.tudy is a federal undertaking r.::quiring 
reg.ulatory com.pliaocc with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Section 106 
or the NHP A n~quires federal agencies to take jnto account the effects of their ac.tivitics 
and programs on cultural resources elig,ibJe for the National Register ofHistO'J'ic Places 
(Niu-fr). Regulations for Protection of Historic Properties, whjcb primarily implement 
Section 106, were rnost recently an1ended in 20()4 (36 CFR SOO). These rcgu(ations 
defme a process for responsible federal agencies to cons-ult with. the-State or Tribal 
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Hisl<nic Pr~~cr.,-ation Officero (SilliPO), Native American groups, other intarcstcd 
pan!es, and. when ne<:css111y, the Advisory C<>uncil on Historic Prestl'Vtltion jo 
Washfltgtoo D.C. tl) ensore cullural resources are duly considered a~ fo:lf:1'.tl projects are. 
ptanned and ilnplcmemtd. 

To be delcnuined eligible for the NRHP. p1·opcrtics must be-important iu American 
hi$10t)', arehitocwre, IW<:hi!eo)ogy, cng.ineering. or whurc. They also •nns1 1)0$$£$$ 

integrity of location-. OOsit n. settings, materials, wodtm;mshiP> feeling. and association, 
nnd must meet at least one of the follo"'ing fow· crilel'ia: 

a. Are Associated with events tllat OOve o•36e·a sianillcant oonttibutlon 10 tbe tll'(lad 
patte•ns of c-ur hiSiory: 

b. Are as.~iat:ed with the lh-e:s (I( persons significar.t in ow pllSI; 
c. l!mbody the distincti~,oe charactel'i:Stics of a type, period, w· melbod <>l«,nStrucLioo 

CK' tbtt represent the work of a master, or lh!U possen }!lgh anlst.ic values, or tbe.1 
1-epresem 3 $lg:•)it1cant dlscinguisMbJe rntlty whose oompoDCnts may lsclt 
ir.dividua! distincti<>n; 

d. Ha"~ )';elded,.or ma>• be Likely to yie-ld, infonu:uiou imp<>rt.Mlt i.n prthistory or 
hiStOry (36 CFR 60.4). 

Propcnies may be <Jo.ftOC3l, $!ate, or n;~ti<:mal impontm(e. Typicelly. historicproJ)Cflies are 
at le3SI SO yelli'S old. but yowtger propcnies may be considered f()J' listint if lbey are CJf 
c.xccpti<>nal i111JX)fl&11t e. 

What kind of lmpacct would Otcur /Mm ~ltttrutfiOil? 

Direct iOlJ)fiCtS on C\lltura1 resources &-om construction could resull in their partial or t()¢l!l 
destruction. QJJturaJ resmu'Ces $UC·h as :uchaeologl<:al sites and historic buiktings are 110n· 

~new11ble resources that ooce destroyed ure- 1~ fMever. lly taw. ad\'t.r$e impl'lClS oo 
culturaheiOuroes tl.at art de1em1ined eligible to the NRUJ} J)lli$1 be mitipred.. 

Direct impncts from constl\ltlioo 011 ¢ulwra) resources deemed of religious or traditicmal 
cultural impwtMce by Nati\oe American groups or Others ooukl rt:$U.It in de9eCTaliOo of a 
sacred place.. A I)Olential jl)diJ-~l impa-:.:t might be the loss of access by Na1ive AmcriC'iSn 
groups to culrurally impol1an-t phlce$ M a result of construction restrictions. 

Jlow (/() tlu: (l/(emaJhoe alizmmmts differ'" t:()t/.Strltr:t!Qn~relflt(Jl/ lttiJJiiCt$? 

All action aitemntiws would hnpse1 J)f'tbJs•orie aOO his«oric ~ullftral resources as s.llowo 
tn die tables. All but one orthe prehistoric sites are C()nsidered eli,eible to 1he NRHP al'ld 
WO'Jkl rcqoil'e mitie-ation if affoctocl by conmuetion. Although the El Allcrna'live has the 
highest numbers M pJcltjsw••ic $iteS. d:ley are typically snail sites representioga limit~d 
set ol activi li~ such as roc-k 11t1 ~nd resburro coHecliJJg are:as. ln oontrnSl, wbHe che 
Wes1em S&<:t~n Altemr.tives would affect fewe-r shes. tbey include tbe. retnaht$ of br,&e 
prehistoric villages 'Yr'ilh e:'Ctensivc archaeo1ogtcal deposits, some measuring oYCr 0.5 n1ile 
in diameter. Simill!rly, all the alto.IYiatiVf:S wot~kl a('fb¢l hiStOI'ic sites. Most of the historic 
shes are n<>t eligible for the NRHP. All the. alt~nativcs would CJO$S the 

Arthseologkal Resources Affected, Aetloo Alfc.mativcs 

Action Numbel.' Site Type N)l}TP Mitigation 
Alte.rn.atives o(Sites Eligibility Required 

-·-- --
Wc!>tern Section 

Affected - -- Criterion 

W55 6 1 villa.e.e $ite· 5 habitation siles 
W7 1 4 2 village sites; 2 habitation Si{eS 

WIO I W~tem 
3 '2 village sites; l habitation sire Optio:n . D Yes WIOI. Ceno-al 
2 2 village sites Ootio>Jl 

WIOl Eastern 
2 2 village sites oetKm 

Easrem Section 
~ artifact seanor (limited 

El 8 Activity site); 2 lithic quarries; D Yes 
I oetroruvoh site· 4 tr~tes 

NRHP-Eligible Flistoric Pro1>ertits (non-TCP) Affected, Aetion AlteJ•natlves 

Aetloh Alternati~e$ $it~ Miette~ NRW' Eligibility 
Criltrlon 

Western Section -
Roosevelt Canal Yes 

W55 Historic Southem 
No J>acific Railroad Cri~rion A 

Roosevelt Canal As;oci~lcd with c\'tll!S Yes 
W71 HistOric Soothem tbnt 1101\-:: mll<k a 

slg,tilia nt COflll'ibution No Pacific Railroad 10 the bi<Mil p illle:tl$ or 
WJO I Western O~liOn 

Historic Southern O'!lr bls1ory 
W!Ol Cenlral Ontion Pacific RaiJroad No 
WJO I Ees.tern Option 
Eas(em Sec.tion 
El No historic scrucmres nresent 
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historic South Pacific :Railroad which is NRHP-elig.ible. Similarly. all the alternatives 
woutd inte·rsect the Roosevelt Canal. The segments of tho Rooseve·h Canal lhat would be 
crossed by the W55 and W7 J Alternatives repre-sent the original «m.struction of the 
canal, and do contribute to lhe canal's elig,ibilit}'. whereas the segments that wouJd 
intersect lhe WIOI Altemalives do nc>t contdbute to the canal's eligibility because tltey 
are m.odern realignmenrs. 

Wllat kind <if freeway OJUrathmal ll~tJJllCts (pMf-ctmSfr~tctitm) C'Ould occur? 

'The continued operation of the freeway could interfere with traditional cultural practices 
of some Native American groups.. 

:-: fi.tJ.:.t.~ K: -~~ :.:.tt.~ti.i~~:i. ~Wlli&.::.u.,;1 .. ;,:;t~\.?3. ~f;:P_g~~~~~.m .. : :;':l~tu.~:·~~r.~.Jl;.:n 111.~ 
.!i:!;h ~ .. :i!IJ.~rk<! ~1 ~L\l.l.t:L:.t~::ili.lln::.~;.u.w·.(!t)c '\ i!;l ~ ~::·iL~lli~.i .. .tt::.i;~-·~~jhi.ht 
:j.i?i.~)dt.JllJ.tt!J:;;Jtltm:~! :r.Jl::'~;~il.ar.iLI:rlf.!:::::i .:;l~.J~i!'jfS.i .. W'.:'~ , 

HtJw .dtt the alJ~maJives differ,, opentioual-rtlatttl itnpflctst 

Once eonstruclcd, ihe Western Section action alternatives shouJd nOl result in Operational 
impac1s on culturttl r(';Sl)Urccs. Operational impacts from the Eastern Section action 
alternative oould affect rmditiooaJ activities of Native American groups. 

]":): ;·. r:1 ~ .: .. ~ ; ~hl t._~~c-.:.J.i,..!!ld g·, .::_t;n~.:.:s n~:·1.; i·:~!'.iii:.:i h:!i.:J.iiT·.i~.£1 :-. · :._Jt" b\ · c;.P-?.!.'ii~;<)ll;tl. 
l•:i~~~~\:-.:Ql!J}l~~:~ ?.:~tll.~:i:i:).:.l'! .. m_~:J."•Is::l.t:!f:fn:-. :d?n !il.-l2!D.ll:i:11 .~Jl~<"ln S.'ll 
d"&U!~~_;_T.:·!~U~;:·_·:~9.U~ .U:Ulili>1U£ks;!.iJs5£...;~.f.:J.t 'i!',~Llf1~5. .::f ::-;.:U!!.::~~l l'e~1+.:~·~.tl' ;;<.:- h1 r!:~· 
d~Y<>h:r-a·tilllu!:'.UJ tnrr·ulnl~iuJl:.G~~w].J~~~tiot::ulr..?i t·ng_~~.l~.m;~.b.,.J.~k :~: ;lK 
g.xill:·Jli_~~ltt'L~lllim1J!i!.'},~~£w?.:' :.h.;o ;;(!_~4li.Htt l:<'IS._llJr.;:!_!~ b~{·;J <"f•t:Hl':.tCi-1'd. _'f.i:;.~Mft£1.~ 
;.f,;:t ·~-~7ll.r.-:,m:.;:;;~.lrJll.l:,;.g._~~S'U:ti.\. .. ~'!::c'~!! b~ .. :1:r£.\'!.&\. tO.Il·~~nRti.!)n diH·t!b m;~ 
h:.~.ir¢S:~!\Jw.ih k.:Jli;"~ll:ii..!~TiQr~s.~i&;.r ~\!J..:i !~l.}ifi.;: . .;i~e i~.LD;: ilr;;-:-~.:hj,!!s_ i;::U?SJ::.J•f 
n fi!d ;;n nt zJlis e:u:~nili-ii1~o~: •. S~ .. tl:-.~~:nm.:K: :;;!1,!.\i·~ int (~;~).tr.il!.~t;::.rc:~o·t[\_2~:<M io;_a 
nE~;.} .. ~rtof.ii:J~!J.ll>k.ufJ;.ill'f.:..!~i~ljl:!.iil£Hi.l~\i!riliJ!!;.:ikm.~m~.4n:· ,:;,~~ 
~!f~· .• ;~diilf.'. <:-=>m:nur,i1it·s. 

Wl1a1" if tile projecr were not constmt:tc(/r 

Dn~ tQ the urOOn growtJJ of1he Phoenix melropoliCnn area as it ls cumntly planncd1 it ls 
likely that cultural resources in areas zoned for devcJopmcot, sucih as in agrlculluraJ 
fie.Jds, would eventually be distttrbed. FurtltcnnoTC-, if these t:mds are developed by the 
private sector, there is no ~~~·al )ll'Oteelion ilf!Orded in the form <>f mitigation. although 
some local governments have ordinances thilt offer SQmc protection to culturai 1'0SOUrces. 
Culmral resourros in protected arttiS, sucl1 as the South Moumaim Park/Preserve, would 
be presen•ed. 

i ..:ndcn·•~·~d \ •JJ.rr.;'~li-J;WJI).L>~~:eJ:~£1~~~.~~=.t!5itt;:(in-:z ~\J 1 hs:J..!l:.!!s., .. !:!~.?.;o: 
i~:.m~ :;.~;.t~Wi .. ~.illsmb..tift't~Js.ui~~w~t ;:Q:::;ut~'il.J.G.:.l~ :j! "~1i :;tt i::.:.¥.:~2::;..~;rg~llihs.:.: 
J~IL!.\D~t:mhjw;..;:..Q;,:rl ·l\ )l :':0-~~;JJ.w.mL·s? :n·tJSJ!.._.l.~tU .\.J.:l.::.J. ;:J" r$..:1;.::~?-h.i e- <'r 

..---·--···--··-··----.;-···-·· 
Fofl'l'lmtcd : rt::r~l, lJ"e SIH10f'9: 

!.!oi!.M .. _<•--·----·--· 

:-~·;.•;,:· ~t '.·.· ~til • ~h:.:...l. . :-•ili.:..t.-':.:'.!" 111\t:.~.L ;-~\·1~L~!.l'.'•'''~ .LJji'\~~:.~.J! .11 y:;i~ __ m.'..!-J 
;-..,t~,li. ;i., ~. l•:.._:j,f; ;j, · f~ . . &;L._ 1j: !.~Ji:~:;~:i· l w·;1~t'.1:1L,:;.: .. '"'Ht 

! .... .h:..~".t:·.hi ;)~ ~ ... it: II ! i!, \-.~~ .!...\.\:!.!.U~.&'-~;~ '~(1 !t(I\.-J1f!t fh \' 
n'~'"~:·" L:tt.;,_.fJ . .L<~·:.lt ·t'; ... ~t;:,~y_,~~g__---~? · · ~.:·.-'·".:-~-.,_,ti_,:j_ '·\; JJC~: r~~;m:·~·L'"lh' 

,:,_w,l,·,•ltd ;,· •l ~.£1it: .li-.1 .J.~ :·1 ~., ·1~Ll~1h.':..l~l.t:.,t"' .~c·_:. l,Jtl.t..~. ~ tf!:ill.~rj" ·~ 
~ ~; i'-"" _..1..;Hif•.'"S.'J...£:i.. r.!J.:.'j·_:- ill~• ·,: ; ... \\~fJ.::J.i!.l.)ii,,b.J.~ ;. ·- .;~· •- ';··it' n~ ~·~ 1i i:-"t ~ 
',·~QI-- ,•,. . ,,. ·j.~ 'I ""'J• ".;: .. ,-.• ,., •..•. , , .... , ... .-j:· ··.:o:t·o ! "':•·,, ... ,, -· '"t·• O• ' ..... 
· ·• ;,A\, t..._,~,,;_~~~~.:!..=:..:...!h.~;,.._~:.~.~.-'--='-"N ~~~!.!.2L'i.:..Ji~"< 

:L\.i..:...JJ~tt . .LJ.i~fk.\· h'jr ~'''lJi.:' · ~)-'.\l!l.:J.~1.;i_tj; ~"rjr.U~.ln~~ .. ~J 
: .. ~ll l : . ' :]L l1.~1i '- ·c ~ .ill'il.~::,.a~)lbh.!::-~§'".( 

~:a.u·i:.{'.u.;,i1Ji~i,L..1\t.!l.:Jf~~ J\i'''"'1, .: .. n:..i· ·..:.·11: :·:k~·::.i'L.!..:J~'~'.!ii.tLH:i<:- !:~11 
:L-:!'!'r .... •:'!ri~!.:.___".~:..i.$.~:,..;";:1~~ ~i'·:: f,:r r: t\~ ..• -.. CHL~::- .''1 -'~fJ..'!:Jtu~r.uJ .. .., ... •• :·Jf.!.'.f 
.. \it-'!. .H~.!o ~~. :1 \ ·~ttt· 1ii; ...L~dl~ .. }J.I.:.UJ.l~:.l\!U. 

Art lh~trc ltiiY specific n~tdlor unique lmpach from lht! bulltlaltemotlva! 

Archaeological site$ and p)aces considered cuhurally important by N!tive American 
groups would be affected by any of !he build altemuti~s. Tho Gila River Indian 
Couununity aod the Salt River Plma 4 Maricopa Indian Community have botll passed 
Tribal Re.!Oiutions d<slgnatiltg tlle South Moun1ailc• u • TCP. FHIVA and JIDOT 
n:cognizc the South Mountains as a TCP, and Sea ion 106 oonsultalions re.prding the 
Sourh Mountains TCP are on-g_oing. 

Flll'ther, the South Mountain Park/Preserve ls NRHP-eligible as an hisforie property for 
itt Natloual Parte Senicc maSICT pion design that set bislorical prececlr.nt In plannina 
oar ural parks and its assoQstions '\Aoith Civilian Conservation Corps New D~l programs 
In Phoenix during !he()epresoione<o. 

Are there things lluu could bt' d<me " ' rt!Jiuce o r avoid impttctJ? 

Much has already been undemken to avoid dir<:x:::l impae1s on cullural resource sires 
throughout the Study Ami. For example, adjustmttJIS 10 tbe WSS, W7 J, and W JO J 
ahemarives 1\a .. -e been made to avoid i!Xh resources. However, i1 appears 1b:n not a11 
cultural shes could be avoided by tbeaaion alternatives.. There are a range of ac:tivities 
ADOT could undenal<e to reduee in>;mcu during cottWUction and operation oCtltc 
freeway. Below are sol'lte measures AOOT c:ould undertake. Measures wm be ptesented 
in the OraJI ElS and Ouall>.cd during the final deo!gn process after tbe EJS proce.s is 
completed. 

The degree of lmpoct on cullt.nl re>ources could be reduced by minimizing the 
constnJclion footprint to tho greatest extenr possible. Impacts on hismr'c buildings CQU!d 

be reduced tl•rougb rdoeation of the structures. Impacts on cultural J~:SOW"<Cll in the 
construction f001prinl tha1 could n01 be relocated could be reduced throusJt miligMion1 

such as an:baeoJogic:al exc:avations and archicecttral/e.nglneerin-g documentation prior to 
con8truetion. 
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If cultural re.fourca CUll nOt be 111l()itfed, whaJ is the proCCS$/Or mlllgatillg tile adw:rse 
impact$? 

Specific mirig.atioo strategies win vary depending on the type culrural resout ce being. 
h-ealed. For pre.'hi$1-orlc sites, WOJ'k plans and research dcsjgns are develoJ>ed that describe 
research queStions, methods" and excavation smu.cgy that will be used for site cxca\lation. 
In addition. a burial agreement with Ari:.cona Stale Museum aud concerned Native­
American tribes is deve-lopod tbat ourJines the procedures for proper and respectfu l 
J"(!_mmval. treatment, and reburial of any human remajns and associated funer-ary objeccs 
that might be encountered. 

Tbe mitigation field work is typically performed in L\W) phil$¢$. The first phase involves 
conducting tes~ excavations of a sample of a sile fo assess the type, oonditior.l, and 
distribution offearure-s present below the ground surface, 1t0d in tum, to determine ir 
there is a need for tl mor~ ex.-~miv¢ program of data n:~ov~1y excavations., TI1i-s is 
typically accomplished in the PJ1oenb: area by excavating a series of bacldloe trenches 
sometimes coupled with some limited excavation units dug b}' hand (see Photo 1). If 
warmnted. a sec.ond. phase involvt:S data recovery excavations where large excavation 
unif$ areopen<:d up over targeted features (see Photo 2). Sediments overlayh1g features 
are sometimes stripped away mechanically. The-features are then exca.va1cd by band in 
horiwnta11evels. 

Mitigation straregies for historic cult-ural resources can be varied. for his.toric anifact 
depos.its, such as an historic trasb dump, where. the eolturnl material is below ground, a 
phased mitigati~n strategy is used similar [() lhat of prehistoric sites. Mitigatjon for 
buildings typically involve$ a combination ofarcltitectural assessments, historical 
research., and an:h.ival quality photogra.(>bic documtnlation. Mitigation for historic 
structures, such as can.als and bridges, involve a similar appr~b, usuaiJy with the 
preparation of an Historic American EJJgineering Reoord (HAER) which foUows the 
Secretary of the Interior's STandards and Guidelines for Architectural and l!n;gineeting 
OOC'Umenlation~ 

Photo J: Phase I a rchaeological cesting. 
Photo courtesy of AI:Chaeological Constllling Services Ud. 

r-boto 2: P'hase 11 Data Reco,·ery Excavation4 
Photo by Adriel !Ieisey 
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A re tltt! COJJclu$iOIIS pr!!lltmit!d llllllls SJtmmary fout/1 

The conclusions fu this summary are nor final. Consulta1i011 with Native AmeriC<In 
communittes and tbe State Hist01·ic Pres~rvatl011 Office regll!"ding the evaluation ofTCPs 
within the project area is ongoing. In add Ilion, many ohboagricuhurallields in the 
altbtnative footprints bave been in production with crops such alfal fa, aoo hs.\'e therefore 
pt·eventoo the inspe~lon of the ground surface for cultural resources. fulllre cul tural 
resources surveys of these parcels could result in tbe identification of add itionaJ sit~. 

In siruation~ such as this, where the effects of a proj ect to cultural resolll'CCS Clll'lnot be 
fu Uy detetmi11ed prior to the approval of the undertaking, a ProgJ"ammaJic AgreeJnen! 
(PA) is prepared that specifies the steps and procedures that '"ill be taken to address the 
effects as they become lalown. A PA for ll1e South M ountAin Freeway project has bc~n 
de\•eJopcd and executed. To date, tltis documenl has been signed l>y tb.e Federal Highway 
Administration, tile Arizona sure Historic J>re$c;rvulion Office, the Arizona Dcpartmcm 
ofTransponction, tile Salt Rivc;r Project, tile Maricopa Depaltmcnt or'lranspomtion, the 
Flood Control District of Mericopa Courrty, the City of Phoenix, die Arizona State 
Museum, the Fort McDo\vell Yavapai Nasion, the Tonto Apaclle Tribe, and me Y a\'8)lai­
Apache Nation. 

A If a ftH!Itlber of tile Cltlte1rs Advisory Team, how Cllfl ~u tl!l•ielfl tile emire teclmic(l/ 
Feport? 

Tbe cultural rcsour«:S technical reports are conlldential due to rile culhlral importance 
and ~nsitivil)' ofdleir·conrem.lt1 accordance with su.ue and federal law, these reports are 
not available for public review. 

~ Arizona Department of Transportation 
Office of the Director 

A DOT 20S South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

JaniceK. Brewer 
Governor 

JohnS. Halikowski 
Director 

Representative John McComish 
House of Representatives 
Arizona State Legislature 
1700 W. Washington Street. Room 217 
Phoenix, AZ. 85007 

November 9, 2009 

Re: Proposed South Mountain Freeway 

Dear Representative McCamish, 

John A. Bogert 
C/Jief of Operstions 

John McGee 
Executlve Dfrector 

for Planning & Policy 

On behalf of the Arizona Department of Transportation {ADOT), I would like to provide you with a 
brief overview of the ongoing study for the proposed Loop 202 South Mountain Freeway: 

Study Process 

As part of the proposed South Mountain Freeway Study, ADOT is following the federal process. as 
defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}, by completing an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The Draft EIS will 
present Information about the study's purpose and need; alternatives developed and 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 pubnc and agency 
outreach. 

ADOT is currently revising the Administrative Draft EIS; to Include analysis of the Maricopa 
Association of Government's (MAG) proposed changes to the Regional Transportation Plan. These 
changes include reducing the overall "footprint" of the freeway to eight lanes (three general-purpose 
lanes and one High Occupancy Vehicle [HOV] lane in each direction) and evaluating a proposed 
modification to the 1-10 connection in the West Valley at 59111 Avenue. 

Upon completion of the Administrative Draft EIS. the document will be reviewed by FHWA and other 
governmental agencies. ADOT's timeline for release of the Draft EIS and the associated public 
hearing is largely based on this review process. At this time, ADOT anticipates publication of the 
Draft EIS and the public hearing will occur in summer 2010, with an associated 90-day public 
comment period (twice the federal requirement). The Final EIS will be available for public review 
during a 60-day comment period. After considering any comments received on the Final EIS, 
FHWA will issue a Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD will identify the selected alternative for the 
proposed action. If a build alternative Is selected, MAG will allocate funding 

While potential impacts associated with the proposed freeway, such as The Foothills' well, are 
disclosed In the Draft and Final EIS, mitigation measures presented would become formal ADOT 
commitments (if a build alternative is selected) when published as part of the ROD. 

1 Section -'CO ofthe U.S. Department orTransportalion Act prohxts the usc of public rc:cn:ationaJ land. historic rc.~ources and 
lraditional culturul properties (TCPs). 1 his includes an evnluarion of Seer ion 4(1) resources. a derenninarion ofimpacrs and on 
~aJualiOn or ffil:aSUn:$ O.V't\ilablc: 10 min1mizc impacts. when wrunmled. 
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GOVERIIlun 
JANE DEE HULL 

COMMISSIONERS 
CHAIRMAN, DENNIS D. MANNING, ALPINE 
MICHAEL M. GOUGHTI.Y, FLAGSTAFF 
JOE CARTER, SAFFORD 
SuSAN E. CHILTON, ARI\IACA 
W. HAYS GiLSTRAP, PHOENIX 

DIRECTOR 
DUANE L SHROUFE 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
STEvE K. FERRELL 

Mesa Office, 7200 E. University, Mesa, Arizona 85207 (602) 981-9400 

October 31, 2001 

Mary Viparina, P.E. 
Project Manager 
HDR Engineering 
2141E. Highland Ave., Suite 250 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

Re: Seeping for South Mountain Corridor Location/Design Concept Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Viparina, 

Thank you for inviting us to the Agency Seeping and Field Review Workshop held on 
October 30 and 31: We are providing our initial comments herein. 

Arizona Revised Statutes Title 17 gives the Arizona Game and Fish Department the 
authority for wildlife management in Arizona, except on Indian Reservations. We also 
have authorities under the federal Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act to provide federal 
agencies recommendations to minimize impacts to fish and wildlife and their habitats that 
may result from federal projects that relate to water. This Act comes into play in this 
project due to the necessity of the highway to cross washes and the Salt River. Although 
the Endangered Species Act mandates certain considerations for federally protected 
species which are also managed by the state, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
mandates that consideration be given to all other fish and wildlife species. 

The following information on special status species that may be present in the project 
vicinity is from our Heritage Information System Database. Please consider these 
species, as well as all state wildlife in planning your project. Keep in mind that this 
information is based on past occurrence records in the general vicinity of the proposed 
project. Some of these species may not be affected by the proposed project. However, 
other special status species not listed here may be present. To better assess whether your 
project would impact special status wildlife or other species, more current and thorough 
surveys at the proper time of year need to be conducted in the project area. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY 

Ms. Viparina 
11/07/01 
2 

Special Status Species in the area of Proposed 1-10 Loop 

NAME COMMON NAME ESA USFS BLM WSCA NPL 

ATHENE CUNICULARIA HYPUGAEA WESTERN BURROWING OWL sc s 
COCCVZUS AMERICANUS YELLOW-BILLED CUCKOO c s we 
DENDROCYGNA AUTUM NALlS BLACK-BELLIED WHISTLING-DUCK we 
IXOBRYCHUS EX/LIS HESPERIS WESTERN LEAST BITTERN sc we 
RALLUS LONG/ROSTRIS YUMANENS/S YUMA CLAPPER RAIL LE we 

No Critical Habitats within Project Area 

Arizona Game and Fish Department, Heritage Data Management System, November 6, 2001 . 

The most significant wildlife and habitat resources that exist within the study area are in 
the riparian and wetland zones along the Salt River. As the Salt flows west the amount of 
water in the river, and thus the amount of wetland and riparian habitat, increases. The 
Salt River on the western end of the study area supports some highly developed riparian 
habitat. that is habitat for many species of fish and wildlife. The broadleaf riparian and 
m~sqmte bosque communities along the Salt River support a diverse community of 
m1grato~ songbirds. The Yuma clapper rail is a federally listed Endangered species that 
occurs m the emergent vegetation habitats along the Salt River. Other high priority 
species in the area include the yellow-billed cuckoo (federal candidate species), the 
black-crowned night heron, and the osprey. Xeririparian habitats (desert washes) also 
have high value to many species of wildlife not only due to the vegetation, but as 
movement corridors. Burrowing owls may be present in open upland areas along 
proposed highway alignments. If these areas are to be disturbed, the Department 
recommends that the owls be captured and relocated by experienced personnel. The 
following is a summary of the issues of concern to the Department: 

Riparian and other Habitat: The Department would support an alternative that 
minimizes impacts to the riparian habitats along the Salt River. Crossing locations over 
the Salt River on the eastern end of the project study area would minimize disturbance to 
these key riparian areas. The Department would prefer an alignment that utilizes 
previously disturbed areas, existing highway corridors or farmland. The Department 
wishes that the NEPA analysis quantifies and compares the relative impact of the 
alternatives under consideration to riparian habitats. This would be best presented with a 
matrix showing the relative quantity and quality of habitat that would be disturbed by the 
alternatives under consideration. 

Habitat Loss Replacement: The Department wishes to ensure that all habitat losses are 
replaced per the Department policy I2.3 (enclosed). Through the 404 permitting process 
the Corps of Engineers usually requires replacement of habitat within the waters of the 
United States. Our compensation policy, as well as that of the U.S . Fish and Wildlife 
Service, seek replacement of upland habitat as well. The Department would prefer that 
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Ms. Viparina 
11/07/01 
3 

habitat losses be replaced either through improvement of existing habitat through fencing 
or other projects, or by acquisition and preservation of lands that are destined for 
development. 

Wildlife Movement Corridors: The proposed project has the potential to cut off 
wildlife's access to water and interrupt wildlife movement corridors. The Department 
would like to meet with the project planners to identify key movement areas and ensure 
that drainage crossing are adequately sized to accommodate wildlife movement where 
necessary. Further, we would like to identify areas where the highway may cut off access 
to water. In such situations if water is provided on both sides of the road, this would 
eliminate wildlife crossings and vehicle/wildlife collisions. 

Wildlife Fencing Specifications: The Department's wildlife fencing specification are 
enclosed. These specifications are designed to prevent livestock from crossing the fence, 
while ensuring that deer and other wildlife can cross without becoming entangled in the 
fence. 

Access: The Department wishes that access to roads onto public lands and State trust 
lands be maintained for hunters, wildlife enthusiasts, off-highway vehicle users and other 
users of these lands. If access is cut off, it is likely that historical users will cut fences to 
access these roads, and this will result in livestock getting on the highway creating severe 
safety hazards. We would like to meet with the project planners to specifically identify 
key access points to maintain and develop. safe and sensible designs to provide access 
from the new highway or other points. 

Non-interruption of Flows: The Department wishes to ensure that highway 
construction does not cut off or divert flows that currently support native wash vegetation 
downstream. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into the planning of this highway. Please 
contact me at ( 480)981-9400 X 222 to set a time to discuss in more detail issues we have 
identified. We are looking forward to working with you and the agencies involved in 
the development of this highway. 

Sincerely, 

;fl~//-/. x7k~1~ 
Russell A. Haughey 
Habitat Program Manager, Region VI 

Ms. Viparina 
11/07/01 
4 

RH:rh 

cc: Rod Lucas, Region VI Supervisor 
Bob Broscheid, Habitat Branch 
Josh Hurst, Wildlife Manager 
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Arizona Game and Fislr Department Operating Manual 
Section I: W"rldlife, Habitat and the Environment 

Chapter 2: Habitat and the Environment . 

Department Policy: The Game and Fish Department will 
closely scrutinize and assist in regulation and control, where 
possible, of those activities involving all,;.terrain motor 
powered vehicles that may affect wildlife or create conflicts 
among competing users of the land resource. 

Procedures: While recognizing a segment of the 
population accrues enjoyment from involvement in road/trail 
races, rallies, endures, and similar events, organized or 
otherwise, the Department's primary concern is protection of 
wildlife resources and habitat. 

Department employees are requested to be alert to such 
activities and inform managemeD,t. 

Where these activities involve public lands, the Department 
requests that the agency or group involved limit such 
activities primarily to washes and established roads and that 
the use of trails be minimal and confined to trails where no 
habitat damage will result Further, the Department requests 
that it be no tilled of the planned activities and offered an 
opportunity to review the route, comment and advise on any 
effects that the activity may have on-wildlife and irs habitat 
with reference to the Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
Compensation Policy and Procedure, and recommend 
alternate routes-if considered necessary. 

12.2 National Environmental Act Compliance 
EffeCtive: f1i~oi-:.9J 

Department Policy: The Arizona Game and Fish 
Department will comply with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969. This requires that every proposed 
Federal Aid (Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-Johnson) 
project be examined objectively to determine the effects it 
'Will have on the environment in accordance with NEPA in 
Federal Aid NEP A Guidelines. Further, the Department will 
comply with the objectives ofNEPA on any other project or 
program that may have an effect on the environment. 
(Contact the Habitat Branch for procedures and guidelines 
for ~PA compliance.) 

12.3 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Compensation 

Effoctive: 06-04-91 

Department Policy: It shall be the policy of the 
Department to develop adequate compensation plans for 
actual or potential habitat losses resulting from land and 
water projects in accordance with State and Federal laws. 
Habitat compensation plans will seek compensation at a 
100% level, where feasible, and will be developed using 
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habitat resource category designations. See Co~sion 
Policy A1.16. 

Authority: The Director of the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department is authorized under A.R.S. Title 17-211, 
Subsection D, to perform the netessary administrative tasks 
required to manage the wildlife resources of the .State of 
Arizona. Pursuant to those duties and in accordance with 
federal environmental laws and resource management acts, 
such as the National Environmental Policy Act, Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, and Endangered Species Act, the 
Director is further charged with cooperating -in the 
determination of potential impacts to Arizona's wildlife 
resources resulting from federally funded land and water 
projects. In addition, a Commission M.O.U. assigns similar 
responsibilities for evaluating proposed projects on lands 
administered by the State Land Department. An integral 
part of this process is the development of adequate 
compensation measures aimed at eliminating or reducing 
project-associated impacts. 

Procedure: Criteria used to identify general compensation 
goals are as follows : -
A. Resource Category I. 

1. Designation Criteria. Habitat in this category are 
of the highest value to Arizona wildlife species. and 
are unique and/or irreplaceable on a statewide or 
ecoregion basis. · 

2. Compensation Goal. No loss of existing in-kind 
habitat value. 

3. Guideline. The Department will recommend that all 
potential losses of existing habitat values be 
prevented. Insignificant changes that would not 
result in adverse impacts to habitat values may be 
acceptable provided they will have no significant 
cumulative impact. 

4. Habitat Types. Habitat types associated with 
Resource Category I shall include, but not limited to 
the following examples: 
a. Perennial Stream Habitats. 
b. W estlands and Riparian habitats of at least one 

acre in size which are associated with perennial 
waters. Biotic communities included in this 
classification follow descriptions provided in 
Brown (1982) and Henderson and Minckley 
(1984). 

c. Key utilization areas for species listed or 
proposed for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 as Threatened or 
Endangered and Endangered State Threatened 
Native Wildlife species. 

B. Resource Category ll. 
1. Designation Criteria. Habitats in this category are 

of high value for ~ona wildlife species and are 
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relatively ~ or becoming scarce on a statewide 
or etoregion basis. 

2. Compensation GoaJ. No net loss of existing habitat 
value, while minimizing loss of in-kind value. 

3. GuideUne. The Depar:tment will retommend that all 
potential losses · of Resource Category II habitat 
values be avoided or minimized. If significant losses 
are likely to occur, the Departmen~ will recommend 
alternatives to immediately rectify, reduce, or 
eliminate these losses over time. · 

4. Habitat Types. Habitat types associated with 
Resource Category II shall include, but not limited 
to, the following examples: 
a. Key utilization areas for antelope and bighorn 

sheep. 
b. Key utilization areas for Threatened and 

Candidate State Threatened· Native Wildlife 
species, candidate species for federal listing as 
Threatened or Endangered (Categories 1 an_d 2). 

c_ Actual or potential reintroduction sites for 
species that are listed as Extirpated or 
Endangered on the State Threatened Native 
Wildlife list. 

d. Blue ribbon flshing areas (i.e., Lee's Ferry and 
Becker Lake). 

e. Isolated mountain ranges providing Subalpine­
coniferous forest habitats (i.e., Pinaleno 
Mountains). 

f. State and federally operated game preserves, 
refuges or wildlife areas. 

g. Montane meadows. 
i . C. Resource Category m. 

1. Designation Criteria. Habitats in this category are 
of high to medium value for Arizona wildlife 
species, and are relatively abundant on-a statewide 
basis. 

2. Mitigation Goai. No net loss of habitat value. 
3. Guidelines. The Department will recommend ways 

to minimize or avoid habitat losses. Anticipated 
losses will be compensated by replacement ofhabitat 

· values in-kind, or by substirution of high value 
habitat types, or by increased management of 
replacement habitats, so that no net loss occurs. 

4. Habitat Typeli Involved. Habitats in this category 
are of a natural, undisturbed condition or they 
involve bodies of water of economic importance and 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
examples: 
a. Chihuahua, Great Basin. ~ohave. and Sonoran 

Desert habitat types. 
b. Desert-grasslands and Chaparral zones. 
c. Oak and coniferous woodlands and coniferous 

forests. -
d. Res~;rvoir habitats. 
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D. Resource Category IV. 
1. Designation Criteria. Habitats in this category are 

ofm~um to low value for Arizona wildlife species, 
due to proximity to urban developments or low 
productivitY associated with these lands. 

2. Mitigation GoaJ. Minimize loss ofhabitat value. 
3. Guideline. The Department will retommend ways 

to avoid or m.inimke habitat losses. Should losses be 
unavoidable, the Department may ' make a 
recommendation for compensation, balied on the 
significance of the loss. 

4. Habitat Types Involved. Habitat types associated 
with Resource Category N shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following examples: 
a. Agricultural Lands. 
b. Undeveloped urban areas (i.e., land proximal to 

waste water treatment facilities, municipal 
mountain preserves, and undeveloped lands in 
proximity to municipal and industrial areas). 

c. Habitats exhibiting low wildlife productivity as 
a result of man's influence. 

Stage List: 
A. Proposal Submittal. Conservation Supervisor (Habitat 

Branch) receives all lands protection propQsals on an 
open and continuous basis, whether they are generated 
internally or externally. 

Responsibilities: . Date stamp proposals on receipt; retain 
original proposals in files; send letters to proponents 
acknowledging receipt; and disttibute proposals and relevant 
information from the lands files (e.g. previous protection 
proposals for the same general area) to the Proposal 
Screening Committee. 
Time: 5 days from receipt for acknowledgement to 
proponent. · 
B. Proposal Screening Committee. Conservation 

Supervisor, chair; Development Branch Chief: Nongame 
Branch Chief, and Field Operations Coordinator. 

Responsibilities: Screen proposals on a monthly basis to 
determine adequacy and appropriateness; return inadequate 
proposals to proponents for remedy; Conservation 
Supervisor prepares State 3 briefing and routes adequate 
proposal(s) to Assistant Director, Wildlife Management 
Division (WMD). 
Time: Director's Office briefing presentation occurs the· 
TueS'day immediately following the monthly meeting; return 
to proponent (RTP) or forwarding to Assistant Director, 
WMD, to occur within 5 days of monthly meeting. 
C. Director's Office Briefing Presentation. Conservation 

Supervisor presents Stlil1JllaiY of which proposals were 
returned to proponents (and why they were returned) and 
which were routed for biological review. 

Chttpter 1-2 Updllte 01/97 
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AR..~..ZONA G.Al'f...E AND FISH DEPAR~~"T 
STANDARD G.Al'f...E FL~CE SPECIFI~~TIONS 
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l~.ddi tional Specifications: 

• 20 - 25 feet be~~een T-posts. 

12~ Gauge Barbless Wire 

12~ Gauge Barbed Wire 

1.2~ Gauge Barbed Wire 

1.2~ Gauge Barbless Wire 

Ground Level 

• At least J equally spacad stays be~~een each post. 

• Modifications to this design may be requested for fencing anticipated to 
be routinely encountered by elk, bighorn sheep or pronghorn. 

Rcvi=i 11/93 

H.Uiitu Br=ch 
DLW:RAC:r.: 

ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
STANDARD GAME FENCE SPECIFICATIONS 

The following are fenca specifications on cattle allo~ents 
intended to facilitate safe movements by wildlife. 

Standard AGFD Recommended Fence Specifications. 

Wire Tv"oe Position 
l.st smoot..~ 16 11 above ground 
2nd barbed 611 above bottom wire 
3rd barbed an above second wire 
4th smooth 1.211 above third wire 

Total Fence Height - 42M 

Additional Specifications: 20-25 feet between T-posts, 
least three equally spaced stays in between each past. 

Most Important Specifications: 
- total fence height 

height of bottom wire 
- space between 3rd and 4th wire. 
~ fence stays and spacing between posts 

s:mooth bottom wire . :- ~ ~-..:: :-; :3 ~ 

. .:~Negotiable Points: 
- smooth top wire · .;~. ::. 
- space between 2nd and 3rd wire 
- space bet'.ween l.st and 2nd wire 
-·total height up to 44 11 

with at 
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Fence Specifications in Bighorn Sheep Range 

Wire TV1:le Position 
~st smooth 20 11 above ground 
2nd barbed 15" above bottom wire 
3rd smooth or barbed 4" above second wire 

Total Fence Height - 39" 

Burro Exclusion Fence Specifications in Bighorn Sheep Range 

Wire 
~st 

2nd 
3rd 
4th 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 

- OR 

Tvoe 
rail 
rail 
barbed 
barbed 

rail 
rail 
rail 

Position 
20" above ground 
16" above bottom rail 

8" above second rail 
4" above third wire 

2 o 11 above ground 
16" above bottom rail 

6 11 above second rail. 

Total ·Fence Height - 42 - 48"' -- ·---· ·- - - ' --

· F~ce: _.?pecifications. for Pronghorn Habitat 
. · ___ __ -,: .... ·:... 

Wire 
l.st 
2nd 
3:rd 

~ 
SlD.Ooth 

barbed. 
barbed 

Position 
1.6" above ground 
1.4" above bottom wire 
1.2" above second wire 

Total Fence Height - 42" 

Additional Specification: Sixteen to thirty feet between posts; no 
fence stays be~*een posts that are less than 20 feet apart, only 
one stay bet"*een posts greater than 20 feet apart. 

Note: The AGFD standard recommended fence is an adequate 
alternative. However, stays should be omitted, or reduced in 
number i.f deer are generally absent from the area. 

I 

j} 

.. .. .... 

- -- --- - -

ll..RIZONA GAME AND FISH DEP1l..RTMENT 
PVC FENCE CROSSING FOR ELK 

April 11, 1994 

':?VC ~ 
- - -
-~ 

.. ... . -

II 

-- -

: ... 

////////////////l///////1////////////l///////!!////l////Ground Level 

:;;Materials~-- . c-:1.0 ' •.. Length 1?{." or 1.~"- ·pvc 
-,Boundary :Fence 
Wire CUtters 
Leather Gloves 

Instructions: 

1.. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Remove fe.nce stays between two primary fence posts. 

Cut the top two wires approximately 1.8-24 inches from one of the 
primary posts. 

Run both wires through the PVC. Then re-stretch and re.-tie both 
wires. 

Use smooth wire to form wire stays that hold down the PVC to the 
bottom two wires. 

Notes: Time to install ~ 10-15 minutes. 
Cost ~ $2.50-$S.OO for PVC. 

Revised 4/1~/94 
Habitat Branch 

BV :no 
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THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
2221 WEST GREENWAY RoAD, PHOENIX, AZ 85023-4399 

(602) 942-3000 • WWW.AZGFD.COM 

January 18, 2002 

Ms. Fiona Goodson 
HDR 
2141 E. Highland Ave. 
Suite 250 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-4736 

GOVERN. 
JANEDEEr . _ 

CoMMISSIONERS 
CHAIRMAN, DENNIS D. MANNING, ALPINE 
MICHAEL M. GOLIGHTLY, FLAGSTAFF 
JOE CARTER, SAFFORD 
SUSAN E. CHILTON, ARIVACA 
W. HAYSGILSTRI\P, PHOENIX 

DIRECTOR 
DUANE L. SHROUFE 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
STEVE K. FERRELL 

Re: Special Status Species Information for Township 2 North, Range 1 East, 
Sections 33-36; Township 2 North, Range 2 East Sections 31-34; Township 1 
North, Range 1 East, Sections 1-36; Township 1 North, Range 2 East Sections 3-10, 
15-22, 27-34; Township 1 South, Range 1 East Sections 1, 12; Township 1 South, 
Range 2 East Sections 17, 18, 20, 27, 28, 34, and 35; Township 1 South, Range 3 
East, Sections 31-36; Township 1 South, Range 4 East Sections·31-33, ADOT South 
Mountain Corridor Study. 

Dear Ms. Goodson: 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed your request, dated 
January 10, 2002, regarding special status species information associated with the 
above-referenced project area. The Department's Heritage Data Management System 
(HDMS) has been accessed and current records show that the special status species 
listed on the attachment have been documented as occurring in the project area. In 
addition, this project does not occur in the vicinity of any proposed or designated 
Critical Habitats. 

The Department's HDMS data are not intended to include potential distribution of 
special status species. Arizona is large and diverse with plants, animals, and 
environmental conditions that are ever changing. Consequently, many areas may 
contain species that biologists do not know about or species previously noted in a 
particular area may no longer occur there. Not all of Arizona has been surveyed for 
special status species, and surveys that have been conducted have varied greatly in 
scope and intensity. 

Making available this information does not substitute for the Department's review of 
project proposals, and should not decrease our opportunities to review and evaluate new 
project proposals and sites. The Department is also concerned about other resource 
values, such as other wildlife, including game species, and wildlife-related recreation. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REAS ONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY 

Ms. Fiona Goodson 
January 18, 2002 
2 

The Department would appreciate the opportunity to provide an evaluation of impacts 
to wildlife or wildlife habitats associated with project activities occurring in the subject 
area, when specific details become available. 

If you have any questions regarding the attached species list, please contact me at 
(602) 789-3618. General status information and county distribution lists for special 
status species are also available on our web site at: 
http://www.azgfd.com/frames/fishwildlhdms site/Home.htm. 

Sincerely, 

hk/~ 
Sabra S. Schwartz 
Heritage Data Management System, Coordinator 

SSS:ss 

Attachment 

cc: Bob Broscheid, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Russ Haughey, Habitat Program Manager, Region VI 

AGFD #1-11-02(03) 
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STATUS DEFINITIONS 
ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT (AGFD) 
HERITAGE DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (HDMS) 

FEDERAL US STATUS 

ESA Endangered Species Act ( 1973 as amended) 
US Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (http : I I arizonaes. fws. gov) 

Listed 
·'LE 
LT 
XN 

Listed Endangered: imminent jeopardy of extinction. 
Listed Threatened: imminent jeopardy of becoming Endangered. 
Experimental Nonessential population. 

Proposed for Listing 
PE Proposed Endangered. 
PT Proposed Threatened. 

Candidate (Notice of Review: 1999) 
C Candidate. Species for which USFWS has sufficient information on biological vulnerability and 

threats to support proposals to list as Endangered or Threatened under ESA. However, 
proposed rules have not yet been issued because such actions are precluded at present by other 
listing activity . 

SC Species of Concern. The terms "Species of Concern" or "Species at Risk" should be 
considered as terms-of-art that describe the entire realm of taxa whose conservation status may 
be of concern to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, but neither term has official status 
(currently all former C2 species). 

Critical Habitat (check with state or regional USFWS office for location details) 
Y Yes: Critical Habitat has been designated. 
P Proposed: Critical Habitat has been proposed. 

[ \N No Status: certain populations of this taxon do not have designated status (check with state or 
regional USFWS office for details about which populations have designated status)] . 

USFS US Forest Service (1999 Animals, 1999 Plants: corrected 2000) 
US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Region 3 (http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/) 

S Sensitive: those taxa occurring on National Forests in Arizona which are considered sensitive 
by the Regional Forester. 

BLM US Bureau of Land Management (2000 Animals, 2000 Plants) 
US Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Arizona State Office 
(http :/ /azwww .az.blm. gov) 

S Sensitive: those taxa occurring on BLM Field Office Lands in Arizona which are considered 
sensitive by the Arizona State Office. 

P Population: only those populations of Banded Gila monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum) 
that occur north and west of the Colorado River, are considered sensitive by the Arizona State 
Office. 

Status Definitions 3 AGFD, HDMS 

STATE STATUS 

NPL Arizona Native Plant Law (1999) 
Arizona Department of Agriculture (http : I I agriculture. state. az. us!PSD/ nativep I ants. htm) 

HS 
SR 
ER 
SA 
HR 

Highly Safeguarded: no collection allowed. 
Salvage Restricted: collection only with permit. 
Export Restricted: transport out of State prohibited. 
Salvage Assessed: permits required to remove live trees. 
Harvest Restricted: permits required to remove plant by-products. 

WSCA Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona (1996 in prep) 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (http://www.azgfd.com) 

WC Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona. Species whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in 
jeopardy, or with known or perceived threats or population declines, as described by the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department's listing of Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona 
(WSCA, in prep). Species indicated on printouts as WC are currently the same as those in 
Threatened Native Wildlife in Arizona (1988). 

Revised 10/3/01, AGFD HDMS 
J:\HDMS\DOCUMENT\NBOOKS\TEMPLATE\EORDEFS\STATDEF 
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Special Status Species within .5 Miles of T2N,R1 E Sec 33-36; T2N,R2E Sec 31-34; 
T1N,R1E Sec 1-36; T1N,R2E Sec 3-10, 15-22, 27-34; T1S,R1E Sec 1, 12; 

T1S,R2E Sec 17, 18, 20, 27, 28, 34, 35; T1S,R3E Sec 31-36; T1S,R4E Sec 31-33 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, Heritage Data Management System 

January 18, 2002 

Scientific Name Common Name ESA USFS BLM WSCA NPL 

ATHENE CUNICULARIA HYPUGAEA 

COCCYZUS AMERICANUS 

DENDROCYGNA AUTUMNALIS 

GOPHERUS AGASSIZII (SONORAN POPULATION) 

WESTERN BURROWING OWL 

YELLOW-BILLED CUCKOO 

BlACK-BELLIED WHISTLING-DUCK 

SONORAN DESERT TORTOISE 

sc 
c 

sc 

No Critical Habitats in project area. AGFD #01-11-02(03), ADOT South Mountain Corridor Study. 

s 
s we 

we 
we 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 

May 6, 2002 

2221 WEST GREENWAY ROAD, PHOENIX, A7.. 85023-4399 
(602) 942-3000 ° WWW.AZGFD.COM 

Ms. Sirena Brownlee 
HDR 
Park One 
2141 E . Highland Ave. 
Suite 250 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-4736 

GOVERN~ '. 
JANEDEE~,_ ! 
COMMISSitmO::RS 
CHAIRMAN, MICHAEL M. GOUGHTI.Y, FLAGSTAFF 
JOE CARTER, SAFFORD 
SUSAN E. CHILTON, ARIVACA 
W. HAYS GILSTRAP, PHOENIX 
JOE MELTON, YUMA 

DIRECTOR 
DUANE l. SHROUFE 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
STEVE K. FERRELL 

Re: Special Status Species Shapefiles for South Mountain Area 

Dear Ms. Brownlee: 

Enclosed is the information requested in your April 19, 2002, email for species shapefiles for the 
South Mountain area (shapefile provided by HDR Engineering). The data is provided in Arc View 
shapefiles in NAD 27, Zone 12 projection. It is my understanding that the information is to be used 
to identify areas of high biodiversity for project components. 

Per your request, enclosed is a diskette with a shapefile for species tracked by the Heritage Data 
Management System (HDMS). The HDMS focuses its efforts on special status or otherwise rare 
species. The data set are not intended to include potential locations, but are actual point 
observation or collections. The locations are one-mile radius polygons, but no names of the species 
are included. The areas are where special status species have been documented, The status 
information is included (i.e. listed endangered, BLM sensitive), but no other identifier is included, 
such as name or taxonomic group. 

These data are still considered to contain sensitive information that if used inappropriately could 
worsen the situation of already sensitive species. For this reason, please consider these data as 
property of the Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department), and as such, are confidential. 
Consequently, the Department is providing the requested data with confirmation of your 
understanding and acceptance ofthe following conditions: 

• HDMS data provided by the Department will be used solely for the purpose of analyzing 
areas of high biodiversity, and no other project, and will be used solely by your office to 
conduct analysis. 

• HDMS data provided by the Department will not be distributed to other organizations, to 
individuals, or the public, or put on the Internet. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY 
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Ms. Sirena Brownlee 
May6, 2002 
2 

• 

• 

• 

• 

No HDMS data provided by the Department will be retained after the completion of your 
analysis as hard or soft copy. HDMS data provided by the Department will be deleted from 
any and all computers used in this project and returned to the Department upon completion 
ofthe analysis. 

Site locality data will not be included in or as part of any product released to the public. 
The site data maps are to be used solely for internal planning efforts. Only correlation or 
statistics and interpretations will be made public. No maps or tables of point locations will 
be included in any product for external use. Any maps used for this project will be at such a 
scale as to cover a minimum of more than one square mile. 

All 3rd party requests for access to this data will be referred to the HDMS at the 
Department. 

The information being provided by the Department is for general planning purposes only, 
and is not to replace any future correspondence requesting special status species information 
for a specific project. 

Previous conduct of applicants is considered in processing requests for information. Because 
general release of site-specific data will negatively impact sensitive species, the Department will 
only release this information if it can assure adequate protection to the species. If the above agreed 
upon terms are violated, it will be considered a breach of agreement and you will be denied site 
specific level information in the future. 

Please feel free to contact me at (602) 789-3618 if you have any questions with the data being 
provided. A hard copy field definition list is also provided with the data. . 

Sincerely, 

lk/~ 
SabraS. Schwartz 
HDMS Coordinator 

SSS:ss 

Enclosure 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
2221 WEsT GREENWAY RoAD, PHoENIX, AZ 85023·4399 

(602) 942·3000 • AZGFD.COM 

October 12, 2004 

Ms. Andrea Love 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
3200 E. Camelback Rd., Ste. 350 
Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311 

GOVERNOI 
JANET NAPt.~ .ANO 

COMMISSIONERS 
CHAIRMAN, SUSAN E. CHILTON, ARIVACA 
W. HAYS GILSTRAP, PHOENIX 
JOE MELTON, YUMA 
MICHAEL M . GOLIGHTLY, FLAGSTAFF 
WILLIAM H. MCLEAN, GOLD CANYON 

DIRECTOR 
DUANE L. SHROUFE 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
STEVE K. FERRELL 

Re: South Mountain Transportation Corridor in Maricopa County, Draft Biological Technical 
Report, dated October 2003 

Dear Ms. Love: 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed the Draft Biological 
Technical Report for the South Mountain Transportation Corridor (Report). The Department 
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments for the technical s~dy and looks_ forward to 
reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) when It becomes available. The 
following specific comments are provided for your consideration: 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Wildlife Resources: 
Page 3-6; The species list associated with the South Mountain Park/Preserve should include 
other nocturnal species such as owls and various species ofbats. 

Paragraph 3; the statement that the agricultural fields "have little value for native plants or 
wildlife", should be modified. Burrowing owls (state species of concern) are frequently located 
on the perimeter of agricultural fields utilizing fields for hunting and irrigation dikes for nesting. 
A brochure is enclosed for further information on burrowing owls. 

Last sentence; this pertains to the sand and gravel pits along the Salt River riverbed and their 
potential u~e as wildlife habitats. The Report states, " .... unlike natural ecosystems, the steep 
sides of the pits create less important zonal habitat that natural aquatic systems like rivers or 
lakes." If the gravel pits are non-active they could have their slopes modified to create shallow 
water habitats which would provide more suitable habitat to wildlife. 

Last paragraph; this section only addresses those washes that have been or will be directly 
impacted by the project. A description of intact washes, including their functionality and ability 
to support wildlife should be included in the Report. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGEm;y--- -
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Ms. Andrea Love 
October 12, 2004 
2 

Environmental Consequences: Impacts Associated with All Action Alternatives: 
Page 3-6 (last line on page); impacts are referenced as being largely restricted to a limited 
number of roadkills and disturbances caused by traffic noise (USDOT 2000). Roadkill and noise 
disturbances can result in major impacts to wildlife species. We recommend that any sections 
pertaining to road disturbances and how roads may be made more permeable for wildlife be 
expanded. Much research is being done nationwide (California, Florida, Colorado) regarding 
road design and their ability to support wildlife movement and the Department recommends that 
these studies be considered. 

Wildlife movement corridors between the South Mountain Park area and the Sierra Estrella 
Mountains should be elevated in importance within the document. The establishment ofwildlife 
crossings should be incorporated into the document in more detail and with a greater level of 
emphasis. This would allow for the potential dispersal of species between the two ranges despite 
the current level of degradation of the native habitats to prevent the establishment or further 
development of a "population sink" effect in habitats adjacent to the park. Potential lo.cations 
and designs for movement corridors should be provided in the DEIS and should be included in 
the Measures to Minimize Harm section of the Report. 

Measures to Minimize Harm: 
Paragraph 2; the Report states that the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) will 
landscape disturbed areas with native plants but does not indicate ifthere will be any monitoring 
to measure the success of the planting effort. Please indicate what steps will be taken to keep 
exotic species out of the revegetated areas and if there are any plans to replant if the revegetation 
is unsuccessful. 

Paragraph 3; plans should be included on how the equipment wash water will be disposed of to 
avoid dispersing nonnative seeds to another location. 

Paragraph 5; raised roadbeds (overpasses) allow for the maintenance of more natural vegetation, 
require less fill and have been demonstrated to have a higher rate of usage for more species than 
the standard drainage or box culvert crossing. This recommendation relates back to the above 
section regarding wildlife movement corridors. 

Threatened and Endangered Species: 
The Report should include a complete evaluation of all wildlife species, including special status 
species that are represented in the study area and within the 5-mile boundary. The DEIS should 
contain a thorough review, including potential impacts. and mitigation of impacts for all species 
located within the 5-mile boundary. The Department utilizes boundaries that extend beyond the 
study area to account for wildlife movement. An evaluation should be made regarding potential 
impacts to each species considering their range, habitat use, breeding periods, etc. 

Ms. Andrea Love 
October 12, 2004 
3 

All wildlife species identified are either diurnal or crepuscular in nature. Obligate nocturnal 
species should also be identified, such as bats, owls, etc. 

For any species where you are indicating that there are no current records, "current" should be 
defined. In addition, the state acronym for Wildlife Species of Concern is WSC, rather than WC. 

P. 3-13, paragraph 1; please indicate the WSC species that the Report refers to as being 
"documented in the vicinity of alternative T02 and options T02A and T02B. 

Environmental Consequences: Impacts Associated with All Build Alternatives: 
Page 3-13; states that, "Tres Rios is in the vicinity, less than 1 mile to the west, and it is likely 
that the birds would relocate to that area." An explanation of how Tres Rios can support the 
influx of displaced wildlife whether birds, or other species, should be provided. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The increase in non-native plants is identified, as well as the additional impacts associated with 
the species such as increases in non-native wildlife which are known to displace native species, 
e.g. European starling vs. Gila woodpecker. The document should provide potential alternatives 
for mitigating these foreseeable impacts to the environment. As non-native species become 
established in close proximity to relatively native habitat such as that in south Mountain Park, 
these native areas become increasingly stressed and therefore more susceptible to invasion by 
non-native species. 

This section should also address the cumulative impacts that may occur to Tres Rios in relation 
to all project activities. This description should include the influx of wildlife as previously 
discussed and the impacts of noise and disturbance to wildlife at Tres Rios. 

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments for this project and we would 
be interested in working with your team to address the comments provided herein as part of your 
range of alternatives and your preferred alternative. The Department is committed to partnering 
with agencies and managers to maintain wildlife permeability across the state of Arizona as 
habitat fragmentation is a serious issue that can cause species decline when important habitat 
components such as breeding sites or food sources can no longer be accessed. Populations can 
decline in the long term from lack of genetic variability that can eventually lead to species being 
federally listed as endangered or threatened. 
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Ms. Andrea Love 
October 12, 2004 
4 

The Department looks forward to coordinating with your planning team as needed, when 
identifying the locations of alternative wildlife crossings. Please coordinate with Rebecca 
Davidson, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor at (602) 789-3602, if you have any questions 
regarding these comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ J . . ~---""0 ~ 
~~rosche1d 
Habitat Branch Chief 

BB:ea 

Enclosure 

cc: Rebecca Davidson, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Russ Haughey, Habitat Program Manager, Region VI 

AGFD# 03-30-04 (01) 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

0~~' GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
is 2221 WESTGREENWAYROAD, PHOENIX,A4,85023·4399 

.\;;l (602) 942·3000 • AZGFD.COM 

October 25, 2004 

Ms. Andrea Love 
HDR Engineering, Inc. ·· 
3200 E. Camelback Rd. 
Suite 350 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 

GOVERNC. 
JANET NAPliuTANO 

COMMISSIONERS 
CHAIRMAN, SUSAN E. CHILTON, ARIVACA 
W. HAYS GILSTRAP, PHOENIX 
JOE MELTON, YUMA 
MICHAEL M. GOUGHTLY, FLAGSTAFF 
WILUAM H. MCLEAN, GOLD CANYON 

DIRECTOR 
DUANE l. SHROUFE 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
STEVE K. FERRELL 

Re: Special Status Species Information for Township 2 North, Range 1 East, Section 33-
36; Township 2 North, Range 2 East, Section 31-34; Township 1 North, Range 1 
East, Section 1-36; Township 1 North, Range 2 East, Section 3-10, 15-22, and 27-34; 
Township 1 South, Range 1 East, Section 1 and 12; Township 1 South, Range 2 East, 
Section 17, 18, 20, 27, 28, 34, and 35; Township 1 South, Range 3 East, Section 31-
36; Township 1 South, Range 4 East, Section 31-33: Proposed Freeway Connection. 

Dear Ms. Love: 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed your request, dated October 
6, 2004, regarding speCial status species information associated with the above-referenced 
project area. The Department's Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) has been accessed 
and current records show that the special status species listed on the attachment have been 
documented as occurring in the project vicinity (2-mile buffer). In addition this project does not 
occur in the vicinity of any Designated or Proposed Critical Habitats. 

The Department's HDMS data are not intended to include potential distribution of special status 
species. Arizona is large and diverse with plants, animals, and environmental conditions that are 
ever changing. Consequently, many areas may contain species that biologists do not know about 
or species previously noted in a particular area may no longer occur there. Not all of Arizona 
has been surveyed for special status species, and surveys that have been conducted have varied 
greatly in scope and intensity. 

Making available this information does not substitute for the Department's review of project 
proposals, and should not decrease our opportunities to review and evaluate new project 
proposals and sites. The Department is also concerned about other resource values, such as other 
wildlife, including game species, and wildlife-related recreation. The Department would 
appreciate the opportunity to provide an evaluation of impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitats 
associated with project activities occurring in the subject area, when specific details become 
available. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY 
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Ms. Andrea Love 
October 25, 2004 
2 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (602) 789-3619. General 
status information, county and watershed distribution lists and abstracts for some special status 
species are also available on our web site at http://www.azgfd.com/hdms. 

Sincerely, 

cf. (<Cllir 
Gmger~ 
Heritage Data Management System, Data Specialist 

SSS:glr 

Attachment 

cc: Rebecca Davidson, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Russ Haughey, Habitat Program Manager, Region VI 

AGFD #10-21-04 (01) 

Special Status Species within 2 Miles of T2N, R1 E Sec. 33-36; T2N, R2E Sec. 31-34; 
T1N, R1E Sec. 1-36; T1N, R2E Sec. 3-10, 15-22, & 27-34; T1S, R1E Sec. 1 & 12; T1S, 

R2E Sec. 17, 18, 20, 27, 28, 34, & 35; T1S, R3E, Sec. 31-36; T1S, R4E Sec. 31-33 

NAME COMMON NAME ESA BLM USFS STATE 
Athene cunicu/aria hypugaea Western Burrowing Owl sc s 
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo c s wsc 
Dendrocygna autumnalis Black-bellied Whistling-duck wsc 
Gopherus agassizii (Sonoran Population) Sonoran Desert Tortoise sc wsc 
lxobrychus exilis Least Bittern wsc 
Lasiurus blossevillii Western Red Bat wsc 
Ral/us /ongirostris yumanensis Yuma Clapper Rail LE wsc 

No Critical Habitats in project area. AGFD # 10-21-04(01 ). Proposed Freeway Connection. 

Arizona Game and Fish Department, Heritage Data Management System, October 25, 2004. 
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STATUS DEFINITIONS 
ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT (AGFD) 
HERITAGE DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (HDMS) 

FEDERAL US STATUS 

ESA Endangered Species Act (1973 as amended) 
US Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (http:llarizonaes.fws.gov) 

Listed 
LE 
LT 
XN 

Listed Endangered: imminent jeopardy of extinction. 
Listed Threatened: imminent jeopardy of becoming Endangered. 
Experimental Nonessential population. 

Proposed for Listing 
PE Proposed Endangered. 
PT Proposed Threatened. 

Candidate (Notice of Review: 1999) 
C Candidate. Species for which USFWS has sufficient information on biological vulnerability and 

threats to support proposals to list as Endangered or Threatened under ESA. However, 
proposed rules have not yet been issued because such actions are precluded at present by other 
listing activity. 

SC Species of Concern. The terms "Species of Concern" or "Species at Risk" should be 
considered as terms-of-art that describe the entire realm of taxa whose conservation status may 
be of concern to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, but neither term has official status 
(currently all former C2 species). 

Critical Habitat (check with state or regional USFWS office for location details) 
Y Yes: Critical Habitat has been designated. 
P Proposed: Critical Habitat has been proposed. 

[ \N No Status: certain populations of this taxon do not have designated status (check with state or 
regional USFWS office for details about which populations have designated status)]. 

USFS US Forest Service (1999 Animals, 1999 Plants: corrected 2000) 
US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Region 3 (http:llwww.fs.fed.us/r31) 

S Sensitive: those taxa occurring on National Forests in Arizona which are considered sensitive 
by the Regional Forester. · 

BLM US Bureau of Land Management (2000 Animals, 2000 Plants) 
US Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Arizona State Office 
(http:llazwww.az.blm.gov) 

S Sensitive: those taxa occurring on BLM Field Office Lands in Arizona which are considered 
sensitive by the Arizona State Office. 

P Population: only those populations of Banded Gila monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum) 
that occur north and west of the Colorado River, are considered sensitive by the Arizona State 
Office. 

' ~ . 

~· . •. ·" 

Status Definitions 3 AGFD,HDMS 

STATE STATUS 

STATE: 

Plants.~· NPL AriZona :Nati-ve Plant Law (1999) 
Arizona Department of Agriculture (http: I I agriculture. state. az . usiPSD lnativeplants. htm) 

-HS Highly Safegi,Jarded: no collection allowed. 
SR Salvage Restricted: collection only with permit. 
ER Export Restricted: transport out of State prohibited. 

. SA Salvage Assessed: permits required to remove live trees. 
HR Harvest Restricted: permits required to remove plant by-products. 

. . 
Wildlife- WSCA Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona (in prep) 

Arizona Game and Fish Department (http:llwww.azgfd.com) 

WSC Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona. Species whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in 
jeopardy, or with known or perceived threats or population declines, as desc~ibed by the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department's listing of Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona 
(WSCA, in prep). Species indicated on printouts as WSC are currently the same as those in 
Threatened Native Wildlife in Arizona (1988). 

Revised 8/24/04, AGFD HDMS 
J: \HDMS\DOCUMENT\NBOOKS\TEMPLATE\EORDEFS\ST ATDEF 



A
138

 •  A
ppendix 1-1

. The Burrowhtg 
Owl Project 

The Burrowing Owl is a beneficial rap­
tor that lives in underground burrows 

and eats mice and 
insects. Because the 
owl is active during , 
the day, nearby resi­
dents become very 
attached to them and 

Unfortunately, in 
the past, heavy 

equipment 
has been 
used to pre­

pare a site while the owls were still living 
there, in many cases killing the adult 
owls and burying baby owls in the nest. 
No one would deliberately chop down a 
tree with an eagle on a nest, yet that is 
what is happening to the Burrowing 
Owl. Because this bird lives under­
ground, it is not immediately apparent 
that there are protected birds in danger. 
Moving the birds out of the way is very 
inexpensive compared to a project 
delay. A licensed specialist, such as 
Wild At Heart in Cave Creek, Arizona, 
can remove the owls and relocate them 
to an area that won't be developed. 

WL./re A1re the Owls Foqnd?. · 
It is possible to find Burrowing Owls 
anywhere in Arizona where the land is 
flat and open. The most likely locations 
are near agricultural fields where the 

. burrows are fbundin dirfcanal banks 

and .culvert pipes. · Burrowing Owls are 
also found in undistUrbed desert and 
grassland areas where the vegetation is 
sparse and there are very few big trees. 

What is R~elocation? 

.. 

Burrowing Owls can be safely captured 
by an expert and held for later release. 
Typically, the site for the release is desig­
nated within • 
or near the 
development, 
and artificHH 
burrows are 
installed in 
advance ()f 
capture. 
The.cost of 
materials for a burrow is only $10, and 
digging the hole for installation is quick 
and easy with a backhoe. 

For\, . .lore Information 

• To report the location of a Burrowing 
Owl burrow that lies in the path of devel­
opment, or to request help in removing an 
owl, contact: 

Bob Fox 
Wild At Heart 
31840 North 45th Street 
Cave Creek, Arizona 85331 
(480) 595-5047 

• To request help in finding or evaluating a 
site for artificial burrows, contact: 

Greg Clark 
Burrowing Owl Project 
650 South 79th Street 
Chandler, Arizona 85226 
(480) 961-4047 

• Visit the Burrowing Owl Project web site 
at http://mirror-pole.com for details about 
owl removal, relocation and burrow 
installation locations. 

• For more information about Arizona 
Partners in Flight contact: 

Jennifer Martin 
Arizona Partners in Flight 
Arizona Game and Fish Dept. 
2221 W. Greenway Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85023-4399 
(602) 789-3576 
jmartin@gf.state.az.us 

Be Part of the Solution 
Burrowing Owls are a valuable addition 
to a development. Wholly beneficial, 
they catch insects, such as scorpions, and 
rodents that most people would rather 
not have around. In addition, the owls 
can be an important educational resource 
for schools and children. 
The builder provid­
ed a backhoe and 

ASU students digging a hole for an artificial burrow. 

Partners in Flight 
Partners in ]~light 
is an international cooperative program 
of agencies, organizations, and individuals 
committed to conserving our neotropical 
migratory and native land birds. 
Arizona Partners in Flight 
(APIF) is a subgroup of this international 
program. Its goal is to maintain healthy 
populations of Arizona's birds and their 
habitats. 

This brochure: was created as part of the 
Partners in Flight Conservation Initiative. 
Through improved habitat management 
and environmental awareness, Partners in 
Flight strives to reverse the declining 
numbers of many North American bird 
species and to work toward keeping 
common birds common. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Alicia Jontz [mailto:AJontz@gf.state.az.us]
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2006 11:19 AM 
To: Moroge, Michael E. 
Cc: Russ Haughey; Pat Crouch; Ray Schweinsburg; Kelly Wolff 
Subject: South Mountain Parkway 

Michael,

On February 17, 2006, Arizona Game and Fish Department biologists met with Phoenix Parks and 
Recreation Department at South Mountain to evaluate the proposed route for the continuation of Loop 
202, the alternative routes and the proposed wildlife crossings. The Department is strongly committed to 
maintaining connectivity between wildlife habitats within Arizona. Connectivity should be maintained 
between South Mountain Park and the Estrella Mountains if possible. In the review of the proposed 
freeway construction and site visit several challenges to maintaining connectivity between the mountain 
ranges were noted. 

In order for any wildlife crossings to be successful, it is essential that undeveloped wildlife corridors be 
established and maintained between South Mountain Park and the Estrella Mountains. The majority of 
the land falling between the two mountain ranges belongs to the Gila River Indian Community. This land 
is currently sparsely developed; however, while on site, we observed areas that appear to be prepared for 
development. GRIC would need to be involved in this process and agree to establish corridors across 
their land. Since reservations are essentially a sovereign nation and many tribes face economic 
challenges, it may be extremely difficult to develop a relationship with the GRIC at this late juncture and 
have them set aside lands that they may otherwise develop to the benefit of their economy and tribal 
members. Surface streets, such as 51st Avenue, may also prove to be barriers to successful wildlife 
movement as traffic increases. If wildlife corridors are established it may be necessary to place crossings 
on surface streets lying between the two mountain ranges. 

While reviewing the proposed freeway design, we noted that at final buildout, the new freeway is 
scheduled to be a solid roadway including both lanes of travel and HOV lanes, without a break in the 
median. A freeway of this size would require lengthy wildlife underpasses or tunnels. Research has 
shown that many species will not use these large crossings, due to reduced visibility inside the crossing 
and the inability to see the other side of the crossing. A preferred alternative would be to separate the two 
lanes of travel, at crossings, allowing for a break in the median and natural light to penetrate the wildlife 
crossing. The wildlife crossings would then be built at two shorter crossings, which wildlife will more 
readily use. If this is not possible, the use of artificial lighting inside the crossing may be sufficient.  

Currently, the new freeway is proposed to be a ground level freeway with several small wildlife crossings 
such as box culverts and a few larger crossings. Coyotes, javelina, bobcats, foxes desert tortoises, 
snakes, gila monsters, chuckwalls are known to occur within South Mountain Park. Both historically and 
recently, there have been several credible, but unconfirmed sightings of Mountain Lions within South 
Mountain Park. Mule deer have not be documented in South Mountain Park for some time and are 
believed to be extirpated from the area; however, it is possible they still occur in small numbers. The 
smaller box culvert type crossings will work for many of the smaller wildlife species; however, larger 
crossings such a raised bridge, provide a more effective crossing for all wildlife species. Natural stream 
beds or washes may be appropriate places to locate the bridges. With either type of crossing it is 
essential that the bottom of the crossing be a natural substrate, not the bottom of a concrete box or metal 
tube, and that fencing is used to encourage use of the crossing. 

In the plans for the proposed wildlife crossings, a multiple use crossing was outlined that would allow for 
both wildlife crossing and human recreation such as hiking and horseback riding. We would strongly 
discourage this type of design for a wildlife crossing. While some human traffic is unavoidable, managing 
for high use human recreation would discourage wildlife from using the area, making the crossing 
ineffective for wildlife movements.  
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Several routes are proposed to connect the 202 to I-10 in the west valley. In order to maintain the quality 
and integrity of our riparian systems, the 75th Avenue alternative would be preferable to the 91st Avenue 
alternative.

The Department appreciates the effort and consideration put into this project by ADOT and other 
participating parties. Wildlife crossings on roadways in Arizona are relatively new and previously 
concessions were not made for wildlife. In this instance all involved parties may need to consider that due 
to expanding development in the Phoenix metropolitan area and the lack of long term sustainable 
corridors between South Mountain and the Estrella Mountains across GRIC land, this project may not be 
the highest priority for wildlife crossings in the state. While some wildlife crossings may be appropriate, 
large expenditures of state funds may not be appropriate in this case. Any wildlife that migrates from the 
Estrella Mountains into South Mountain park will find themselves landlocked by development and may 
end up in the urban area causing conflicts with human populations. If all barriers to movement can be 
overcome, a comprehensive study of species occurrence and density within South Mountain Park would 
be useful to determine the types of crossings that should be build, species use of crossings once built, 
and long term population dynamics pre and post freeway construction.  

Alicia Jontz 
Wildlife Manager Central Phoenix 
623-556-1158 
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QILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES 
P.O. Box 97-(602) 562-3311 

December 2, 1986 

Mr. Charles Miller 

SACATON~ AZ. 85247 

Director, Arizona Department of Transportation ' 
206 South 17th Avenue · 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Miller, 

As the design stage of the Southwest and Southeast Loops nears, 
it is important to restate the Tribe's concern that adequate 
north-south access will serve Gila River Indian Community 
lands. Although it is still the Tribe's position that a Queen 
Creek alignment would better serve all parties than the Pecos 
Road alignment recommended by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments, we have been actively and beneficially involved in 
route reconnaisance stage activities with ADOT's consultant 
teams, HDR, Inc. and Dames and Moore, and with ADOT liaison 
person Steve Miller. Through them, we have indicated that we 
will require access at the following points: 

A full T.I. at 59th Avenue; 
A grade separation at 51st Avenue; 
A T.I. at 35th Avenue; 
A T.I. at 19th Avenue; 
A T.I at 7th Street; 
A T.I. at 32nd Street; 
A T.I. at 40th Street; 
A grade separation at 48th Street; 
A grade separation at 56th Street; 
A grade separation at Kyrene Road; 
A T.I. at McClintock Road. 

These.locations were developed in conjunction with the City of 
Phoen~x Department of Transportation to assure compatibility 
with South Mountain developments while serving Tribal needs in 
a~meeting held June 17, 1985, and have been discussed with City 
of Chandler staff on a number of occasions. 

In addition to the above access points, the Tribe must maintain 
full access to Reservation lands at the freeway-to-freeway 

interchanges at I-10 and at Price Road. We believe that the 
complexity of the interchange at I-10 as presented in the 
concept stages has negative impacts on access to Pima-Chandler 
Industrial Park, . one of the Tribe's most important economic 
resources. Similarly, the interchange at Price Road, as 
presented in concept, did not provide direct access to the 
south to Tribal lands. These concerns have been stated to both 
consultants and ADOT representatives. 

Because of the proposed freeway location approximately 
one-quarter mile north of the Reservation boundary, there is a 
gap between the freeway and Reservation lands that must be 
acquired as right of way to provide access from the freeway to 
the Reservation boundary. It is of utmost concern to the Tribe 
that this access be guaranteed as part of the right of way 
reservation activities presently being undertaken by ADOT. 
Further, it is equally important that commitment to the type 
and location of access points be made at this time so that the 
Tribe can begin the necessary steps to plan and reserve right 
of way, drainage, and other facilities on the Reservation. 

Before consultants and ADOT staff begin final design 
recorofiendations, it is imperative that the Tribe have a 
commitment from .ADOT designating the type and location of 
access points, and a commitment that ADOT will acquire right of 
way and fund construction of roads from those access points 
across the gap between the Reservation lands and the freeway. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

DRA/dh 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

=>?--~A-
DONALD R. ANTONE, SR. - GOVERNOR 

GILA RIVER I~DIAN COMMUNITY 

Mr. James Stevens, Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Phoenix Area Office 
Mr. Vernon Palmer, Acting Superintendent, Pima Agency 
Mr. Steven Martin, ADOT 
Mr. Eric Keen, Dames and Moore 
Mr. Bill Korf, HDR Infrastructure, Inc. 
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~ QILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
~ , SACATON, AZ. 85247 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES 
P.O. Box 97 

(602) 562·3311 or 963·4323 

July 12, 1989 

Mr. Larry Landry 
Landry Associates 
2 N. Central i1950 
Phoenix, Arizona 8500~ 

Dear Mr. Landry, 

During our recent meeting discussing roads development plans on 
the reservation, you requested clarification of the Gila River 
Indian Community's north-south access points to the Southwest 
Loop freeway. We indicated that the tribe's master plan for the 
northern border area identifies 7th Street as critical and 
necessary to service existing and planned development. However, 
7th Avenue is not needed for access to Community lands, as staff 
has made clear on a number of occasions during Technical Advisory 
Committee sessions with ADOT and its consultant, HDR, Inc. 

I hope this clarifies the tribe's position on 7th Street, rather 
than 7th Avenue, being the requested point of access. If you 
have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: CAntone, Land Use Planning 
DHallock, OP&E 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
HIGHWAYS DIVISION 

206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

AOSE MOFFOAO 
Governor 

CHARLES L. MILLER 
Director 

Dorothy Hallock 
Comprehensive Planner 

July 3, 1989 

Gila River Indian Community 
P. 0. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

RE: South Mountain Freeway 

Dear Dorothy: 

THOMAS A. BAYANT,II 
State Engineer 

Recent statements made by Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
staff at various meetings indicate that there is some confusion 
regarding location of the South Mountain Freeway and access 
afforded the GRIC to the freeway. 

For your information, I have attached one 
depicting the alignment, design features 
right-of-way for the South Mountain Freeway. 

of our handouts 
and approximate 

I should point out that sheet 5 of 11 fails to show the 
proposed Estrella Drive grade separation which is part of the 
design concept. Otherwise, these handouts are consistent with 
the Design Concept Report, Design Concept Report Plans Set, and 
Final Environmental Assessment transmitted to GRIC July 27, 
1988. 

If you have any questions or need further clarification, please 
do not hesitate to contact me. 

JLL:SAM:vlb 

Attachment 

cc: Ed Wueste, FHWA 

L. LOUIS 
Assistant Urban Highway Engineer 
Urban Highway Section 
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QILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 

C~LeC"tioe (!)~ oJ tk. 
q~~.J!t.q~ 

315 Wed &ta ~ Road 
Pod Ofice &n 97 

July 12, 1999 

The Honorable Mayor Skip Rimsza 
City of Phoenix · 
200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Dear Mayor Rimsza: 

SACATON~ AZ 85247 

(520) 562-6000 
tfku: (520) 562-60/0 

The Gila River Indian Community (the ((Community'') has received a draft copy of the South 
Mountain Parkway Specific Plan which was prepared by the City of Phoenix's Planning 
Department. Members of my staff have completed a preliminary review of this draft plan that 
proposes an alternative alignment through our Community. 

While this proposed plan would obviously benefit the City of Phoenix's limited access to the west 
valley, the Community does not see any benefits to having this alignment on our lands. We do not 
desire to see the proposed state highway proceed through any portion of South Mountain due to 
cultural and religious significance. However, there are several disadvantages to Alternative "B". 

There is no guaranteed access which would be provided to the Community through the 
development ofthis proposed highway. We would require access. 
The alignment, as proposed, is not eligible for the $85 million in parkway funds unless the 
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) approves the new alignment. Which entity 
would pursue parkway funds and the change of alignment? 
ADOT would be required to complete environmental studies in this area according to 
regulations. 
ADOT' s State Transportation Board would have to approve this alignment as a new state 
highway, and accoroing to ADOT, this would be a limited access highway. 
The plan discusses proposed noise and visual mitigation elements which would only benefit 
the residents of the Ahwatukee Foothills area. There appears to be no positive aesthetic 
enhancements for the Community. Therefore, the Community would be subject to negative 
noise and visual impacts from the proposed highway. This is not acceptable. 
The proposed alignment creates the potential for incompatible development opportunities for 
the Community's landowners in the area. Therefore, the proposed highway alignment may 
not meet mutual objectives. Our future development in this area would be limited. 

The Honorable Mayor Skip Rimsza 
July 12, 1999 
Page 2 

Since the toll road concept has been abandoned, the Community has not pursued further discussions 
as to any alternative alignment(s) on our land. However, ADOT has recently requested the 

_,_Community's consideration on an alignment south of South Mountain. The Community's Gila 
--Borderlands Plan conveyed a conceptual plan for an alternative alignment if the toll road concept 

had proved feasible and advantageous to our Community. 

We remain very concerned that your office did not commu.nicate its intent to circulate a plan of this 
nature, prior to distribution, given the -key role the Community would have in the proposed project. 
If a project of this magnitud·e were to occur, it would be on a government to government relationship. 
However, a planner within the City of Phoenix's Planning Department distributed it to two staff 
members of mine who are not directly involved in transportation planning issues. In the future, I 
strongly suggest that documents of this nature be provided directly to my office with copies to-Ms. 
Sandra Shade, Director of our Community's Department of Transportation via the Mayor's office. 

In closing, our Community has roadways within our respective areas which we consider to be a 
priority_ The dilemma currently confronted by the City of Phoenix is not a priority our Community 
desires to undertake at this time. Should the Community desire to entertain this matter further, we 
will contact your office. 

Sincerely, 

'IJ/~V~ 
~~~~ThJmas 
Governor 

MVT:ss 

cc: Cecil F. Antone, Lt. Governor, GRIC 
Community Council, GRIC 
I-10 & Pecos Landowners Association, GRIC 
Districts 6 & 7 Communities, GRIC 
Sandra Shade, Director, GRIC DOT 
Mary Peters, Director, ADOT 
Sal DiCiccio, Councilman, City ofPhoenix 
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(/I LA RIVER 
INDIAN COMMUNITY 

DISTRICT 7 SERVICE CENTER 
RURAL ROUTE 4, BOX 186 
LAVEEN, ARIZONA 85339 

Memorandum 

To: Mr. John D. Godec 
South Mountain Corridor Team Leader 

Fr: Keith R. Fohrenkam, Chairperso~~ 
GRIC District Seven ' 

Date: December 11, 2001 

Re: South Mountain Freeway 

(520) 430-4780 
FAX (520) 430-3224 

Upon the District review of your presentation on the proposed routes for the South Mountain 
Freeway, it is the majority ruling of the District Seven Community members to write this letter in 
opposition of the Freeway coming through the District Seven Community. 

Ifyou should have any further questions, please call the telephone numbers listed above. Thank­
you. 

xc: file 

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
Executive C!ifice qf tlie Guvemor & Lieutenanr Governor 

DonaldR.AntoTt? Sr. 
Governor 

January 10, 2002 

Mr. Victor Mendez, Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
206 S. 17th A venue 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

• . . 
. 

Re: Reduced Corridor Study for the South Mountain EIS 

Dear Mr. Mendez: 

RidianfR Narda 
Lieutenant Governor 

The Gila River Indian Community (the "Community'') appreciates being included as a key stakeholder 
for the South Mountain Corridor EIS. As you know, this corridor has been the subject of several 
studies during the past fifteen years. Several of these studies considered freeway alignments on our 
Community's lands and these studies all concluded that freeway alignments more than a few miles 
south ofPecos Road are not feasible. 

The Community is not interested in revisiting alignments South of the Ocotillo Road section line, as 
referenced with the accompanying map to the Right ofEntryPennitNo. RE-02-01 that was granted 
by our Community Council on September 5, 2001. 

As recently as 1996, studies showed such alignments to be infeasible. In light of the above 
considerations, the Community Council has indicated that the study area on Community land be 
limited to the area North of the Ocotillo Road section line and North of the Gila River. We do not 
wish to preclude options, however, we do not believe there is value in studying alignments outside 
this area. 

We looked forward to a continued working relationship with the South Mountain EIS project team. 

Sincerely, 

c-:4~ cd~ /( C::. ~ -~ 
Donald R. Antone, Sr. 
Governor 

315 W. Cas a Blanca Road • Post Office Box 97 • Sacaton, Arizona 85247 • Telep_hone: (520) 562-6000 • . Fax: (520) 562-6010 
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Victor Mendez, Director 
January 10, 2002 

Reduced Corridor Study for the South Mountain EIS 

Page2 

cc: Richard P. Narcia, Lt. Governor 
Sandra Shade, Director, GRIC DOT 
Fred Ringlero, Director, GRIC LUP&Z 
Bill Hayden, Special Assistant to Director, ADOT 
Mary Viparini, Project Manager, ADOT 
Steve Martin, Project Manager, HDR 
Bill Vachon, Engineer, FHWA 
Davis Pecusa, Superintendent, BIA Pima Agency 

GILA RIVER INDIAN CoMMUNITY 
Executive qfJlce o/ tlie Governor & .Lieutenant Governor 

Dcmafd"R. Altto~ Sr. .Ric/ian{ P. Na.n:ia 
Governor Lieutenant Governor 

April 25, 2002 

Mr. Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
234 N . Central Avenue, Suite 330 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Re: Development of Alternative Alignments for a South Mountain Transportation Corridor 
on Gila River Indian Community Lands 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

As you are aware, stafffrom our Community have partnered with members of your st~ Arizona 
Department of Transportaticm, and the consultant team regarding the Environmental Impact 
Statement and Design Concept Report for the South Mountain Transportation Corridor Study. In 
addition, we have initiated a Gila Borderlands Task Force that is currently working on updating 
development plans along our northern boundary which is adjacent to the proposed transportation 
corridor. 

Our Community Council adopted a resolution in August 2000 which in essence does not support any 
freeway alignment on Tribal land ~ith.in the proposed study area. The~efore, until such time that 0\.11' 

Council revisits this resolution and modifies or rescinds it, the Communitx can not ofFer any 
aligrunents for inclusion into the above study. 

The Gila Borderlands Task Force has had preliminary internal discussions regarding potential 
alignments which may be advantageous to the Commucity and allotted landowners. The Task Force, 
as a recommending body, will continue to discuss the matter at future meetings. Should the 
resolution issue be resolved and the alignments forwarded to our Natural Resources Standing 
Connnittee, the Committee will determine whether the proposed alignments have merit which 
warrant their support for a favorable recommendation to our Community Council. In the meantime, 
the Community appreciates your understanding that only the Community government has the right 
to designate alignment alternatives within its boundaries. -

315 W Casa Bla!"lta ~cad • Post Otfic;e 5ox 97 • Sacaton, Atizona 65247 • Telephone: {520) 56UIOOO • Fax: (520) 562-6010 
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Mr. Robert E. Hollis 
April 25, 2002 
Page 2 EIS/DCR South Mountain Transportation Corridor 

Members of my staff will continue to work with your staff during this study process. We look 
forward to a continued mutually beneficial working relationship. 

Sincerely, 

~~/~~A 
Donald R. Antone, Sr. 
Governor 

cc: Richard P. Narcia, Lt. Governor 
Victor Mendez, Director, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Davis Pecusa, Superintendent, BIA, Pima Agency 
Sandra Shade, Director, GRIC DOT 

Riclia;rf .P Jlfar.d11 
GovER>-: OP. 

Gila RiPet' It1!dlut~ Cornt1tiiiiity · 
ExECUTIVE OFFICE oF THE GovERNOR & LIEUTENANT Gov ERNOR 

Aprilll , 2003 

Mr. Robert E. Hollis 
Division Administrator .. .. 
Federal Highway Administratiotl: 
Arizona Division 
One Arizona Center, Suite 410 
400 E. Van Buren St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2285 

~e: HDA-AZ File·#: NH-202;D(ADY) 

Dear 'rvk Hoil.is: · 
.. 

Ma;y V Tliomas 
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 

This correspondence. is ili respo~e to your M~ch 6, "2003 letter ~ which. you have requested the 
Community to identify.a corridor for study -for the Environmental ImpactStat~ment Study for the 
South Mountain Corridor Sttidi . · · · · · · ' 

As you will note from the ~tffiched lettertoADOT dated January 10.,2002 and accompanying map 
to the Right of Entry Permit, a reduced ~orridor study wasoU:llined as the area North of the Ocotillo 
Road section line and North of the Glla River. 

For the Community to offer an "alignment(s)" for study, we would have to undertake a similar ·· 
process that ADOT' s consultant, HDR is currently undergoing with regarding to the Environmental 
Impact Statement Study. If the. Community were to "dictate" an alignment for study, this might · 
defeat the purpose of the study. 

. . 

As also conveyed in a letter to FHW A dated April 25, 2002 our Community Council has adopted 
a resohition in August 2000 which in essence does not support any freeway alignment on Tribal land 
within the proposed study area. Until such time that our Council revisits this resolution, the 
Comniunity staff, as .a part of the monthly EIS meetings, cannot offer any alignments for 
consideration. 

315 WEST CASABLANCA ROAD o PoST OFFICE Box 97 o SACATON, ARIZONA 85247 
TELEPHONE : (520) 562-6000 o FAX: (520) 562-6010 " EMAi l : executivemail@gric.nsn.us 
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Robert E. Hollis 
Aprilll , 2003 
Page2 

At this time, we feel that you have a corridor to study alignments. Any alignments for consideration 
must be ultimately approved by our Community Council. 

Richard P. N arcia 
Governor 

cc: Mary V. Thomas, Lt. Governor 
Community Council , GRIC 
Victor Mendez, Director, ADOT 

attachments: Correspondence dated January 10, 2002 to ADOT Director 
Correspondence dated April 25, 2002 to FHW A Division Administrator 

Dr1ftiM 
EJ'r~od>ISI>ultl.ill'llb;oiii\GRIC_I'<II'i'IGRIC.J'•I!IIIOol~.noA 
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!QILARI\/ERINDIAN COMMLJNity~ 

DISTRICT NO. 6 SERVICE CENTER 

April 23, 2003 

Governor Richard P. N arcia 
Gila River Indi~n Community 
·P. 0. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85427 

Re: South Mountain Freeway 

Dear Governor Narcia: 

Post Office Box 54 
~ .c.ween , Arizona 85339 

(520) 550-3805 
(520) 550-3806 

FAX: (520) 550-2900 

During this past year the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona Department 
of Transportation began an Environmental Impact Study for the Future South Mountain 
Freeway. Meetings were held in the Districts to discuss the study with their residents and 
several articles appeared in the Gila River Indian newspaper. As a result of these 
activities, our District Six residents began to inquire as to where the future freeway might 
be and if it would impact their property. 

As you are aware, our District Six Community and the Community Council had adopted 
a resolution in August 2000 which did not support construction of new highways within 
our District boundaries. 

Based upon increased interest and requests from District Six residents, a meeting was 
Scheduled in December 2002 to provide an opportunity to update the District Six 
Community and respond to questions from landowners, community residents, and 
District Community Council members. ADOT and HDR staff and answering many 
questions from our residents, the District Six Community voted to permit ADOT to 
proceed with their study: The Community emphasized that approval did not replace the 
2000 resolution. 

This is a letter of support, on behalf of the District Six Community, for ADOT to 
proceed with the Environmental Impact Study for the future South Mountain Freeway 
and to abide by the resolution enacted in the year 2000. 

Page 2 .. · 
Governor Richard Narcia 
April23, 2003 

~lUI 
Albert Pablo 
Chairman, District Six Community 

Cc: District Six Councilmen (3) 
File 
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Rlt:n3rr/ F. Narda 
GOVERNOR 

MayS .2003 

Gi/P RiPer Indian Communittt 
ExECVTNE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR & liEUTENANT GOVERNOR J 

Honorable Mayor Skip Rimsza 
City ofPhoeriiX 
200 West Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85001 

Mary V. ThomJts 
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 

Re: Extension of 48th Street South to the Boundary of the Gila Ri~er Indian Community 

Honorable Mayor :Rimsza: 

This is to apprise you of the concerns of the cnia River Indian Community (the "Community'') 
·regarding the extension of 48th Street South to the Community's boundary. In June 1998. Mr. 
Frank Fairballks, Phoenix City (the "City") Manager, along with other City staff met with then 

. GovenJ,or Mary Thomas and members of her staff. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss 
48th Street and how vital the connection to the Community will be for our development plans in 
our North Central area which encompasses over 2~000 acres. A copy of our Gila Borderlands 
Study was provided which depicts development along 48th Street. During that meeting 

tha: 481h s . as~ances t treet would be constructed to our conunon boundary were conveyed by Mr 
Fatrbanks to the Community. Based upon this discussion, we proceeded with the development 
of this area. This included making investments in excess of $200,000,000 for our Wild Horse 
Pass Resort and Casino and rezoning the area South of Ahwatukee for commercial use. This was 
done on the. premise and understanding that 48th Street would be our usignatureJ' entrance into 

. our development area.. The appraisals and rental contracts for these developments· are based on 
aceess to 48m Street that is connected through the City of Phoenix. 

The Febl'l,laty 24, 2001, Arizona Republic article on "Battle of 48th Street" indicates that uafler 
.the meeting with the City of Phoenix and· the Community;· the Pecos connection to I-10 was 
redesigned, elevating one ramp ami depressing the other below street level so that 48"' Street 
could be extended to the Gila River Community border. " 

·. Since the meeting in 1998, we have relied on the conunitments made by City officials. As you 
will note from the attached correspondence, over the past few years we have continued to 
communicate our intent to the City. We have never been officially informed to the contrary of 

· any changes. We are also aware that the City requested an amendment to the General Plan 
allowing it to make 48th Street into a four~ lane arterial road and take the street from where it ends 
now just South of Chandler Boulevard through Pecos Parle, and into ·our Community. We 
understand that the City often extends arterial streets into other jurisdictions and requires 
developments to be planned around those streets. 

315 WEST CASABLANCA ROAO • POST OFFICE Box 97 • SACATON, ARfZoNA 85247 
TELEPHONE: (520) 562-6000 • FAx: (520) 562-6010 • EMAIL: executivemail@gric.nsn.us · 

HoriOrable Mayor Skip Rimsza 
MayS;2003 
Page2 

As. recently as April 3, 2 003 members of my staff met with staff from the City along with a 
representative from the Arizona Department of Transportation (the "ADOT'') to again discuss 

·common ~cess points within the Citr· . In that meeting a Park plan, approved in 1999, was 
. provided to our staff which showed 48t Street as a dead end road North of the boundary. During 

· this meeting, City staff indicated that if the Community wanted to pay an estimated $3 000 000, 
which · would include widening the bridge and providing a grade separation, then' pe~aps 
·Ahwatukee residents may agree that the roadway be extended. The future roadway is on a 
section line and constitutes a major arterial for both the Conununity and the City. 

ADOT also has been aware of our plans and they too have ignored the Community's plans to 
extend this roadway to fo~ lanes, given their construction of a two lane bridge over the freeway. 
A four- lane structure will be required for our plans to come to fruition. In ~ddition, neither the 
City nor ADOT has indicated a willingness to share in the above referenced costs. 

The Community never received official notice that a retention basin would become a park and 
that this factor would preclude the con.Struction of 481

h Street to our boundacy. This is contrary 
to our written request of June, 1998, in which we requested that we be advised of any actions that 
may impact our CoiD.l11unity. 

We need to know if the City is still committed to the extension of 48th Street South to our 
boundary as a major arterial. I therefore request an opportunity to meet with you and the City 
Manager to discuss this matter. Please have a member of your staff contact Mr. Jose Solarez, 
.Economic Development Planner. at (520) 562-6131 to schedule this meeting. 

·Sincerely, . 

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 

f!i!~ ~ 
GovMDor 

co: . Mazy V. Thomas, Lt. Governor 
·.Community Council, GRlC 
Wild Horse Pass Development Authority 

.v''victor Mendez, Director, ADOT 

attacmnents: . Correspondence dated June 18, 1998 to Phoenix City Manager 
Correspondence dated August 18, 2000 to Phoenix City Manager 
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., .. ;. . .. . . 

. · 
'( • .·· . 

·,QfLA Rf\!:E:~·INDIA.:N COMMUNITY · 
. . . ...: .:-:.-. SACATON~-·AZ . 85247 
CAC4ttUJ. ~ oi IJu, 

. q~ euu4 .J!t. Q~ 
· J is .lthd eua ~ Road 

/)Dd ·~~97. 

·. 1~18,1998 

Mr •. PDnkP~ 
City Ma!J.aF . 
CitY af:Pb.omix . 
. 200W. Wammaton 
. Phosilir, A% 

DOer Mr. Fairbanks, 

{5.20) 562-6000 
~ .. (5.20) .562-60/0 

. ~~the~ by~ and yaur stUfmembm to dise&its ourmuiual p~ and·~~ 
U!tld. . .. . . . . 

~ you are 8.waro ~ Cc?zmnunitYbu dewlcpmeut plaris our lands south olPeccs ·Road, that ,m conBid.or 
. elst:Dtia1 tO OW' loq term ~ic prosperity. Encloted i4 a COW of1ho Gila Bordodancla StudY! ~y 
adc,pted by the Conmmnity Ccnmeil. 1hat ·~ our cumat plaJming 1br our lands that border ~ur City. 

The f;ity"s a~ to ~"the43111 Savet riabt4waytotlw Coma:wnity bowdary. and to woik wDh. 
the Commtmi1y m ~the mutual asreed upcm. aJigmmnt wu ~ eaeourasJu8. Wo are Q1l'RmtJ.y 
~ 48111 Strelt.about !4 milo south of Pecos Read. and will bo locatina !omo utWties in thta 

. corridor to. the north. J would lib to have our ltaff'wolk with your IJtaff u IOOD. as possiblG to determine 
· .1he ~ lacitian. Sandm Shade, out' Depattm.ent of Transportation Director. will be. c:oordioatioa cnu 48~~L 

Smet aUpment . 

I bcpe the City otPhOCaix and the Gihi River Jndiasi COIIlliWility can work cooperatively in plamUng and 
dewlcpiug our mutual boundlly. Please keep us iDfolll!.ed of any actiODS that may impact our Community. 

cL!dT.GJ:. 
. MaryV. Thomas, Governor ~-­

Gila Rivet indian Community . . 

c:c: Ceoil F. Antone. Lt. Governor 
Sandra Shado_ Transpoxtatipn Director 

.; 

~18,2000 

. . ( . 

.Grt:A.,RIVER INDIAN Co~~TY . 
~ OJiia o/tk Govemtir & .Lieittmmtt Govemtir 

. . :Mr .. Prank Fairbanks 

! 

I ' 

c~~-
. City. otPhoordx 
200'W. Washinaton 
PhOcuix, AZ 85001 

near :Mr. FahbmkB: 

In~ of 1998 representatives froDl the Gila River 1ndian Community and tho City ofPhommc met 
to diScuss mutual plamling and tnul!portation issues rcaardins tha axtansiou of 48• Street south to 
cur Community's boundary. It~ mY undemanding that tho City agreed to extend 4311a Street and to 
work with CJUI' staff in detenninbls the mutual ~od upon alignment of the roadway. 

Wo arc stiD hltorested in pursuing this important proje<n because aa the Community conveyed during 
·the earlier :meetirJas, cur lODi range plans' include a vnty of economic and commercial 
developnumts on over 2,000 acres that will surround our Wlld Horse Pass Casino. 

Wo would like tO requeet a meetins with you and Rpresentatives .of the City" a trausportatlon staff 
to discuss the 48* Street exttmsicn. Please have a member of your sta1f contact Ms. Carol Buckles, 
Encutive ~ at (520) 562-6040 to schedule a date and time. Should your staff have my 
questicma or desire additional inionnation they may contact :Ms. Sandra Shade, Direcrtor tbr 0\11" 

· Comm:LJDitYs Det'art!MDt ofTrallsportlttion at ('20) 562...6110. 

Sincerely, . 

·.~/P~. 
Ri~ P. Narcia 

·Lt Governor 

cc: Donald~ Autone, Sr.., Governor 
. Sandra Shade, Director, GRIC DOT 
Dale Gutenson, Coasultant, GRIC 
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RJdian/P. Nn'f1il 
GbvtRNOR 

Gi/0 RlPer Indiatt Community 
ExF.CUl JVF OrHc:E or rHF. GovFRNOR & LlFUlENAN 1 GoVEkNoR 

S~pte+r 10, 2003 

Honor~le Mayor Neil Giuliano, Chair 
Trans rtation Policy Committee 
Matico Assooiation of Oovc::rnments 
302 Nofh lst Avenue, Suite 300 
Phoenixj. AZ &5003 

Dear Cl1aitman Giuliano: 

Recent!*, representatives from. the Maricopa rusociati.on ofGovemments (MAG), a member of the 
Transpottatio~ Policy Cornn:i~e~ (fPC), and a City ~fPhoenix ~resentt:tive met with m~bers of 
my staflt to discuss the posstbthty of our Commuruty supporting a motion at an upcorrung TPC 
meetingjregarding the South Mountain Freeway. 

During the past two years, the Gila River Indian. Community has participated, as a key stakeholder, in 
the Environmenw Impact Statement (EIS) Study for the South Motmtain Freeway Corridor. 
Meetin~ve been held with the administrators tor the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(AJ??l1 and~ Federal Highway Administrat~~n (FHWA) to ~orm the~ of the Communitr's 
posttlon ardi.ng the proposed freeway. In addition, our CommurutyCounc1l adopted a Resolution 
in Au32000,. which in essence, does not support any freeway alignment on Tribal lands within the 
propo study area. Therefore. until sud time that our Cotmcil revisits this Resolution. the 
Comm , "ty wiU not support or endorse any proposed ulignments within. our boundary. 

We feel~· ongly that it is. premature for any freeway alignment to take precedence over another given 
that the IS study is stil1 two years away. from a Record of Decision. Further, we feel that any 
alie;ntne identified out,side the Community• s boWldary should not be precluded from the study and 
must al include the original Pecos Road alignment that was identified in MAG's Long Range 
TranspQ4a!ion Plan in 1985. 

315 WEST CASA Ht~o,f-J(A Ro.w .. POST o~riC( Boll <l7 • SAC.AlON, ARIZONA H.'i:J47 

fELti'HONE : (52(1J 562-6000 • fAX: 1.520) 562·h010 • EM/\11 ; execurivemail@gric. nsn.u~ 

Honorfble Neil Giuliano, Chair 
Septe1ber 10, 2003 
Page2; 

MemlJctrs of my staff will continue to work wii:h the study team for the EIS; however, any alignments 
for co$ideratian or approval must be ultimately approved by our Community Council. 

I 

~I'~~ 
Rich~ P. N~ia 
Govempr 

cc: 

i
acy V. Thomas, Lt. G<>vemor 

:rita River Community Council Members 
rban Giff~ Community Manager 
ary Bohnee, Executive Assistant, GRJC 
andra Shade, Di:feetot, GRIC DOT 

~
avis Pecusa, Superintendent, BIA Pima Agency 
ictor Mendez, Director, ADOT 
ill Hayden, Special A.Bsist.ant to Director, ADOT 

~obe~ Hol~is, ])i visio?- A~strator, FHWA 
qeiUlls S1t11th, Executive Drrector, MAG 
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Richard P Narda 
GDVERNQR e - •. . 

-
. . 

Gila River Indian Community 
ExECUTIVE OFHCE oF rHE GovERNoR & LIEUTENANT GovERNOR 

October 14, 2005 

Mr. Victor Mendez, Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
206 S. Seventeenth A venue 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-321,3 

Dear Director Mend~z: 

MARY V T. 
LiEUTCNANT G 

On behalf of the Gil.a River In:dian Community (the ••community''), I :appreciate the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (APOT) and the Federal Highway Administration . 
(FHWA) for taking the time to ·meet to di.scuss important trartsport~tion issues that face 
our respective organizations. 

As ·such, I believe the key to building a successful partnership is to develop a better 
communication process and protocol. Central to this effort is the need to identify a point 
of contact in our respective -organizations that is both knowledgeable aild capable of 
speaking in an offi.cial·capacity. For the Community, Ms. Sandra Shade, Director, Gila 
River Department of Transportation will continue to serve as the primacy contact. 

Consistent with our discussion, the Community would like to have Mr. Bill Hayden serve 
as the ADOT's primary liaison to the Community. As a part of your current team, Mr. 
Hayden brings to the bible the requisite experience in working with tribal governments. 
He has an established relationship with the Community Council, key staff, and the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). Of equal importance are his experience, knowledge and 
respect for our tribal protocol. The Lieutenant Governor and I both feel strongly that Mr. 
Hayden has demonstrated the ability to work with our leadership in an effective manner 
and,_ therefore, remain unyielding in our request that he serve as the key point of contact 
from ADOT to work with our Community on this project. We believe Mr. Hayden will 
move this project forward in a positive manner in the spirit of communication and 
cooperation with all stakeholders. 

Importantly, the Community recognizes the Interstate 10 (I-10) Widening Project is the 
number one statewide priority project for ADOT. As such, we feel strongly that ADOT 

~ 15 I/Vrs1 (,\V• B t.<~~". l\ R.o"'r," Po~, 01 rocE Box 97 ,. S1KATON. AR1 ..:ors~. 8524 7 
rELEI'Hor-~~ : (520j 562-6000 • Ft"'' (520) 562 ·601 0 .., EMAIL executlvemail@grir.nsn us 

must bring an experienced and professional project management team who wil1 work 
closely with our key staff in moving this project forward . 

The Community Council adopted Resolution GR-119-05 .. on August 5, 2005 that 
identifies several priority areas regarding the alignment, improvement, operation and 
maintenance of, and access to Interstate 10 within the boundaries "of our Community. · A 
copy of this resolution has been provided to you and Mr. Robert Hollis ofFHWA so that 
your respective organizations may begin the review process while we concurrently move 
forward with a Community outreach program and additional input and participation. 

Again, it was a pleasure to have the opportunity to meet with you and Mr. Hollis and I 
look forward to a mutually beneficial working relationship. Your consideration of the 
Community's recommendations is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

~~-t~ 
Richard P. Narcia, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 

cc: Lt. Governor Mary V. Thomas 
Gary Bohnee, Chief of Staff, GRJC 
Sandra Shade, Director, GRlC DOT 
Robert Ho11is, FHW A Division Administrator 
The Honorable Governor Janet Napolitano 
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.Ricnt?rtt.P. Nmda 
GOVER I>; OR 

Gila Ritter Iltdlatt Cotnr1tiiiilf!J 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR & LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 

Mr. Victor Mendez 
DU'eetor 
Arizona Department ofTnmsportation 
206 S. 17th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Dear .Director Mendez: 

Ma'!J V. Tnoma.r 
liEUTEN;',NT GOVERNOR 

.h.s you ~ aware, there bati Ie~;cnt:ly been considerabie public dobate on the future of the 
propok:d South Mo'lll'®bl ~ 202. In an effort to clarify the position of the Gila Rivc:r Indian 
Community (•"the Comnlunity'? on this issue please accept thjs letter to rea:ffinn that the 
Co:mmunity does not support any freeway alignment on tribal lands. 

Consistent witb a CenmnmityCouncil ~olution (GR-126-00) adopted in August 2000 and, more 
teeently, a motion that was adopted by the Council em DecCJnber 8, 2005 to reaffirm the August 
2000 resolution, the Community remains steadfast in. its position on the proposed S~uth Mounwn 
Loop 202. Importantly, it is the authority of tbe Conununity Counoil to detennine the 
transportation policy of the Cmrinnmity. Theref<m:, until such time that the Conununity Council 
revisits the· actions; 6¥: Community will :nt>t support or endorse any proposed alignment within 
the boundaries of the reservation. 

While ·the Comm~mity appreciates being il key stakeholder m the EnvirOilllleiltal Impact 
Statemen! (''EIS'? process to date, with the-heightened 1~1 of public debate on this issue it is 
important for the Community to oon-.rcr its position a& clr:::arly as pOssible. In any public forum it 
is our hope tbl: Community's position is enunciated accurately. Indeed, on behalf of the 
<:;ommunity we look; fotward to working with you oo other significant transporta-tion pwjects that 
are of con:unon interest. 

Please do not l)esito.te to contact me if you have any questiOIJi. 

~~t-~~ 
R.iohard P. Narcia 
Govdnor 

c;:c: Community Council, GRIC 
Robert Holfu;, Division Administrator, ffiW A 
Sandta Shade, Direot.()f, GRICDOT ·· 
Ce(:ilia Martine:, ~ Supe.rintQndent, BIA, Pima Agenoy 

315 WEST 0.SA BLANCA ROAD o POST 0FFra Box 97 o SACATON, ARIZONA 85247 
TELEPHONE: (520) 562-6000 o FAX: (520) 562-6~1 0 " EMAIL: executivemail@gric.nsn.us 

May 23,2006 
FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT: Jeri Thomas 

Community Public Information Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

(520) 562-6000 
(520) 562-6030 

Executive Office of the Governor and Lieutenant Governor 
-- Media Advisory --

Governor William R. Rhodes States 
The People of Gila River Indian Community 

Are Entitled to Vote on Loop 202 Issue 

Sacaton, Arizona - William R. Rhodes, Governor of the Gila River Indian 

Community, who in the past several weeks has raised speculation among off­

reseNation residents, politicians, and highway transportation officials that 

building the South Mountain Freeway on reseNation land may still be a 

possibility, despite past rejection of such a proposal by the Community Council, 

says his suggestion that the freeway issue should be decided by tribal members 

in a voter referendum is out of concern that all affected landowners and 

community residents be heard on the matter. 

Rhodes said he acknowledges that the community's District Six council 

passed district legislation opposing building the freeway on district land, and that 

the Gila River Community Counqil reaffirmed that opposition last year. "District 

Six, they have a legal resolution, and the Community Council resolution 

reaffirming the District Six resolution is legal," he said, but he noted that during 

his campaign for governor land owner groups approached him with concerns 

about not having a voice when opposition was raised. 

"The landowners are saying, 'We didn't get a chance to vote.' That's true, 

if you're not from that District (Six), you didn't get to vote," Rhodes said. He 

explained that tribal members who have land interest in the affected area of the 

proposed South Mountain Freeway aren't necessarily members of District Six; 
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they may be enrolled members in any of the other six districts of the Gila River 

Indian Community. 

This oversight can be remedied, he said, "Their right to vote can come 

through a voter referendum. This issue has been going on for the past three to 

four administrations, we will get an answer, and the way get an answer is by a 

referendum vote. I'm doing this to protect the peoples' rights. They have a right to 

a referendum." 

Rhodes said the bylaws and constitution of the Gila River Indian 

Community outlines two ways that such a referendum can be held-one, it can 

be called by a resolution of the Community Council; two, it can called if at least 

1 0 percent of the registered voters in the community sign a petition. 

Article 13-Referendum, of the Community's Constitution reads, "A 

referendum on any enacted or proposed ordinance or resolution or other action 

of the Council shall be called by a petition of 10 percent or more of the qualified 

voters of the Community or by resolution of the Council. Such referendum may 

be held at a special election called for that purpose or may be held at the same 

time as and concurrent with any other election. The result of such referendum 

shall be immediately noted in the Council minutes by the Secretary and shall be 

conclusive and binding upon the Council." 

Rhodes said in pursuit of such a referendum, "We can go through the 

Community Council, ask them for a referendum vote to get an answer from the 

voters. If the Council feels it doesn't want to do a special election, then we'll have 

to go get signatures. The people have a right to a referendum, it's in the 

Constitution. The landowners have a right to express yes or no." 

. QtLA. RIVER ·rNQtAN COMMUNITY· 
. SACATON., ,AZ 85247 : 

:LAND-USE PLANNiNG & ZONIN~ 
· . Fred - Ring·l~ro, Dire?tor 

Planning &_ Zoning Cominfssion 
Ordi-nance Enforcement Office · 
Tribat.Homesite :Office : 
Livestock Office - . 
SIJrvey & Enginee~ing _. ' I ' · . 

. . . . : . 

POST-OfFIGE-BOX E 
(520) .562~3301 
( 480) 899-0092 
(520) . 8~6-7291 

. FAX (520) 562-4008 

. NATURALRE~OURC~S STANDING COMMITTEE 
. ~IGHT-()F-'ENTRY -
f'I;~MIT NO. Rt-02;,_01 

THIS RI(;HT- OF- ENTRY is here_by.granted~ t_o;: .. . · . 

: _ HDREngineering, Inc; ·. 
_ 2.t4(East Highla-nd.-Avenu·~ · 

· Suite-250 - .. 
Phoenix,. Arizona 8!j~16-473q · 

.• · . · . · · · Telephone (602) 508-6600 _ . _ - . 
*Contact ·Pers(?h: Stephen~- Martin, P.E., Proje?t Manager ; 

THIS RIGHT-Qf.;ENTRY, has, been grantedforthe following purpose.~ -T~ perrorm tne> 
following> general types, otwork_:· · · · : . · · · ·. _· · · _ · · . - . - · 

- - • 1. To p~fform _land surveying and temporary-aerial target cdnstruction.-· 
. . . - . ' . . . . .. 

2. · To_ eohduct :fteld investigations for a v~riety of non-:Ci:lsturbing · 
environmental· sur:Veys iricludfng drainag:e; biological, cultural; lal)d · 
use. sodo-:~conomic, tra-nsportation, -geolog-icat visual, n·oise; air · 
qua,tity~, utilities,_and ot~er eriviro~mental considerations. ' -

T~l~ RIGHT .. of:.;EN-TRY, wiJI. ~ncompass-the general: alignineht studies already 
approvedfor considerationthrough_priorTribal- CounCil Resolution. :The ·~tudy are~: is a · 
three-mile wide. cqrridor starting witt} the. eastern. boUnda·ry -Hne being the: Interstate. 
Highway 1-10, northern boundary is the GRIC northern boundary line or commonly.. , 
known as Peco_s Road alignment'to a point known as the 35Ift Ave alignm~nt and turns 

·-northwest to the Salt River; the westem1 -boundary line _is.th~ -Gila River and runs ·north 
to the~ Salt River Please see the attached niap of the approved study: area. · ,.. · 
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. ·. 

·. ~; -, 

· THIS RIGHT -OF~WAY, will comme.nce. September 6, 2001 and end Septemb.er 5; 
. 2003 . ' . . . . 

. THIS ~IGHT -OF~WA Y; was aRprov<?d at a duly held meeting of the Gila Rive·r 'Tribal· . 
Council meeting on; S~ptember 5, 4001 in wh.ich Gila River Tribal Council app'roved 

··granting a blanket right-of-entry for a three: (3) year period b~g_irming Septemb~r 6, 
2001" and ending--September 5, 2004; · · · · · · · 

·THIS RIGHT-OF-E~TRY, is·. granted· with the ~ol~owi~g co'nd_itions: · 

1-.. . 

. 2. 

.•lndividual$.graotedentry into the Gila River Indian Commur~itY (the . 
"Gornrriunity"), :but found in· other a·reas butside of theidob sites ·: . 
may be· Cited for: civil trespas~ihg, by tribal R~ngers and/or tri.bar· law 

-·enforcement officers.: ln. addition-; individuals cited for-civil ~re~pass-
co~:~ra be .fine_d and. have· their .~ehi'cres arid/or equ_ipment · · 
co~fis~at~d. · . .· . . .. · . ·. . . . . . • :. , ..• . · . 
Activities-which are not related directly.forthe .. p.urpose stated· . 
·above is.a.yioiatibn of tile gr~nting ~o'r this Right-()f- Entry permit 
_and may be·cause fprthe'p~rmit .to.be revoked .. · · ·. · . . ·· .· · ... ~: · . 

3. . . .. Individuals ·grarited access into the Comm~~ity are prohil?ited from 
carrying firearms ohto tribal lands. (Ti-ibat' Law prohibits h_unting 

4. 

5 . . 

. an<;f,ftshing activities). . . . . . . . . ' . 
Individuals gra'nted access into the Comrrtunity mu.st-be· aware th~t . 
there are-o'rdinances protecting archaeolpgicat.a:nd historical. ~ites, ~ 

. as well ~s the pmt~ctioh of native plants.,:· f'n· the event any· ground 
disturbance is conducted contact with the Land Use· Ordinan.ce-·. . . -.. 

·. Office has to. be. made ·priodo the actjvity~ ··lndividuals granted 
actess into the .Commun_ity s,hould rnakean.~arnesteffbrtto · ·. . 
·b.ecome know,edgeable ofthe~e ·ard.nan~es,_ ormake inquirie~·to 
the GRIC/Land'and Water.ResourcesDepartmentwhen in dbuqt<. 
about: situations OfelatingJo:thern. . ' . • .. . ·.. . . .. ' ' . . ·. ·: . 
The individuals identified in. this perrnitwm notity-lhe Land Use · , 

. Ordinance Office 24 hours iry advance. ~hen visits will &.e. made_ i11to · 
the COmmunity. . . . . . . . . . . 
Individuals granted access into the Gila Rivet liidian Community 

. must keep this R.iqht-of-Erittv iri their· possession ·at all. times· · 
... . . {copies,.ofthis permit may be ll)cide}. Further; it will be·unde_rst.ood 
· . that the partidpan~s- .ofthis activity\v.ill abide by'.the laws and · . , . 

' - ·.. . ' ,• :· · . . · . _· . . ' . 

' ; ' 

. :. -·. 

ordin~nce~ of the Gila River _Indian Community; 

· THIS RIGHT ·OF-ENT~Y. in no wa~. holds the Gila: River Indian .Con:;Jmunity liable for 

. any- theft~. damage~ or injuries while on ·th~ Gila. Riv~r Indian Community. Rese~ation . . 
. . . 

ye~icles:. · See attached vehicle i~formation . 

· . Personnel: , See .attached personnel i~f~rrriation 

.. ~ · 

:Notes: , . 
1 ... .- Current 'i3usiness License is.-required for all. const.iltants doing.wotkwithin the 

Gila Ri-ver:! rid ian Corl)munity, incJt.idiog. sub consult~nts~ · •- · . , · , . . . · . . . 
2: : Any .ad(iitions to field _perso'nhet and field ·vehiCles• will ne'ed to be reportedifaxed ·• 

to the Land Use Ordinance Office·. · ·. · . . ·. ·. · .. · , , · · · · ·· 
.. 3. Maps attached. identifying areas ·where work wiU be condtJcted.· ; 

• ·• ·..J_ • - • • . .. • •• • • • • • · _ •• • 

cc: Dohald•Antone, Sr.,: Governor. 
Richard Narica, Lt _Gbvernor . . 
Davis Pecusa,.Pima Ag~ncy Superintendent · · 

·. ·GB.I c Rangers· . . · . .· . . · · . 
·Elaine Blackwater, Land· Use Ordinance Officer 

. ·· .... ,· ' . ' . , . ' .· . 

'. 

.. ·: , • 


