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January 2, 1966

Lack of Organization in Flood Aid Claimed -
Command Post Need Declared

Weekend Flood, Phoenix Union High School System, Coordinating Rescue Operations, Chain of
Command, Much Confusion

2 January 2, 1966(66 Called Year of Decision on Flood Control x|Maricopa County Flood Control, New River, Agua Fria, Bonds, John Lowry, Maricopa County Flood
Control District, 36 Construction Projects, Phoenix Protection System, salt River, Tempe, Indian Bend
Wash Channelization, Scottsdale, Skunk Creek, New River and Adobe Dams, Carl Pleasant Dam,
Wildlife, Recreation, Peoria, Yavapai County, Larger Drainage Areas, Lower Cave Creek Dam
4 January 3, 1966|Flood Control Bond Vote Delayed Month x|Flood Control Bond, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Gila and Salt Rivers, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Soil Conservation Service, Flood Damage, Average Year
January 3, 1966|State Cotton Crop takes Beating from Heavy Rain  |x|Rains, Pink Boll Worm Blight
6 January 5, 1966|Request Granted - 500-Foot River Channel x|Maricopa County Flood Control District, Salt and Gila Rivers, Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S.
4 January 9, 1966(Legislature Should Ban Floodway Obstructions x|South Platt River, Denver, Phoenix, Damage, Structures Built in Floodplain, Arizona, Maricopa County
Flood Control District, Control Encroachments in Floodways, Proper Zoning, City of Tempe, Salt River,
17 January 13, 1966|More About - Flood Control x|1963, Glendale, Maryvale, Flood Control Dams, Heavy Rains, Dikes, Diversion Structures, Storm
Sewers, Bond Issue, Phase A, Phase B
9 January 14, 1966|Facts Spelled Out on $115 Million Flood Control x|Maricopa County Flood Control District, 29 Projects, Bond Issue, U.S. Corps of Engineers, Soil
Plan Conservation Service, Gila-Salt River, Construction, Levees, Tempe, Granite Reef to Gillespie Dams,
51st Avenue, Orme Dam, 91st Avenue, Tempe Buttes, Salt River, Southern Pacific Railroad, Indian Bend
10 January 16, 1966|Project Better Prepared Now to Meet Flood x| Salt River, Flood Triggered, Rain Melting Deep Snow, Runoff, 1949, U.S. Soil Conservation Service, U.S.
Conditions Weather Bureau, Civil Defense, Army Corps of Engineers
11 January 21, 1966|Letters to the Editor - Flood Control Rates Big 'Yes" [x|Flood Control, Maricopa County, 1959 Enact Legislation Enabling Flood Control, U.S. Army Corps of
Vote Engineers, Soil Conservation Service, Bureau of Reclamation
12 January 21, 1966|Yes' Vote Asked for Flood Control x|Dams, Salt and Verde Rivers, Salt River Project Reservoir, Tucson, Painted Rock Dam, Yuma, State of
California
13 January 21, 1966|The Case for Flood Control x|Proposed Maricopa County Flood Control Program, Scottsdale, Maryvale, Sunnyslope, Proposed Orme
Dam, Central Arizona Project, Pending Southwest Water Plan
14 January 23, 1966|Control Program Costly, But So Are Floods - x|Maricopa County, Maricopa County Flood Control District, John C. Lowry, Scottsdale, Maricopa Citizens
County Taxpayers to Decide Whether Protection Flood Protection Committee, W.B. Barley, Glendale, Flood Control Established 1959, Comprehensive
Worth Daily Cigarette Cost Flood Control Program Report, Salt River, Phoenix, Orme Dam, Salt and Verde Rivers, Mesa, Central
Arizona Project, Bureau of Reclamation, Congress, Colorado River, CAP, Gila River, 91st Avenue,
Gillespie Dam, Buckeye, U.S. Corps of Engineers, Tempe Levees, Indian Bend Wash, Greater Phoenix,
11 Big Floods Since 1926, Avondale, Chandler, El Mirage, Gilbert, Gila Bend, Goodyear, Guadalupe,
Litchfield Park, Moon Valley, Palo Verde, Paradise Valley, Peoria, Queen Creek, Surprise, Tempe,
Tolleson, Wickenburg, Youngtown, Glendale Flooded in 1963
15 January 23, 1966|Interview Highlights - The Major Problems Involved |x|Bond Issue, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Orme Dam, Central Arizona Project, Gila River

in Proposed County Project

Channel, 91st Avenue, Salt River, W.B. Barkley
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January 23, 1966

County Flood Control District - Legend Explains
Map at Right

X

Gila-Salt Channel, Tempe Levees, Lower Indian Bend Wash Channel, Agua Fria, New River, Skunk
Creek, Arizona Canal Diversion and Channel, Dreamy Draw Dam, Shea Boulevard, 16th Street, Squaw
Peak, North Phoenix Mountain Channel, New River Dam, Peoria, Avondale, Adobe Dam, Bell Road,
Black Canyon Highway, Phoenix, Lower Cave Creek Dam, Cave Buttes, Deer Valley, Sunnyslope, Union
Hills Diversion, 40th Avenue, Moon Valley, Cave Buttes Dam, Glendale, Maryvale, Tolleson, South
Mountain, Salt River, Casandro Wash Dam, Wickenburg, Sunset and Sunnycove Dams, Buckhorn-
Mesa, Mesa, Gilbert, Higley, Williams Field Chandler, Pima Indian Reservation, Bender and Sand Tank
Washes, Gila Bend, Gillespie Channel, Southern Pacific Railroad, U.S. 80, Apache Junction-Gilbert-
Williams Field-Chandler, Guadalupe and Elliot Roads, State 87, Canal Drive, Pecos Road, Buckeye,
Yuma Road, Palo Verde, Gila River, North Phoenix Mountain Project, Arizona Canal, 38th Street, 48th
Street, Scottsdale, Sols Wash Channel, Hassayampa, Flying 'E' Wash, Powder House Wash Dam, Cave
Creek Town Dike, Cave Creek, Orme Dam, Verde-Salt Confluence, Central Arizona Project, Queen
Creek Floodway, Gila River Indian Reservation, Sonoqui Watershed, Harquahala Valley, Burnt Mountain
Centennial Wash, Sonoqui Structures, Santan Mountains

18

January 23, 1966

Protecting Ourselves

x|Maricopa County, Bonds, Flood Protection Committee, 1957, Flood Control Act, 1959, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Dams, Channels, Conduits, Levees, Seepage Pits, Scottsdale, Tempe, Mesa, Wickenburg,
Glendale, Tolleson, Greater Phoenix, The Capital, Minor Floods 1926, 1930, 1933, 1936, 1941, 1946,
1954, 1961, and 1963, Maryvale, W .B. Barkley

19

January 23, 1966

Indian Bridge

x|Maricopa Indian Tribe, South Phoenix, Laveen, Isolated, Floodwaters, Central Avenue Bridge, 75th
Avenue, Tolleson, 91st Avenue and Van Buren, Plaque

20

January 30, 1966

County Urged to Study land Adjacent to Channel

x| Valley Beautiful Citizens Council, Maricopa County, Salt River, Bond Issue, Green Belts, South Phoenix,
Maricopa County Flood Control District, Channelization, Orme Dam, Salt and Verde Rivers, Central
Arizona Project

21

January 31, 1966

Valley Municipal Chiefs from Flood Bonds Group

x|Maricopa County's Cities and Towns, Flood Control Program, E.J. Brown, Citizens Flood Protection
Committee, W.B. Barkley, Bond Issue, Eleven Major Floods Since 1926, Salt River Bed, State Capital
Flood 1941 Cave Creek Area, Encanto Park Solid Sheet of Floodwater, 1963 Glendale - Maryvale

January 00, 1966

Water Retarding Projects in Flood Control Plan

x|Apache Trail, East Mesa, Col. John C. Lowry, Approved Federal Funds, Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed,
County Flood Control Program, 1963, Chandler, Gilbert, Apache Junction, Watershed, History of 33
Floods, 1954, Weeks Wash, Signal Butte, Spook Hill, Salt River Bed, Southern Canal

January 00, 1966

More About - Damage Estimated by Guess and by
Golly

x|Flood Problem, Dreamy Draw, Cave Creek, Skunk Creek, New River, Agua Fria, Corps of Engineers,
Soil Conservation Service, 1943 Flood, Peoria, Avondale, Runoff, Rooftops and Streets Shed Water,
Storm Drains, Glendale, Storm Drain System, Maricopa County Flood Control District

22

February 2, 1966

Flood Protection Committee to Offer Speakers for
Civic Groups

x|Somers H. White, Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee, Bonds, Dikes Dams, Channels,
Levees, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

23

February 4, 1966

7th Avenue Open; Drain Work Ends

Storm Drain Seventh Avenue from Bethany Home Road to Glendale Avenue

>

24

February 4, 1966

Flood Plan Endorsed by Regents

Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee, Dikes, Dams, Channels, Levees, Salt River, Sun Devil
Stadium, Phoenix, Tempe, Scottsdale, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

>

25

February 5, 1966

Flood Bonds Get Mayors' Approval

x| Arizona State Board of Regents, Mayor Brown, Mesa, Bond Issue, Citizens Flood Protection Committee,
W.B. Barkley, Eleven Major Flood Years Since 1926, Maricopa County, Salt River Bed, State Capitol
1941, Encanto Park, Serious Damage, Glendale and Maryvale 1963, Dr. G. Homer Durham, Arizona
State University
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26 February 6, 1966|Regents 18 Mayors OK Bonds x|Maricopa County, County Wide Flood Control Program, Maricopa County Flood Control District, W.B.
Barkley, Dr. G. Homer Durham, Flood Protection for ASU Campus, Salt River, Tempe, Sun Devil
Stadium
27 February 7, 1966|More Water for Tempe x| Tempe, Papago Park, Salt River
28 February 7, 1966|Flood-Control Vote Gets Backing x|W .B. Barkley, Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee, Bond, Comprehensive Flood Protection,
Business Endorsements
30 February 10, 1966|Unit Plans Flood Bond Opposition x| Arizona Homeowners Association, Opposition, Countywide Flood Protection Program, Bond Election,
Maricopa County Flood Control District
29 February 11, 1966|Flood Control Bond Issue Would Cut Taxable Land [x|Maricopa County's Taxable Property, Exemption Under Flood Control Proposal, Bond Issue, Lists of
Exempt Personal Property Businesses, Maricopa County Flood Control District
31 February 11, 1966|SRP to Release Water Saturday at Granite Reef x|Salt River Project, Granite Reef Dam, Salt River
32 February 11, 1966(Salt River Dry-up to End Saturday SRP Announces |[x|Salt River Channel, Salt River Project, Granite Reef Diversion Dam
33 February 11, 1966|Flood Control Issue Attacked by Homeowners x| Arizona Homeowners Association, Opposition, Maricopa County Flood Control Bond Issue, Storm Drains
34 February 11, 1966|Flood Control Opposed x| Arizona Homeowners Association, Bond Proposal, Maricopa County Property Owners, Salt River Floods,
Channelization, John C. Lowry
35 February 11, 1966|Goldwater Endorses Flood Plan x|Barry Goldwater, Endorsing Comprehensive Flood Control Program in Maricopa County, W.B. Barkley,
Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee
36 February 13, 1966|Formula for Flood Control Would Even Pain x|Maricopa County Flood Control District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Soil Conservation Service, Bond
Computer - Estimating Damage is Tough Job Issue, Dams, Channels, Levees, Regulate Floods, Salt River, Col. John C. Lowry
37 February 15, 1966|Council Urges Voters to OK Flood Bonds x|Phoenix City Council, Maricopa County Flood Control Bond Program, Col. John C. Lowry, Fred
Glendenning, Dam Construction, Salt River, Phoenix, Cave Creek Wash, Sunnyslope, Arcadia
38 February 15, 1966]|Support Growing for Area Flood Control Proposal  |x|Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee, Bond Issue, W.B. Barkley, Salt River, Flood Hazard
Removal, Industrial and Commercial Development, Recreation Facilities, List of Organizations and
39 February 17, 1966|Flood Bond Cinch? - Survey Shows Public x|Survey, Maricopa County, Flood Control Bond Authority, "Scare-Tactic" form of Advertising, Salt River
Ignorance; 'Yes' Vote Flood, Extensive Damage in Maryvale, Citizens Flood Protection Committee, William B. Barley, Pay for
42 February 18, 1966|Engineer Plugs Benefits in Flood Control Program  [x|Flood Control Program, Sam Langford, County Engineer, Bond Issue, Run-off Builds Quickly
40 February 18, 1966|Flood Control Okay Urged - Retail Association x|Corps of Engineers, Comprehensive Flood Control System, Maricopa County Flood Control District,
Official Seeks Bill's Passage Opposition, Alien Waters Would be Dumped in Skunk Creek, New River Basin, Agua Fria, Peoria,
Sunnyslope, Sun City
41 February 18, 1966|Maryvale Flood Claims Hit x|Col. John C. Lowry, Maryvale-Glendale 1963, Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee, Bond
Election, Carry Away Concentrations of Floodwaters, Heavy Downpour, Grand Canal, Grand Avenue,
Glendale, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
44 February 19, 1966|Putting Flood to Work x|Beneficial Use, Flood Waters, Irrigation Operators' Workshop, Pat garret, Cortaro Water Users
Association, Santa Cruz, Marana, 1962 Deluge, Phoenix, Big Flood of 1965-6,
45 February 20, 1966(It's a New House Design x|Won't Vote, Flood Control
43 February 20, 1966|Campaign Active for Flood Control x|Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee, Sell Proposed Countywide Flood Control Program,
Maricopa County Flood Control District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, List of Appearances
48 February 21, 1966|Urgent' Flood Business Still Left Undone X

Maricopa County, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Spending, Budget, Flood Control Act of 1959,
Bond Issue
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47 February 22, 1966|Pinal is Where County Flood Control Starts x|Flood Control, Maricopa County, Pinal County, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Culvert, Vineyard
Road, U.S. 60-70-80-89, Ellsworth Road, Eastern Maricopa County, U.S. Soil Conservation District, John
Lowry, Budget, City of Phoenix, Salt River Project

46 February 23, 1966|Money for Flood Control Makes Interesting Reading |x|Budgets, Records, Money Spent, Maricopa County Flood Control District John Lowry,

49 February 24, 1966|Flood Bond Opposition Mounting x|Flood Control Project, Incomplete Program, Jerome H. Everson, Additional Bonds, Salt River Bed, Col.
John C. Lowry, Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Orme Dam, Central Arizona Project, Verde
and Salt Rivers, 1963 Flooding of Maryvale, Glendale, Storm Sewer System, Bond Issue, Vote NO!

50 February 24, 1966|Flood Debate x|Public Debate, Maricopa County, Flood Control Bonds, Greater Phoenix Land Owners Association, Sam
Tucker, David C. Cox, Home Owners Association

51 February 26, 1966(The People Speak - Total Flood Control Cost Will  [x|Votes "Yes", Bond Issue, Maricopa County, Colonel Lowry, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Salt

Far Exceed Benefits River Bed, Orme Dam, Central Arizona Project, 1963 Maryvale Flood

52 February 28, 1966|Controls for New River Price of Peoria Support x| Town Council, Specific Controls, Floodwaters, New River, Peoria, Sun City, New River Basin, New River
Channel, Redesign, Peak Flood Load, Skunk Creek Drainage, John C. Lowry, E.B. Tucker, Flood Out,
Sun City Sewer Plant, Olive Avenue

53 February 28, 1966|Bond Vote on Flood Control Set x|Debate, Maryvale Chamber of Commerce, John C. Lowry, David Cox, Arizona Home Owners
Association, Conflicting Statements

54 February 28, 1966|Light Vote Expected on Flood Issue x|Maricopa County Voters, County Elections Office, Maricopa County Flood Control District

55 February 28, 1966|Bond Election Tomorrow x|Maricopa County Flood Control Bond Election, Authorize Flood Control, Bond Issue

56 March 3, 1966|Flood Bond Vote Tuesday - Where We Stand x|Flood Control Bond Issue, Maricopa County, Levy Taxes, Maricopa County Flood Control Program,
Scare Campaign, Full Facts, West Phoenix, Maryvale-Glendale, Dikes, Salt River, Right-of-way
Acquisition, Salt River Project, '100-year Flood"

57 March 3, 1966|Flood Bond Vote Tuesday - Plan Calls for Salt River|x|Maricopa County Flood Control District, Col. John C. Lowry, Orme Dam, Central Arizona Project, Salt

Dikes River, Granite Reef Dam, Corps of Engineers, Levees, Tempe, 40th Street, 16th Street, 7th Avenue,
O.H. Lillard, Bureau of Reclamation, CAP, Phases A and B, Phase C

58 March 3, 1966|Alternate Program: Make it Rain x|Costly Flood, Maryvale-Glendale, 1963, Latest Scientific Information, Weather Satellite

59 March 3, 1966|Flood Tax Exemptions Staggering x|Maricopa County Flood Control Program, 1959, Col. John C. Lowry, List of Tax Exempt Businesses

60 March 3, 1966|Vote Nears on $22 Million Flood Control Bonds x|Maricopa County, Proposed Flood Control Program, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Bonds, U.S.
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Soil Conservation Service, 29 Projects, Network of Dikes, Dams, Channels,
Conduits, Levees, Seepage Pits

61 March 3, 1966|More About - Vote Nears on $22 Million Flood x|Congress, 29 Projects, Corps of Engineers, John C. Lowry, Revenue, Bridle the Restless Floodwater

62 March 4, 1966(Voters Hazy in Many Areas - Just What is Involved |x|Maricopa County Property Owners, Flood Control Program, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Roads,

in Bond Election for Flood Control? Bridges, Maintenance of Flood Control Structures, Salt River, Channelized, New Bridges, Lined

(Concrete) Channel, City of Phoenix, Dikes, Dams, Levees, Conduits, Disposal of Flood Waters, Salt,
Verde and Gila, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Indian Bend Wash, Cave Creek, Channelization
of Salt River, Orme Dam, Central Arizona Project, Recommended Clearing, 91st Avenue, Gillespie Dam,
Scottsdale, Arizona Canal, East Phoenix, North Tempe, Arizona State University, ASU, Dreamy Draw,
Squaw Peak, Earth Filled Dams, New River, Skunk Creek, Peoria, Avondale, Glendale, Maryvale,
Tolleson, Pinal County, Vineyard Road, Apache Junction, Chandler, General Motors Proving Ground,
Williams Air Force Base, 1926, Maricopa County Citizens Protection Committee

63 March 5, 1966|Flood Control Plan is Good X

Maricopa County Flood Control Proposals, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Scottsdale, Maryvale,
Sunnyslope, Salt River Channel, Arizona Canal
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64 March 5, 1966(Flood Control Projects Mapped x|36 Projects Planned, Listed and Shown on Map, Maricopa County Flood Control District
65 March 6, 1966|Tuesday Decides Fate of Flood Control Bonds x|Maricopa Flood Protection Committee, Major Criticism, Maryvale Chambers of Commerce, Lee Ohsiek,
Pot Shots, David C. Cox, Arizona Homeowners Association, John C. Lowry
66 March 6, 1966(The People Speak - Flood Protection Benefits Will |x|Corps of Engineers, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Congress Approved Project, Jerome
Exceed Project Costs Evanson's Concern, Mr. Cox, Scottsdale, Storm Drains, Maryvale-Glendale, Grand Canal, Phoenix,
Arizona Canal, Break Banks of Canal, Scottsdale Two Tremendous Floods 1939 and 1943, 12 Breaks in
Arizona Canal, Utilities Exempt, Arizona Homeowners Association, County of Los Angeles, Painted Rock
Dam, Gila River, Yuma County, Tucson, Bureau of Reclamation, Colorado River, Hoover Dam
67 March 7, 1966|Voters Decide Tomorrow on Flood Control Bonds  |[x|List of Flood Control Bond Issue Precincts
68 March 7, 1966|A Sure Thing: Floods Will Come x|Flood Damage, Maricopa County, Salt River Channel, White Tank Mountains, McDowell's, Phoenix,
Roads Washed Out, Homes in Mud, Canals Bursting, Deaths, Vote Yes, Maricopa County Flood Control
District, Bonds
69 March 8, 1966|Flood Control Voting - Thousands Ignoring Ballot  [x|Maricopa County Voters, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Voting Light
70 March 10, 1966|Voters Rebel; Reject Bonds x|Maricopa County, Defeated Bond, Cave Creek Vote, Gila Bend, Col. John C. Lowry, Opposition,
Maryvale-Glendale, Sunnyslope, Army Corps of Engineers, Exempt Property, Canals, Dikes, Relief of
Flood Problems, Salt River, Cloudbursts, Alleviated Damage, Storm Drainage System, Mistrust by
Voters, Manner Taxed, Pressure Tactics, Maricopa Citizens Flood Protection Committee
83 March 00, 1966|Owners of These Hines Know About Rain Damage -[x|Flood Control Program, Maricopa County, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Phase B, Greater
Phase B in Flood Control Plan Phoenix System, Approved by Congress, Channel Development, Agua Fria River, New River, Skunk
Creek, Deer Valley, Peoria, Sun City, Avondale, Union Hills Diversion Channel, Gila River, Adobe Dam,
New River Dam, Arizona Canal, Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, 83rd Avenue, Storm Sewers, Dreamy
Draw Dam, Squaw Peak, Shea Boulevard, Dikes, 38th Street to 40th Street, Old Cross Cut Canal, Salt
River, 43rd Avenue, Cave Buttes Dam, Moon Valley, Lower Cave Creek Dam, Cave Buttes, Bell Road,
Black Canyon Highway, Earth-fill Adobe Dam, Heavy Rains 1963
71 April 16, 1966|Jones Flood Plan x| Thornton Jones, Saltcedars, Batamontes, Catclaws, Arrowweeds, Gila, Buckeye, Gillespie Dam, Gila
River Bottoms, Salt and Gila, Flood-Control Plan, 1965-66 Flood, Channel Scouring, Granite Reef Dam,
Painted Rock Dam, Burn or Remove Driftwood, Phreatophytes
72 May 21, 1966|Storm Drain Pact - Supervisors Asked to Approve |x|Storm Drainage Project, Broadway and 48th Street, City of Tempe, State of Arizona, Salt River Project,
Treaty Maricopa County Flood Control District, Handle Storm Water, Pima Freeways, I-10, Enlarge Existing
Channel, Phoenix, Salt River Channel, 34th Street, Flood Control Maintenance
73 June 24, 1966|County Flood Control Project Okayed x|Maricopa County Flood Control District, 3 Mile earth Filled Levee, Pinal County, Apache Junction, Protect
Farms, Williams Air Force Base, General Motors Proving Ground
74 June 24, 1966|Trailer Park Asks Block of Dirt Dump x| Tempe Trailer Park, Restraining Order, Arizona State University, Dumping Landfill, Salt River Channel,
Fill Material, South River Bank, Threatened With Flooding, Remove Fill
75 July 00, 1966|Hualapai Dreams x|Central Arizona Project, Hydroelectric Dams, Arizona's Indians, Pimas, Hualapai Dam, Peach Springs,
Colorado River, Bridge Canyon, Beautiful Lake, Grand Canyon National Park
76 August 18, 1966|Flood Project Authorized x|First Structure, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Power-line Dam and Spillway, Apache Junction,
Vineyard Road, Easter Maricopa County, Maricopa County Maintain and Operate Structure, Permanent
Easement, State Land Department
77 | September 14, 1966(Still Flooding

Maricopa County Voters, Flooding, Torrential Rain, Flood Control
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78

September 20, 1966

Einstein Son to Conduct River Study

Dr. Hans A. Einstein, University of California, Berkley, Flow and Channel Study, Salt and Gila Rivers,
Tributaries, Water Engineering, Maricopa County Flood Control District Citizens Advisory Board, John
Lowry, Aerial Inspection, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Army Corps of Engineers, Geological Survey, Soil
Conservation Service, Unbiased Recommendations, Outsider

79

September 22, 1966

Fund Earmarked for City Project

Flood Control Program, Phoenix, Sen. Carl Hayden, Storm Drain Design, 32nd to 42nd Streets, Arizona
Canal, Salt River, Sky Harbor Airport

80

October 12, 1966

County Park Plan Given Goddard

Maricopa County Officials, Governor Goddard, Park Recreation, Maricopa County Regional Park System
Plan, Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission

81

October 26, 1966

News of Maryvale Area - Poll Indicates Drainage,
Sidewalks Wanted Most

Maryvale Residents, Drainage Sidewalks

82

October 31, 1966

Hearing Set on Flood Control Plans

Glendale-Maryvale, South Phoenix, U.S. Corps of Engineers, Floods August 1963

84

June 27, 1984

Council Attacks Flood-Channel Plans

Phoenix City Council, Flood Control Channel, Hideous Eyesore, Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, U.S.
Corps of Engineers, Maricopa County Flood Control District, 40th Street and Camelback to Skunk Creek,
Peoria

85

May 13, 1985

The Phoenix Ditch- Don't Let Them Build It

Reach Four, Empty Storm Gutter, Arizona Canal, 12th Street and Northern, 40th Street and Camelback,
Phoenix, Ugliness, Army Corps of Engineers, Maricopa County Flood Control District, Citizens Against
Reach Four, Plan 6, Rio Salado, Private Hydrological Study, New Flood Plain, Economic Disaster,
Approved, Congress, 1965, 1974, Server Thunderstorm, Cudia City Wash, Overflow, Flood, Phoenix,
32nd and 40th Streets, 1972 Flood, Design Memorandum, Reach One, Cave Creek Sediment Basin,
Phoenix City Council

86

November 15, 1985

PV Council Approves Reach Four Resolution

Supporting, Proposed Reach Four, Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, Approved, Paradise Valley Town
Council, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ACDC, Cudia City Wash, 40th Street and Camelback Road,
Skunk Creek Near 75th Avenue and Bell Road, 12th Street, Phoenix Country Day School, Greenbelt,
40th Street to Stanford Drive, Phoenix City Council, Mayor Terry Goddard, Homeowners, Arizona
Biltmore Resort Hotel, 24th Street and Missouri Avenue

87

April 30, 1986

Flood Channel on Hold - Again - Biltmore,
Neighbors Register Opposition

Biltmore, Phoenix City Council, Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, Reach Four, Runoff, North Phoenix,
Salt River, Dreamy Draw, 12th Street, Glendale Avenue, Cudia City Wash, 40th Street Camelback Road,
1972 Flood

88

April 30, 1986

Channel

Los Angeles, ACDC Advisory Committee, Reach Four, Wrought-Iron Fence, Aesthetic Impact, Tunnel
Option, US Corps of Engineers, Friction Evident, Mayor Terry Goddard, Paradise Valley Detention Basin,
County Flood Control District, Papago Freeway, Arizona Canal, Skunk Creek, Sun City, East Phoenix

89

May 2, 1986

Phoenix Given 3 Months to Decide on Waterway

Phoenix, Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, Army Corps of Engineers, Drainage Way, Arizona Canal,
40th Street, Camelback Road, 75th Avenue, Bell Road, Between 12th and 40th Streets, Arizona Biltmore
Resort Hotel, 24th Street and Missouri Avenue, Planned Since late 1960's, Central Phoenix, Storm
Drainage, North Phoenix, Glendale, 12th Street to 75th Avenue, Tunnel, Salt River, Maricopa County
Flood Control District, Utility Lines, Build Bridges

90

May 00, 1986

Biltmore Developer Fights Reach 4

Arizona Biltmore Properties, Reach 4, Proposed Extension, Vern Schweigert, Rostland Arizona, Inc.,
Citizens Against Reach 4, Oppose, Army Corps of Engineers, Arizona Canal Diversion Channel,
Maricopa County Flood Control District, Skunk Creek, 75th Avenue, Bell Road, Dreamy Draw, 40th
Street, Camelback Road, Arizona Canal, Congress 1965, 12th Street to Cudia City Wash, Flood in 1972




x|Key Wor

0 Ye! Title of Newspaper Article

92 August 15, 1986|Flood Projects get $12 Million for County x|Maricopa County Flood Control District, Two East Valley Flood Control Projects, U.S. Soil Conservation
Service, Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed, Fourth Reach of Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway,
Dan Sagramoso, Bull Dog Floodway, Apache Junction Dam, Northeast of Mesa, Spook Hill Dam, Signal
Butte Floodway, Signal Butte Dam, Pass Mountain Diversion, US Army Corps of Engineers

93 Undated, 00, 19??|Flood Plan Details Are Picked Apart x|US Corps of Engineers, Glendale-Maryvale, South Phoenix, Salt River, Maricopa County Flood Control
District, Flood Waters, New River, Ditch Clogging, Maxwell (Orme) Dam, Narrow Concrete Channelizing,
91st Avenue, South Mountains, Gravel Pits and Detention Basins, Bled Out, Repairing Flood Damage to
Roads, West Side Farmers, Salt River Project

94 Undated, 00, 19??|Game, Fish Officials Split Over Federal Land Use |x|Central Arizona Project

Fee

95 Undated, 00, 19??|Three-Part Flood Plan id Proposed x|Curbing Flood Damage, Phoenix Metropolitan Area, U.S. Corps of Engineers, History of Flood Damage,
Maricopa County, Future Flood Protection, Northwest Phoenix, Phase "B", System of Dams, Cave Creek,
Skunk Creek, New River, Dreamy Draw, Diversion Channels, Deer Valley, Channel Improvements, Agua
Fria, Gila River

96 Undated, 00, 19??|Board Approves Flood Control Project - Plan Aimed |x|U.S. Board or Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Phoenix-New River Flood Control Project, Maricopa

at Phoenix Protection County, Phase B, Dams, Cave Creek, Skunk Creek, New River, Dreamy Draw, North, Northwest

Phoenix, Diversion Channel, Union Hills Road, Arizona Canal, Channel Improvements, Agua Fria River,
U.S. Corps of Engineers, Sen. Carl Hayden, In Washington, Governor Fannin, Congress, Salt River,
South Phoenix, Metropolitan Tempe, Bond Issue, Maricopa County Flood Control District

97 Undated, 00, 19??|Supervisors to Set Flood Hearing Date

x|Maricopa County Board of Supervisors, $115 Million County Flood Control Program, John C. Lowry
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In@Flo d Aid Claimed

Command

Post Need
Declared

~ Lack of communication and
coordination during the weekend
flood was criticized today by
[the superintendent of Phoenix
'am High School System,
whose schools were used to
house evacuated families.

Dr. Howard C. Seymour said
that although ¢valiant service
was rendered by thousands of
people, and in general people
were housed, fed and cared for

. there are some soft spots,

j and I think we really ought to

look at them as a community.

“FOR EXAMPLE, our schools
got conflicting information or
no information at all, although
they were trying to do that
which was expected of them.

“While the Red Cross was

.. calling me to say that families
would have to be held overnight

in South Mountain and Phoenix
Union high schools, the princi-
pals were calling me to say the
National Guard had removed all
the families.”

He said that no one person or
agency, to his knowledge, was
solely in charge of coordinating

* |rescue operations, “an abso-
' |lute necessity in any chain of

command.
“IT IS POSSIBLE the mayor

+ lor city manager’s office should

be so designated so instructions
for schools could emanate from

‘lone point in case of another

emergency.”’

The superintendent said re-
quests for feeding operationt
should have come to his office
instead of to principals or indi-
vidual schools.

“The request for such serv-
ices could then have been re-
layed out; I could have had
everyone where they were need-
ed, when they were needed; and
much confusion could have been
avoided.

“APPARENTLY WE have
failed to impress those who
work with us in the community
on how the schools operate in
an emergency such as this kind.
This we will attempt to remedy.

“Another illustration is the

|failure to get needed medical

help to our schools. The aged,
young children, youngsters sick,
with measles, were brought in. ;

“Our nurses worked valiantly,
but we had to call on the presi-
dent of our board, Dr. Trevor
Browne, an M.D., to intercede
to get someone at Phoenix Union
to care for the ill. Here, a pro-
cedure of organization may
have been helpful.

“THIS RIVERBED flood did
give us some opportunity to
assess how well the community
is able to really take care of
these emergency conditions. I
think we can learn from this
what not to do and what to do
and we pledge our personnel
and services to do so.

“The school’s only interest is
making sure it performs even
better and in the interest of the
total community. After all, these
are the commimitv’s sehenls ??
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’66 Called Year of Deéision on Flood Cbntrol‘

By CLYDE A. MURRAY

Maricopa County flood con-
frol engineers believe 1966
will be the year residents face
up to the fact the desert flood
is not a myth.

They believe the floods of
the past two weeks will’ help
get their message across: that
waters on the New River,
Agua Fria River, and other
streams need to be better
controlled.

THEY HOPE the realiza-
tion will he expressed in
passage of a $22.6 million
countywide flood control bond

issue Feb. 8.

If the bond issue passes, it
will spring a $115 million coun-
ty flood control program ex-
pected to be in construction
for more than a decade.

If it fails, declares the chief
county flood control engineer,
John Lowry, “we’ll just have
to struggle along and do the
best we can with the money
we have.”

“THE MONEY we have”
comes from tax of a 2-cents
per $100 assessed valuation
levied by the Maricopa Coun-
ty Flood Control District, the
only flood district in the state
that embraces an entire coun-
ty.

District fiscal advisers esti-
mate adoption of the bond
program would mean a tax
increase of about 35 cents per
month to the average home-
owner in the county.

According to Lowry, who |

also carries the title of gen-
eral manager of the flood con-
trol district, the federal gov-
ernment will add about $93
million to the county’s $22.6
million over the next 10 years
if the bond issue passes.

WHAT THIS means, he ex-
plained, is that an average of
about $10 million in U.S. flood
control money will flow into%
the county each year. ]

But money, says Lowry, is?
not the primary consideration. ?

“It’s not how much it’s:

TR SR R AR T S AT,

going to cost, but what the
benefits will be,” he said.

THE COUNTY’S compre-
hensive flood control program

calls for 36 construction proj-
ects situated throughout the
county. -
Already approved by Con-
ress are three major phases:
the so-called Phoenix Protec-
tion System including four

dams and other projects; a |

levee system for the Salt Riv-
er in the Tempe area; and
the Indian Bend Wash Chan-
nel designed to bring waters
though Scottsdale into the
Salt River at Tempe.

Should the bond issue pass,
approval by Congress of the
other projects is expected to
be little more than a formal-
ity.

THE EIGHT projects in the
Phoenix protection system
would cost about $22 million
and would include channel
clearing of the Agua Fria and
New rivers and Skunk Creek.

Construction of the New Riv-
er and Adobe dams would be
expected to reduce the flow

BENDIX’ MOTHER DIES

LOS ANGELES (AP)—Mrs.
Hilda Bendix, 86, mother of
the late actor William Bendix
died yesterday of injuries suf-
fered in a fall Dec. 8.

in the Agua Fria and an éarth-
en dam and diversion chan-
nel on the New River above
Carl Pleasant Dam would
divert Agua Fria water into
the New River, thus pro-

‘tecting wildlife and enhanc-

ing recreation opportunities.
_ Planned for a site 8 miles

northwest of Adobe, the New
River Dam would, for one
thing, make Peoria less vul-
nerable to floods, engineers
point out. |

ALTHOUGH most of it lies
in Yavapai County, the Agua
Fria watershed is one of the
larger drainage areas that af-
fect Maricopa County. It has

long been a source of flood
troubles.

Also included in the Phoe-
nix protection program is the
proposed Lower Cave Creek
Dam. Flood experts say the
existing Cave Creek Dam,
which was built following the
devastating flood of 1921, is
outmoded.
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Complaints Flood

New York Office

NEW YORK (AP) — State
Atty. Gen. Louis J. Lefkowitz
says his office has received a
“virtual avalanche of com-
plaints” about unordered mer-
chandise received furing the
Christmas season by residents
of the New York City metro-

politan area.
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Water Retarding Pr0]ects
'In Flood Control Plan

By JACK WILLS

Four retarding structures pro-
posed in the county flood con-
trol program adopted in 1963
are designed to prevent such
flood damage as was experi-
enced yesterday along the
Apache Trail, east of Mesa.

Col. John C. Lowry, of the
county flood control district,
points out that although Wash-
ington has approved Federal
funds for the projects, passage
of the $22,679,000 county flood
control bond issue in February
is necessary to implement the
program.

Lowry, who will address the
Mesa Chamber of Commerce
next Thursday at the Feed Bag
restaurant, said the county
funds are needed to buy rights-
of-way for the retarding struc-
tures before the flood control
measures can be started.

The Buckhorn-Mesa water-
shed, part of the county flood
control program, calls for four
retarding structures estimated
to cost $5,559,900, according to

figures in the 1963 report.

Affected by the Buckhorn -
Mesa water shed are the Mesa-
- Chandler - Gilbert - Apache
Junction areas. In its 1963 re-
port, the county flood control
district noted this watershed
had a history of 33 floods, with
the most serious, in 1954, flood-
ing nearly 6,000 acres of highly
productive irr

a flood compara
in 1954 now

000" statef/ﬂam‘;eport. Lowry,
while notig he had no esti-
mates yet of yesterday’s flood
damage, said he did not think
it would compare with that of
1954.

As a means of preventing
future such floods with conse-
quent loss of property, the flood
control program’s watershed
plan includes 4 floodwater re-
tarding structures and 8.1 miles
of floodway.

Designated as Weekes Wash,
Apache Junction, Signal Butte,
and Spook Hill, ‘the four dams

would range in height from 4
ft. down to 14 ft.

Floodways would be so design-
ed that waters would flow from
the highest, yet narrowest
Weekes Wash retarding struc-
ture to progessively shorter, yet
broader structures that would
fan out the waters over a
broad area and eventually chan-
nel them into a debris-settling
basin before they empty into
the Salt River bed.

The debris basin would be Io-
cated above the Southern Canal,
with waters from the canal go-
ing to the Salt River.

The Buckhorn-Mesa water-
shed is but 1 of 35 similar
watersheds included in the
county flood control district.
Life expectancy of the pro-
jects is 50 years. / 67

Lowry, who will be stumping

for passage of the flped con-
trol bond isshes i ebruary,
points out that\ dpproximately
two years required to

proval of fi




A proposed $22.7 million coun-
ty flood control bond election
today was postponed one month
by the board of supervisors, and
a Glendale man was named
chief of a citizens’ group fto
spearhead the bond vote, now
set for March 8.

W. B. Barkley, a former
mayor of Glendale and one-
time speaker of the State House
of Representatives was selected
as chairmar of the newly organ-
ized Maricopa Citizens’ Flood
Protection Committee
(MCFPC).

L. ALTON RIGGS, chairman
of the board of supervisors
(which also acts as board of
directors of the Maricopa Coun-
ty Flood Control District), said
Barkley “is taking on a job of
significance.”

If the bond issue is approved,
Riggs /, it will make possi-

%k
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ble an additional $93 million in
federal funds to finance the
countywide project.

“More important, it should

imake possible the permanent

future elimination of most of
the high water damage and
personal hardship, resulting
from the rain-swollen Gila and
Salt rivers,” Riggs explained.

BARKLEY SAID that head-

quarters for the citizens’ com-

mittee will be established to-
morrow in offices at 2933 N.

Central, and that he will ap-
point various = subcommittee
during the next few days. .

He explained that the bond

election date was changed and|,
the committee was organized

“because we felt that the origi-
nal Febh. 8 date did not provide
sufficient time in which to in-

form the people of Maricopa
County of the serious need for
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e Cotton Crop Takes
Beating From Heavy Rains

A substantial amount of Ari-
zona’s cotton may rot in fields
due to the recent rains, state
entomologist W. T. Mendenhall
reported today.

Despite early optimism on the
part of growers, crop damage
from rains exceeded all esti-
mates, the entomologist report-
ed.

“We have no figures yet on
total loss,” he said.

The rains knocked cotton to
the ground, made some fields
so muddy pickers or equipment
couldn’t enter them, kept many

immature bolls from opening,
thus causing them to rot, and
stained much cotton beyond rec-
lamation, Mendenhall said.

The wet weather added to
woes of the growers, who this
season suffered from the worst
pink boll worm blight in Ari-
zona history. For many grow-
ers, however, cotton profits
reach all-time highs.

“I don’t believe the river
floodings caused any significant
crop damage,” Mendenhall add-
ed.

“"od Confrol Bond

96 €

ote Delayed Month

W. B. BARKLEY

the comprehensive flood con-
trol project.”

The county’s $22.7 million
share of the over-all $115.6 mil-
lion flood control program
would be used to purchase
needed right-of-way, modify
certain existing roads and
bridges and establish dams,
likes, river channel improve-
ments and levies under super-
vision of the U.S, Army Corps
of Engineers and the Soil Con-
servation Service.

FLOOD DAMAGE in this
county totals more than $9 mil-
lion even in an ‘average’ year,”
Barkley said.

“Instead of this sum literally
and figurately going down the
drain, it will be saved. More-
over, the flood control program
during the next decade will
generate a welcome $9 million,
annually in new construction
and hundreds of new jobs,”
Barkley said.
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(¢ 500-Foot Ri

ver
Vel

" Channel Assured

. The Maricopa County Flood

Control District foday offered

assurances that riverbed clearance for 40 miles along the Salf
and Gila rivers will not exceed 500 feet in width.

The Arizona Game and Fish

Department had requested that

the 500-foot width be used in the clearance project, rathet than

a 2,000-foot width proposed by

the U.S. Corps of Engineers.

CLEARANCE of trees, under-

flood control district, today said

brush and other natural cover|le Was preparing a letter for
for wildlife would be part of a the signature of L. Alfon Riggs,
channel-widening portion of the chairman of thf board of super-
over-all $115 million county flood |V1SOTS, which “assures a clear-

control project.

ance width within the limits re-
quested by the Game and Fish

The U.S. Corps of Engineers|Department.”

in several reports suggested a

channel clearance of 2,000 feet.| He said the lefter would be
The Arizona Game and Fish|delivered to Riggs tomorrow.

Department objected to-this

width because of destruction of

County taxpayers will vote

natural habitat for wildlife, and March 8 on a proposed $22,679,-

on grounds that a 500-foot chan-

mnel would serve just as well.
, JOHN C. LOWRY, chief engi-|ernment would provide :the re-

000 bond issue to provide the
county’s share of the $115 mil-
lion project. The federal gov-

neer and general manager of the/mainder.



Legislature Should Ban
WF loodway Obstructi%s

By ROBERT W. GLASGOW
Regional Editor, The Arizona Republic

AN unusually heavy rain concentrated in a
particular geographical sector last summer
brought the South Platte River raging into the
Denver environs, with resultant damage of
a considerably greater magnitude than that
suffered by the Phoenix area several days
ago. The Denver flood was one of those
catastrophes that urban dwellers, relying
upon the rather short recorded history of
floods that is common in much of the West,
did not think could happen. And because of
this folly much of the damage suffered in-
cluded structures built on the flood plain.
And because of this folly many of these
structures, obstructing the flow of water, only
exacerbated the unpredictable destructiveness

. of the flood.

The Denver area is still recovering from
this disaster. However, one salutary conse-
quence of this tragedy is that Denver’s civic
leaders are pressing the current session of
the Colorado legisla-
ture to give top
priority in their de-
liberations to the
passage of a meas-
ure that would give
local zoning agencies
the authority to ban
construction in flood
plains. As the Den-
ver Post noted in
something of an un-
derstatement: “The
1965 floods in Colo-
rado showed how de-
sirable such zoning
control could be.”

There is a dismal parallel between Colo-
rado’s experience and that of Arizona in the
recent flood. In the past 15 or 20 years, as
Phoenix’ growth has skyrocketed, various
kinds of structures have arisen in the flood
plains here. And perhaps the only force
that has prevented even more of this con-
struction has been the reluctance of lending
institutions to finance properties that some-
day would likely suffer flooding.

¢t & 8

GENERAL COUNSEL for the Maricopa
County Flood Control District thinks that
under the existing law the district does have
the authority, through ordinance or regula-
tions passed by the Board of Supervisors, to
control encroachments in the floodways.
Nevertheless, this authority has not been
implemented, one very good reason being that
the district’s authority, if it does exist, is
ambiguous. Consequently, the district will
go to the legislature seeking revision of exist-
ing state laws which thus far have been
meaningless in their effect of curbing obstruc-

tion of floodways.

What the proposed new legislation seeks to
do is revise existing law to permit a flood
control district and/or the proper zoning au-
thority to zone areas in primary floodways
so that structures, whether commercial or
residential, could not be erected if they would
create obstructions in the floodway. If the

GLASGOW

district can’t get such complete revision of

existing statutes, it is prepared to offer
amendments to existing law which would pro-
hibit the encroachment or obstruction of
creeks, streams, washes, rivers, arroyos or
channels, if such encroachment or obstruction
would divert, retard or obstruct the flow of
flood waters.

And under the amendment the words ‘“‘en~
croachment” or ‘“obstruction” would mean
a dam, wall, wharf, embankment, levee, dike,
deposit, pile, abutment, projection, excava-
tion, bridge, conduit, culvert, building, struc-
ture, wire, fence, rock, gravel, refuse or any
- other - analogous structure, This definition

gives some idea of the variety of obstructions
that currently exist. Many obstructions that
would not now exist if Maricopa County and
the State of Arizona had been willing to face
up to this critical urban problem as recently
as fifteen years ago.
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VIOLATORS WOULD be guilty of a mis-
demeanor, but in addition the state, coimties,
and municipal corporations would have the
power to prosecute, enjoin or abate any per-
son from violating or continuing to violate
the law. The amendments would not apply,
however, to the construction of storage dams
for watering livestock or for the prevention
of soil erosion. Nor would the amendments
affect existing structures. In short, it is
merely a beginning, albeit a late one.

It may come as a surprise to most citizens
that substantially the same measure was in-
troduced at the last session of the legislature,
but it got nowhere. Much opposition came
from ranchers who feared they would be un-
able to water their stock. It is hoped that
their exemption under the proposed new leg-
islation will remove this opposition. The
measure was also opposed by the city of
Tempe, largely on the basis of fears that the
legislation would prohibit construction in that
community’s. downtown. « These fears might
be justified if the proposed legislation applied
to the flood plain, that area delineated by
a great recorded flood such as that of 1891,
However, it very specifically applies only to
the primary floodway. ‘

And the primary floodway, which would be
designated by the supervisors if the pro-
posed legislation is passed, would substan-
tially follow the lines of the area recently
flooded.

But even with the specific opposition of
the ranchers and the city of Tempe, the
more profound obstruction to the legislation
was the inability of many legislators to see
its application to a desert area such as this.
Many conceded it was pretty good for a
place such as Cincinnati. But for the desert?
Somebody must be kidding,

* 8 B

ONE MIGHT HOPE that events of the past
several days have amply demonstrated that
there’s nothing fanciful about a flood on the
Salt River. A further hope, of course, is that
we won’t have another or worse flood be-
fore spring. For as brief as our recorded -
flood history is, we do know that the 1891
flood was one of three or four times the mag-
nitude of that just experienced, and would
have been truly catastrophic if impeded by .
such obstructions as now exist in the primary
floodway. So while this recent experience |
is still vivid, this is the time for the public |
to let its legislators know that it considers
the legislation proposed by the flood control
district a prime necessity.

- Potomac Fever

By JACK WILSON

Gemini 6 and 7 had a preity good rendez-
vous in space. But there are still those who
prefer the old-fashioned kind on a park bench.

8 % %

The astronauts had only one real complaint
when they got together in space—nohody re-
membered to bring a deck-of cards. ;

% ® @

Flight officials wera worried when Frank
Borman sneezed. recommended a cold
capsule. He said that’s what started the whole
thing.
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‘cularly concerning past floods
‘and damages.

In studying the flood prob-
lem, which it terms ‘‘serious,”
along Dreamy Draw, Cave
Creek, Skunk Creek, New Riv-
er and the Aqua Fria Riv-
‘er, the Corps of Engineers
came up with a formula for
-estimating damages.

© Understanding this formula
can be as difficult for the lay-
‘man-as using it to arrive at a
Teasonably accurate’ figure to
justify a flood control project.

- IN THE OTHER, smaller
phases of the project studied

by the Soil Conservation Serv-

ice, estimated damages are
considered more accurate be-
‘cause of that agency’s closer,
more constant relationship
with the property owners,
mostly farmers, ranchers and
rural homeowners and busi-
nessmen.

- For the Corps of Engineers,
however, determining dam-
ages was more difficult. Mone-
tary estimates are incomplete
and records are scanty,

There are accurate esti-
mates of amounts of water
carried. by some channels,
along with estimates of prop-
erty values.

FOR EXAMPLE, the corps
uses a Soil Conservation Serv-
ice report on the 1943 flood
along the New River, listing a
peak discharge of 8,300 cubic
feet of water per second and
floed damages of $47,500, at
1943 prices and development.

The corps thus estimates
that a similar flood in 1963
would have caused damages
of $590,000.

The more than tenfold in-
crease is attributed to new,
urban type development along
the banks of the New River
and the Agua Fria at Peoria
and Avondale, the increase in
farming, plus a consideration
of all potential damages.

POTENTIAL is a key word
in flood damage estimates be-
cause it includes the frequency
and type of floods.

The Corps of Engineers es-
timates damages which would
be caused by ‘‘standard pro-
ject floods,” which it de-
scribes as:

““An estimated or hypotheti-
cal flood that might be expect-
ed from the most severe com-
bination of meteorological and
hydrological conditions that
would be considered reason-
ably characteristic of the geo-
graphical region involved.”

FLOOD frequency is the es-
timated number of times a
certain flow would be equaled
or exceeded in 100 years. This

Todav In |
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Desert Botanical Garden: 9
a.m. to 5 p.m., Papago Park,
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is an estimate to provide plan-
ners a figure to work with, not
to predict floods.

According to Ohsiek, ““100-
year” floods have struck other
parts of the nation at two-
and five-year intervals.

The Corps of Engineers 'es-
timates the property value of
Cave Creek’s overflow area at
$904,500,000, including residen-
tial, commercial, government-
al (roads), utilities, industrial
and agricultural land, all at
1963 prices.

Included are highways and
streets which would be suscep-
tible to flood damage.

OF THIS property, the corps
estimates a total damage of
$110,250,000 if an uncontrolled,
standard project flood were to
hit Cave Creek. Lesser floods,
which come more often, would
take their toll also, thereby
increasing the estimated dam-
age.

All of these figures are
based on the present flood
control conditions, without the
proposed project which will be
voted on March 8.

The corps’ study, which
Congress has approved with-
out providing funds, indicates,
without directly saying so,
that damage estimates include
benefits the county is not now
receiving since it doesn’t have
flood control. ;

WITHIN the protected area
(by the flood control project)
‘“average annual damages
prevented are estimated at
about $7,750,000, which is
about 89 per cent of the total
annual potential damage,”
says a corps report.

By the same token, dam-
ages prevented in the other
four phases of the project
make up the rest of the esti-
mated $9 million annual dam-
ages suffered by the county.

Ohsiek stressed that the $9
million figure is an average.
“No one can predict floods
with accuracy,” he said.

Damages of $1 million might
be sustained for five consec-
utive years before a $20 mil-
lion flood strikes.

POTENTIAL, again, be-
comes the key word as popu-
lation in the county increases
and more area is developed.
Deveolpment increases runoff.
Rooftops and streets shed
water that normally is ab-
sorbed, thereby increasing the

amount that enters storm
drains or merely stands, seep-
ing into homes, deteriorating
pavement or damaging yards
and personal property.

Development thus increases
the potential benefits from a
flood control project, at the
same time pushing upward
the average annual damages
by increasing property values
and holding or shedding un-
controlled water. ;

OTHER estimates of dam-

age, many which do not re-
quire a flood, include time lost
and inconvenience caused by
roads being washed out or
made impassable.

“How do you arrive at a fig-
ure for a man’s time?”’ Ohsiek
said.

The flood control project
would not be an answer in
itself to the county’s prob-
lems. It would provide chan-
nels to carry off water to pre-
vent damage. Individual com-
munities such as Glendale,
which suffers after heavy
rains, would have to provide
their own storm drains to
reach flood control canals.

THE CITY of Glendale is

studying a storm drainage
system now, but it must re-
main in the planning stage un-
til the county decides whether
to pass the flood control proj-
ect.

“We can’t do anything about
storm drains until we see
where the flood control chan-
nels will be,” said V. J. Petri,
Glendale director of public
works. ;

In the meantime, the Corps
of Engineers, Maricopa Coun-
ty Flood Control District and
other agencies are keeping an
eye on ‘‘damages,” seeking
them out whenever possible.

When a flood hits, a survey

team from the corps’ district

Damage Estimated by Guess and by Golly

office in Los Angeles is called
in to estimate damages. The
team interviews city, county
and federal agencies in-
volved, irrigation districts,
utilities and almost anyone
with a reputable estimate,

THE SOIL Conservation
Service, farm bureaus, coun-
ty agents and farmers contrib-
ute their estimates, and the
county flood control district
tries to weld the information
into a plan to prevent future
damages.

Ohsiek also points out that
the average $9 million figure
could well have been met in
the past without anyone know-
ing it, since the damages are
estimated on recorded infor-

mation and on that comuted
from available data.

“We know there is a lot of
damage that is never report-
ed,” he says. “Many farmers
have no idea of how much
crop damage they had last
year and how many migrant
workers put out of jobs be-
cause of floods leave the
county for other areas. It’s
difficult to guess how much
money is involved.”

But there seems little doubt
that guessing is a major fault

in estimates of Maricopa
County flood damage,

USE STRONG, DURABLE

PLEXIGLAS
ANTEX

PLASTICS INC.
800 N. 17th Ave.  252-1701
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Maricopa County Flood Control District officials today spelled
out facts covering 29 projects of a proposed comprehensive
program, with a price tag of $115 million.

Citizens will vote March 8 on a $22.7 million bond issue to
finance the county’s share of the total cost.

The remaining $92.3 million would be paid by agencies of
the federal government, including the U.S. Corps of Engineers
and the Soil Conservation Service.

Federal authorities have approved the 29-project program
which would require an estimated 10 years to complete. How-
ever, Congress must still approve and appropriate the money.

Approval of seven other flood-curb jobs included in the orig-
inal proposed program has been deferred, pending further
study.

The approved projects, numbered to correspond with encircled
numerals on the accompanying map, with the total project cost
and the county’s share (in parenthesis), include:

1 and 25—Gila-Salt River channel clearance and levees—
Construction of levees in the Tempe vicinity and channel clear-
ance, 500 feet wide, from Granite Reef to Gillespie dams. U.S.
engineers are making additional studies between Granite Reef
Dam and 51st Avenue to determine feasibility of providing a
concrete-lined channel to handle controlled discharge of water
from planned Orme Dam, and also between 91st Avenue and
Gillespie to detgrmine proper allocation of costs. Tempe area
Tevers wre Path th e PRl psipek, wnd. angineers. are con-
sidering recommended increase of levee protection to include
areas east of Tempe Buttes and south of Salt River; also areas
west of buttes, south of river, west of Southern Pacific railroad
and north of the Salt. Total cost, $34,190,000 (county’s share,
$2,929,000). )

Indian Bend Channel Explained

9_Tower Indian Bend channel—Concrete-lined channel, ex-
tending 7 miles from Arizona Canal to Salt River, to provide
flood protection for Scottsdale, east Phoenix and north Tempe.
Channel would be 170 feet wide at the top, 23 to 26 feet deep,
and flanked by service roads. Designed to accommodate flood-
water flow at rate of 40,000 cubic feet per second. $9,020,000
($1,725,000).

3—Channel development on Agua Fria and New Rivers and
Skunk Creek—Channel improvements for Skunk Creek from
junction of proposed Union Hills diversion channel, down New
and Agua Fria rivers. The project, coordinated with planned
upstream dams, would protect sections of north and west
Phoenix, Deer Valley, Peoria, Sun City, Avondale and areas
of three streams involved. $25,150,000 ($250,000).

4 and 6 — North Phoenix Mountains channel and Arizona
Canal diversion — Construction of flood channel north of and
parallel to Arizona Canal, to intercept and safely carry flood
waters westward. Bottom width of channel, extending from
[12th Street to junction with Skunk Creek, would vary from 50
{0 220 feet, with depth from 8 to 20 feet. Increased channel

*

capacity, from 1,500 to 18,500 cubic feet per second, would, it
is hoped, proteet all of north Phoenix (including part of Sunny-
slope), west Phoenix, Glendale and Maryvale. §$14,744,000
($3,344,000).

5 — Dreamy Draw Dam and channel — Recommended site
is just south of Shea Boulevard and 1 mile east of 16th Street.
Earthfill dam, 480 feet long, would have un-gated outlet con-
sisting of 36-inch reinforced concrete conduit. Spillway, 275 feet
wide, would be anchored in rock. Proposed project calls for
construction of two dikes on west side of structure. Designed
to prevent flow of floodwaters into populated areas of Phoenix
southwest of Squaw Peak. $450,000 ($150,000).

6 — New River Dam — Construction site located between two
hills about 8 miles upstream from junction of New River and
Skunk Creek. Dam, 2,700 feet long and 80 feet high, would be
equipped with un-gated outlet (6 feet in diameter), which
would release maximum water flow’ of 1,000 cubic feet per
second. The structure, with elevation of 1,458 feet, is designed
to protect Peoria, Avondale and areas bordering Agua Fria
and New Rivers. $4,420,000 ($2,900,000).

8 — Adobe Dam — Earthfill dam, 3,800 long and 76 feet high,
to be built on tributary of Skunk Creek about 7 miles north of
Bell Road and 1 mile west of Black Canyon Highway. Un-gated
outlet, 8 feet in diameter, would release water at rate of 2,000
cubic feet per second. Dam would hold back incoming flood-
waters to protect west Phoenix, Peoria, Avondale and areas
bordering Skunk Creek, New and Agua Fria Rivers. $4,632,000
($832,000).

Lower Cave Creek Dam, Channel

9 — Lower Cave Creek Dam and channel — Site of earthfill
dam, 2,100 long and 120 feet high, is 2 miles south of existing
creek dam. Plans call for construction of dikes on east and
west sides of project, 8,600 and 3,500 feet long, respectively.
Channel would extend from dam to proposed Union Hills Diver-
sion Channel. Designed to protect Deer Valley, Sunnyslope and
northwest Phoenix. $6,695,000 ($871,000). .

10 — Union Hills Diversion Channel — Plans call for con-
crete-lined channel 9% miles long, with bottom width varying
from 15 feet near 40th Street to 60 feet near 43rd Avenue, and
depth of 10 to 18 feet. Also planned is relocation of a quarter-
mile stretch of Union Hills-Drive and construction of bridges on
32nd Street, Union Hills Drive, Cave Creek Road, Seventh
Street, 19th Avenue, Black Canyon Highway and 35th Avenue.
Designed to protect Deer Valley, Moon Valley and northwest
Phoenix. $7,700,000 ($500,000),

11—West Phoenix-South Mountain Floodways—System of
floodways designed to divert high water from Glendale, Mary-
vale, west Phoenix, Tolleson and portions of the county south
and west of Glendale to Agua Fria River, and sections of

south Phoenix between South Mountains and the Salt River.

South Mountain project site parallels Highline Canal from
48th Street to 59th Avenue; other phases of project still under
study. $14,461,000 ($1,988,000).

19—Casandro Wash Dam—Site of earthfill structure, 460 feet

* *
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Facts Spelled Out On $I1

long and 24 feet high, is on Casandro Wash, 1,500 feet down-
stream from Country Club Road. Purpose is to protect City
of Wickenburg. All construction and right of way costs, es-
timated at $60,000, would be paid by the county.

13—Sunset and Sunny Cove Dams, both earthfill, would be
built 3,500 feet west of Santa Fe railroad tracks at Wicken-
burg and one mile southwest of the tracks, respectively. Total
cost of structures, designed for protection of south and south-
western sections of Wickenburg, is estimated at $79,000, all to
come from county funds.

14—Buckhorn-Mesa watershed structures—Three floodwater

retarding projects, conneeted by floodways, planned to extend

10 miles north and northwest from Apache Trail northeast of
Apache Junction to a point north of Spook Hill Butte. Water
would be discharged through a four-mile floodway to the Salt
River. Designed to protect Mesa, Gilbert, Higley, Williams
Field, Chandler and portions of the Pima Indian Reservation.
$5,988,000 ($2,974,000).

15—Bender and Sand Tank Washes — Proposed improvement
of washes, located 200 yards apart east of Gila Bend, are de-
signed to protect eastern sections of Gila Bend, Gillespie Canal,
Southern Pacific railroad and Arizoha Highway 80. The siphon
on Bender Wash would be rebuilt to match existing Sand Tank
facility. Plans call for construction of dikes and improvement
of channels between canal, railroad and highway embank-
ments extending to Gila River. $166,000 ($152,000).

Gilbert, Williams-Chandler Section

16 and T—Apacne Juncivniivert wd Wiliens Crendlor
structures—Combined projects designed to protect southeast
Maricopa County, including Chandler, General Motors proving
ground, Williams Air Force Base, Rittenhouse and the eastern
section of Gila Indian Reservation. Three water-retarding
structures would be built in Pinal County east of Vineyard
Road, extending nine miles from Baseline Road to a point
adjacent to Ocotillo Road. An eight-mile floodway would carry
controlled discharge of water southwest and then west to a
floodway along the east side of the Roosevelt Water Conserva-
tion District Canal. The floodway parallel to the canal would
extend from Highways 60, 70 and 80 to the Gila Reservation
and south through the reservation to the Gila River. Extension
of the floodway north to Brown Road also is planned. $8,673,000
($1,132,000).

17 — Mesa, Chandler and Gilbert floodways — Construction
sites extend between Guadalupe and Elliot roads (near Ari-
zona Highway 87) to Canal Drive, and along Pecos Road be-
tween the same approximate limits. Projects designed to pro-
tect Chandler, west Chandler, sections of Maricopa County
east and south of Salt River Mountains and the Gila Indian
Reservation. $3 million ($800,000).

19 — Buckeye structures — Proposed project consists of
two floodwater retarding structures, connected by a floodway,
extending 14 miles west to Dean Road. Construction site is
north of Yuma Road. Major floodway would release controlled
quantities of floodwater west to Hassayampa River. Designed

* *
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to protect Buckeye, Palo Verde and the area between retard-.
ing structures and Gila River $3,762,000 ($776,000).

920 — North Phoenix Mountains channel (phase 2) — Plans
call for deepening of Arizona Canal from Echo Canyon inlet
(at 38th Street) to Cross-Cut Canal (at 48th Street) to divert
floodwater eastward to Old Cross-Cut Canal for orderly deliv-
ery to Salt River. $3,326,000 ($966,000).

91 — Sols Wash channel — Planned improvements, cover-
ing 8,800 feet of Sols Wash from Hassayampa River to junc-,
tion with Flying E Wash, and an additional 1,800 feet up-
stream on Flying E, would protect north and west sections
of Wickenburg, the Santa Fe railroad and the domestic water
supply at Wickenburg. Also planned is a 60-foot pilot channel
on the Hassayampa. (Cost estimate of the proposed projects
has not yet been made).

92 — Powder House Wash Dam — designed fo protect
eastern sections of Wickenburg and approaches to U.S. High-
way 60-70. Earthfill dam, 450 feet long and 35 feet high, would
be built on Powder House Wash about three-quarters of a mile.
northeast of Wickenburg and above the Hassayampa River.
$132,000 ($50,000).

93 — Cave Creek Town dike — Construction site is along a
wash one-half mile east of Cave Creek. Designed to protect
town of Cave Creek. $15,000 ($3,000).

9. — Old Cave Creek Dam — Plans provide for improve-
ments on existing facility (built in 1923) to create additional
protection for inhabited area. below the dam. Work would
‘Inciudle construcion ot new spiliwery wd dlsng o <visting
natural spillway. $156,000 ($65,000).

Queen Creek Floodway Project

27 — Queen Creek Floodway — Project is planned to start
at the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Canal at the
north end of Gila Indian Reservation, and extend southwest to
Gila River. Engineers term proposed job “essential” to Wil-
liams-Chandler projects and the Sonoqui Watershed. Designed
to protect the southern section of Maricopa County and Gila
Reservation. $1,800,000 ($920,000).

28 — Harquahala Valley structures — Construction of diver-
sion channel from Burnt Mountain south Centennial Wash is
proposed fo protect heavily cultivated farm areas. Two water
retarding structures and floodway also planned. $4,170,000
$400,000).

36 — Sonoqui Structures — Proposed project includes series
of water-retarding structures and floodways on north side of
Santan Mountains. Would protect Chandler Heights, southeast
Maricopa County and Gila Indian Reservation. $3,573,000
($895,000).

The seven originally proposed projects (Nos. 29 through
35 on map), which await further study, include Tonopah
structures, Eagle Tail Mountain structures. Matthie Dam, Fly-
ing E Wash Dam, Upper Indian Bend Channel, Guadalupe
Retarding Structures and Box Canyon Dam.

* *
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Maricopa Counfy Flood Control District officials today spelled
out facts covering 29 projects of a proposed comprehensive
program, with a price fag of $115 million,

Citizens will vote March 8 on a $22.7 million bond issue to
finance the county’s share of the total cost,

The remaining $92.3 million would be paid by agencies of
the federal government, including the U.S. Corps of Engineers
and the Soil Conservation Service.

Federal authorities have approved the 29-project program
which would require an estimated 10 years to complete. How-
ever, Congress must still approve and appropriate the money.

Approval of seven other flood-curb jobs included in the orig-
inal proposed program has been deferred, pending further
study.

The approved projects, numbered to correspond with encircled
numerals on the accompanying map, with the total project cost
and the county’s share (in parenthesis), include:

1 and 25—Gila-Salt River channel clearance and levees—
Construction of levees in the Tempe vicinity and channel clear-
ance, 500 feet wide, from Granite Reef to Gillespie dams. U.S.
engineers are making additional studies between Granite Reef
Dam and 51st Avenue to determine feasibility of providing a
concrete-lined channel to handle controlled discharge of water
from planned Orme Dam, and also between 91st Avenue and
Gillespie to determine proper allocation of costs. Tempe area
levees are part of the approved project, and engineers are con-
sidering recommended increase of levee protection to include
els sk of Tempe Vihass wnd sudin vi el Wiover; disv areas
west of buttes, south of river, west of Southern Pacific railroad
and north of the Salt. Total cost, $34,190,000 (county’s share,
$2,929,000).

Indian Bend Channel Explained

2—Lower Indian Bend channel—Concrete-lined channel, ex-
tending 7 miles from Arizona Canal to Salt River, to provide
flood protection for Scottsdale, east Phoenix and north Tempe.
Channel would be 170 feet wide at the top, 23 to 26 feet deep,
and flanked by service roads. Designed to accommodate flood-
water flow at rate of 40,000 cubic feet per second. $9,020,000
($1,725,000). :

3—Channel development on Agua Fria and New Rivers and
Skunk Creek—Channel improvements for Skunk Creek from
Jjunction of proposed Union Hills diversion channel, down New
and Agua Fria rivers. The project, coordinated with planned
upstream dams, would protect sections of north and west
Phoenix, Deer Valley, Peoria, Sun City, Avondale and areas
of three streams involved, $25,150,000 ($250,000).

4 and 6 — North Phoenix Mountains channel and Arizona
Canal diversion — Construction of flood channel north of and
parallel to Arizona Canal, to intercept and safely carry flood
waters westward. Bottom width of channel, extending from
12th Street to junction with Skunk Creek, would vary from 50
to 220 feet, with depth from 8 to 20 feet. Increased channel

* *

capacity, from 1,500 to 18,500 cubic feet per second, would, it

is hoped, protect all of north Phoenix (including part of Sunny-

slope), west Phoenix, Glendale and Maryvale. $14,744,000
($3,344,000).

5 — Dreamy Draw Dam and channel — Recommended site

. is just south of Shea Boulevard and 1 mile east of 16th Street.

Earthfill dam, 480 feet long, would have un-gated outlet con-
sisting of 36-inch reinforced concrete conduit. Spillway, 275 feet
wide, would be anchored in rock. Proposed project calls for
construction of two dikes on west side of structure. Designed
to prevent flow of floodwaters into populated areas of Phoenix
southwest of Squaw Peak. $450,000 ($150,000).

6 — New River Dam — Construction site located between two
hills about 8 miles upstream from junction of New River and
Skunk Creek. Dam, 2,700 feet long and 80 feet high, would be
equipped with un-gated outlet (6 feet in diameter), which
would release maximum water flow of 1,000 cubic feet per
second. The structure, with elevation of 1,458 feet, is designed
to protect Peoria, Avondale and areas bordering Agua Fria
and New Rivers, $4,420,000 ($2,900,000).

8 — Adobe Dam — Earthfill dam, 3,800 long and 76 feet high,
to be built on tributary of Skunk Creek about 7 miles north of
Bell Road and 1 mile west of Black Canyon Highway. Un-gated
outlet, 8 feet in diameter, would release water at rate of 2,000
cubic feet per second. Dam would hold back incoming flood-
waters to protect west Phoenix, Peoria, Avondale and areas
bordering Skunk Creek, New and Agua Fria Rivers. $4,632,000
($832,000).

Lower Cave Creek Dam, Channel

9 — Lower Cave Creek Dam and channel — Site of earthfill
dam, 2,100 long and 120 feet high, is 2 miles south of existing
creek dam. Plans call for construction of dikes on east and
west sides of project, 8,600 and 3,500 feet long, respectively.
Channel would extend from dam to proposed Union Hills Diver-
sion Channel. Designed to protect Deer Valley, Sunnyslope and
northwest Phoenix. $6,695,000 ($871,000).

10 — Union Hills Diversion Channel — Plans call for con-
crete-lined channel 9% miles long, with bottom width varying
from 15 feet near 40th Street to 60 feet near 43rd Avenue, and
depth of 10 to 18 feet. Also planned is relocation of a quarter-
mile stretch of Union Hills Drive and construction of bridges on
32nd Street, Union Hills Drive, Cave Creek Road, Seventh
Street, 19th Avenue, Black Canyon Highway and 35th Avenue.
Designed to protect Deer Valley, Moon Valley and northwest
Phoenix. $7,700,000 ($500,000).

11—West Phoenix-South Mountain Floodways—System of
floodways designed to divert high water from Glendale, Mary-
vale, west Phoenix, Tolleson and portions of the county south
and west of Glendale to Agua Fria River, and sections of
south Phoenix between South Mountains and the Salt River.
South Mountain project site parallels Highline Canal from
48th Street to 59th Avenue; other phases of project still under
study. $14,461,000 ($1,988,000).

12—Casandro Wash Dam—Site of earthfill structure, 460 feet

* *
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long and 24 feet high, is on Casandro Wash, 1,500 feet down-
stream from Country Club Road. Purpose is to protect City
of Wickenburg. All construction and right of way costs, es-
timated at $60,000, would be paid by the county.

13—Sunset and Sunny Cove Dams, both earthfill, would be
built 8,500 feet west of Santa Fe railroad tracks at Wicken-
burg and one mile southwest of the tracks, respectively. Total
cost of structures, designed for protection of south and south-
western sections of Wickenburg, is estimated at $79,000, all to
come from county funds.

14—Buckhorn-Mesa watershed structures—Three floodwater

Tetarding projects, connected by floodways, planned to extend

10 miles north and northwest from Apache Trail northeast of
Apache Junction to a point north of Spook Hill Butte. Water
would be discharged through a four-mile floodway to the Salt
River. Designed to protect Mesa, Gilbert, Higley, Williams
Field, Chandler and portions of the Pima Indian Reservation.
$5,988,000 ($2,974,000).

15—Bender and Sand Tank Washes — Proposed improvement
of washes, located 200 yards apart east of Gila Bend, are de-
signed to protect eastern sections of Gila Bend, Gillespie Canal,
Southern Pacific railroad and Arizona Highway 80. The siphon
on Bender Wash would be rebuilt to match existing Sand Tank
facility. Plans call for construction of dikes and improvement
of channels between canal, railroad and highway embank-
ments extending to Gila River. $166,000 ($152,000).

Gilbert, Williams-Chandler Section

16 and 18—Apache Junction-Gilbert and Williams-Chandles
structures—Combined projects designed to protect southeast
Maricopa County, including Chandler, General Motors proving
ground, Williams Air Force Base, Rittenhouse and the eastern
section of Gila Indian Reservation. Three water-retarding
structures would be built in Pinal County east of Vineyard
Road, extending nine miles from Baseline Road to a point
adjacent to Ocotillo Road. An eight-mile floodway would carry
controlled discharge of water southwest and then west to a
floodway along the east side of the Roosevelt Water Conserva-
tion District Canal. The floodway parallel to the canal would
extend from Highways 60, 70 and 80 to the Gila Reservation
and south through the reservation to the Gila River. Extension
of the floodway north to Brown Road also is planned. $8,673,000
($1,132,000).

17 — Mesa, Chandler and Gilbert floodways — Construction
sites extend between Guadalupe and Elliot roads (near Ari-
zona Highway 87) to Canal Drive, and along Pecos Road be-
tween the same approximate limits. Projects designed to pro-
tect Chandler, west Chandler, sections of Maricopa County
east and south of Salt River Mountains and the Gila Indian
Reservation. $3 million ($800,000).

19 — \Buckeye structures — Proposed project consists of
two floodwater retarding structures, connected by a floodway,
extending 14 miles west to Dean Road. Construction site is
north of Yuma Road. Major floodway would release controlled
quantities of floodwater west to Hassayampa River. Designed
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to protect Buckeye, Palo Verde and the area between retard-
ing structures and Gila River $3,762,000 ($776,000),

20 — North Phoenix Mountains channel (phase 2) — Plans
call for deepening of Arizona Canal from Echo Canyon inlet
(at 38th Street) to Cross-Cut Canal (at 48th Street) to divert
floodwater eastward to Old Cross-Cut Canal for orderly deliv-
ery to Salt River. $3,326,000 ($966,000).

21 — Sols Wash channel — Planned improvements, cover-
ing 8,800 feet of Sols Wash from Hassayampa River to junc-
tion with Flying E Wash, and an additional 1,800 feet up-
stream on Flying E, would protect north and west sections
of Wickenburg, the Santa Fe railroad and the domestic water
supply at Wickenburg. Also planned is a 60-foot pilot channel
on the Hassayampa. (Cost estimate of the proposed projects
has not yet been made).

22 — Powder House Wash Dam — designed to protect
eastern sections of Wickenburg and approaches to U.S, High-
way 60-70. Earthfill dam, 450 feet long and 35 feet high, would
be built on Powder House Wash about three-quarters of a mile
northeast of Wickenburg and above the Hassayampa River.
$132,000 ($50,000).

23 — Cave Creek Town dike — Construction site is along a
wash one-half mile east of Cave Creek. Designed to protect
town of Cave Creek. $15,000 ($3,000).

26 — Old Cave Creek Dam — Plans provide for improve-
ments on existing facility (built in 1923) to create additional
protection for inhabited area below the dam. Work would
‘mdrutie construction of new spillway and diking of existing
natural spillway. $156,000 ($65,000).

Queen Creek Floodway Project

27 — Queen Creek Floodway — Project is planned to start
at the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Canal at the
north end of Gila Indian Reservation, and extend southwest to
Gila River. Engineers term proposed job “essential” to Wil-
liams-Chandler projects and the Sonoqui Watershed. Designed
to protect the southern section of Maricopa County and Gila
Reservation. $1,800,000 ($920,000).

28 — Harquahala Valley structures — Construction of diver-
sion channel from Burnt Mountain south Centennial Wash is
proposed to protect heavily cultivated farm areas. Two water
retarding structures and floodway also planned. $4,170,000
$400,000). -

36 — Sonoqui Structures — Proposed project includes series
of water-retarding structures and floodways on north side of
Santan Mountains. Would protect Chandler Heights, southeast

FRIDAY, JANUARY 14, 1966

acts Spelled Out On $115 Million Flood Control Plan

Maricopa County and Gila Indian Reservation. $3,573,000

($895,000).

The seven originally proposed projects (Nos. 29 through
35 on map), which await further study, include Tonopah
structures, Eagle Tail Mountain structures. Matthie Dam, Fly-
ing E Wash Dam, Upper Indian Bend Channel, Guadalupe
Retarding Structures and Box Canyon Dam. L
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(&l Pro]ect Better Prepared Now to Meet Flood

o weeks ago, the normally dry Salt River ran
1% miles wide in the Valley. The flood threat and

. the actuality created consternation and havoc.
. This is the first of a series employing refrospect

to develop foresight.
By ALBERT J. SITTER

| WITH THE HINDSIGHT provided by the New
anr weekend flood, the Salt River Project will be
~ better prepared for future emer-
gencies, according to general man-
ager R. J. McMullin.

He indicated, however, that this

: ently acquired knowledge will provide little help
‘to prevent another flood if the same chain of cir-

lances should recur. The flood was triggered,
€ md by unpredicted warm rain melting deep

“snow high in the mountains. The runoff was more

than the project’s six near-full lakes could hold.

McMullin said that more advanced weather fore-
casts “would have improved our assessment of the
situation.”

Had SRP known in advance that the rain would

r—-76 - ¢ C

More About

Project’s Plans for Floods

(Continued from Page 1)

fall when and where it did, he explained releases
into the normally dry Salt River bed in the Valley
would have begun much earlier.

“OF COURSE we knew there was a terrific
amount of snow up there and that it could convert

into awful lot of water. What we didn’t know was

that it was going to rain,” McMullin explained.

“The late December snow pack was heavy, but
it was not exceptionally heavy. It was much deeper
in 1949 when it produced hardly any runoff.”

This time, however, the heavy December snow-
pack found Project reservoirs already at near ca-
pacity from an unusually wet spring and fall.

Although the existence of the snow itself was nof
believed a hazard, McMullin said, he conceded that
a complete survey cf snow and soil moisture con-
ditions ‘‘would have helped.”

THE SRP, in cooperation with the U.S. Soil Con-
servation  Service and the U.S. Weather Bureau,
conducts such surveys on a twice-monthly basis. But
the first of the winter isn’t made until mid-January.
Such a survey in mid-December before the flood

SRP last week 6pened a new

toes.

[

| SRP under emergency condi-
|| tions, as described by the gen-
| eral manager, include:

—““Tighter liaison with oth-
er agencies, including Civil
Defense and the Army Corps
of Engineers.

—“Removal of electric pow-
er lines from the river bed.

—“Consolidation of informa-
tion sources for news media.

—“More extensive use of |

helicopters for emergency
work and observation.”
To prepare itself for fu-

ture contacts with the |

press, radio and television, the

communications center in its
community - relations- building
at 313 N. Third Ave.

The project, whose electric:

power division reported $70,000
damage by the flood, will
eliminate line towers which
had been anchored within the
river channel.

Six of these, McMullin said,
were washed out by the flood.

might have put F officials more on their

“Critics who insis_f; that the project should have
released water sooner,” McMullin said, “would
have been doubly critical if, on the bas1s of a guess,

" we had released substantial quantities of water the

week before Christmas and later found it was un-
necessary.

“Our primary function is water storage. But in the
public interest we try to carry out a flood control
responsibility. Never has a single dollar of public
funds gone into these dams to improve their flood
control capacity.” ;

WATER now stored in the reservoirs, he added,
is sufficient to assure shareholders. their full allot-
ment of three acre-feet per acre of land annually
for the next five years, even if each is an especial-
ly low water yield year. i

- Other areas of possible 1mprovement for the‘:

(Continued on Page 5-B, Col. 5)
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- The proposed Maricopa County
lood control program is a wide-
nging one which would go far
ward alleviating the kind of flood
mage to which homes, busi-
nesses, streets and the like in this
county are most prone.

- Whole sections of Scottsdale,
Maryvale, Sunnyslope and numer-
_ous other areas would be protect-
ed from flood damage which, as
 things are now, may be expected
~almost any year. Such damage is

" | an absolute certainty in one or

~more of these neighborhoods at
some time during a period of, say,
10 years unless a comprehensive
flood control program is put into
effect.

- So great are the arguments in
favor of a flood control program,
50 numerous are the points it prop-
“erly covers, that it would be tragic
i doubt were thrown upon it by
misguided efforts to picture it as
covering every imaginable contin-
gency. No program in the power of
man to devise could do that.

The people are intelligent enough
to buy the flood control plan, to
vote for it, if it is properly and
clearly presented, for it is on the

whole a good program. For this

reason we hope that officers and

The Case For Flood Control

agents of the county flood control
district will avoid the seemingness

of claiming the impossible, or even

of taking credit to their plan for

things which are not included in
their plan. The proposed Orme
Dam, for example, will when built

be of help in the business of flood
control, but Orme Dam is not a
part of the project upon which the
people will vote in March, and
should not be represented even in-
directly as something which would
be authorized by a yes vote. It is a
part of the Central Arizona Project,
which must be approved by Con-
gress in the pending Southwest
Water Plan.

The flood control program, quite
rightly, is drawn up to take full
advantage of the flood control by-
products of Orme Dam when the
latter finally is constructed. That
stands strongly in the plan’s favor.
It is not hard to understand. The
program does not need to claim
Orme Dam as its own in order to
point out its benefits.

We think the flood control district
would be well advised to make up
a list of the actual structures,
channels, etc., in the plan, and to
publicize it. The program has a
good case on its own merits.



County Taxpavyers to Decide W hether

Protection Worth Daily Cigarette Cost

By CLYDE MURRAY

Maricopa County’s own-

* ers of real property will

be asked March 8 to dig

. into their pockets to help

~ pay for protection against

water, 1on g the sugar

- plum pf the desert dwell-
er’s visions.

The Maricopa County
Flood Control District,
covering the entire county,
seeks authority to sell up to
$22.7 million worth of bonds.

-Hinging on bond approval i§
the expected contribution of
~ $93 million by Uncle Sam to
the project. The comprehen-
sive $115.7 million program
would take a decade or more
to complete and would be the
most ambitious flood control
effort in the state’s history.

- In a two-hour, tape-record-
ed interview with four Arizona
Republic newsmen, three offi-
cials closest to the flood con-
trol program acknowledged

- that it would not be a panacea
for yall of the county’s flood

~ headaches. But, they strongly

~asserted, it is vital if the

-county wants to free itself

~from the constant threat of
floods.

. Officials Interviewed
Interviewed were John C.
-Lowry of Scottsdale, general
“manager and chief flood con-
trol engineer for the flood con-
trol district; W. B. Barkley
of Glendale, chairman of the
Maricopa Citizens Flood Pro-
tection Committee and former
speaker of the Arizona House
of Representatives, and Henry
S. Raymond, also of Glendale,
chairman of the flood control
district’s advisory committee.

Conducting the interview
were Thomas K. Sanford Jr.,
city editor of The Republic,
“and reporters Ben Avery, Rob-
cert J. Early and Clyde Mur-
ray.

A retired colonel of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers,
Lowry has been with the flood
control district since it was
established in 1959 by author-
ity of the state legislature’s
Flood Control Act.

Since then, with Lowry at
ine neim and operating on
revenue from a special tax
levy of 2 to 5 cents per $100
assessed valuation, the flood
_control ‘district has devoted
‘most of the time and much of
its funds to determining the
county’s more urgent flood
control needs.

29 Projects Top Priority

From these studies, con-
“ducted by the district in co-
operation with the Corps of
.Engineers, the Soil Conserva-
tion Service, the Bureau of
Reclamation and innumerable
local groups and individuals, -
came the “Comprehensive

18-A The Arizona Republic [X]O
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Flood Control Program Re-
port,”” adopted in 1963 by the
county board of supervisors.

Twenty-nine of the report’s
flood control projects, consid-
ered by the district to be of
top priority, are included in
the bond proposal. The $93
million in federal funds would
be used to build a complex of
dikes, dams, channels, con-
duits, levees and seepage pits
at strategic locations. The
county’s $22.7 million would
be used mostly to buy rights-
of-way and to maintain the
structures after they are built.

Lowry put his justification
of the plan this way:

“We feel here after we have
made a complete study of
this thing that it is a feasible,
reasonable program, It will
waide the wiefeation. thetf, wa

_intended it to provide . . .”

Would Raise County Taxes

Passage of the bond issue,
fiscal advisers calculate,
would raise’the county tax
rate 12.9 cents per $100 as-
sessed valuation, bringing the
total special flood control tax
levy to 14.9 cents. But flood
control officials and propon-
ents of the bond issue prefer
look at it this way: the pro-
gram would cost the owner of
a $15,000 home only about 35
cents a month or 1% cents a
day. Or as Barkley put it:
“One cigarette a day.”

They also quickly note that
the program could pump al-
most $10 million in federal
money a year into the coun-
ty’s economy, and that, ac-
cording to their estimates,
county flood damages now av-
erage $9 million-a year.

Despite its scope, the pro-
gram in itself would provide
little deterrent to floods in the
Salt River through Phoenix,
such as the one last New
Year’s, Lowry acknowledged.

Control of the flow in the
Salt River, at least in the
Phoenix area, is dependent
upon the construction of Orme
Dam at the confluence of the
Salt and Verde rivers north-
east of Mesa, he conceded.

Orme Dam a Key Structure

Although the county pro-
gram. inclides 2. $850 00 allo-
cation to Orme Dam, the dam
is part of the Central Arizona
Project, a Bureau of Reclama-
tion program whose fate at
the hands of Congress still is
very much in doubt. Most of
the county’s contribution
would be spent to increase the
flood control capacity of Orme
Reservoir.

Primary purpose of Orme
Dam is to provide a terminal
storage point for water
brought from the Colorado
River to Central Arizona for
distribution to irrigation and
domestic users under the
CAP.

1. Gila-Salt River Channel Clearance
(Tempe levees). Local costs $250,000,

2. Lower Indian Bend Channel, $1,770,000.

3. Channel Clearance: Agua Fria, New
River and Skunk Creek, $250,000.

4. Arizona Canal Diversion. $944,000.

5. Dreamy Draw Dam and Channel south of
Shea Boulevard, 1 mile east of 16th Street.
Earthfill dam designed to protect section of
Phoenix southwest of Squaw Peak. $150,000.

6. North Phoenix Mountain. Channel, Phase
1. $1,400,000.

7. New River Dam. Eight miles upstream
from New River-Skunk Creek junction. De-
signed to protect Peoria, Avondale. $1,520,000.
. 8. Adobe Dam, Near Skunk Creek 7 mriles
‘north of Bell Road, 1 miles west of Black
Canyon Highway. Designed to protect west
Phoenix, Peoria, Avondale. $832,000.

9. Lower Cave Creek Dam (Cave Buttes).
‘Two miles south of upper dam. Designed to
‘protect Deer Valley, Sunnyslope and north-
.west Phoenix. $434,000.

10. Union Hills Diversion, Concrete-lined
channel entering Skunk Creek near 40th
. Avenue. Designed to help protect Deer Valley,
Moon, Valley and northwest Phoenix., De-
pendent upon construction of Cave Buttes
Dam. $500,000.

11. West Phoenix Fioodway. Upper one de-
signed to protect Glendale, Maryvale, west
Phoenix, Tolleson, South Mountain project de-
signed to protect south Phoenix, Will empty
into Salt River. $746,000 and $905,000 re-
spectively.

- 12. Casandro Wash Dam; Designed to pro-
tect Wickenburg, $60,000.

- 13. Sunset and Sunny Cove dams. Designed
to protect sections of Wickenburg. $79,000.

14. Buckhorn-Mesa structures. Retarding
structures, floodways designed to protect
Mesa, Gilbert, Higley, Williams Field,
Chandler, Pimia Indian Reservation. $2,974,000.

15. Bender and Sand Tank structures, East
of Gila Bend. Designed to protect eastern sec-
tions of Gila Bend, Gillespie Canal, Southern
Pacific Railroad, U.S. 80. $152,000.

nty Flood Control District
’W\l"'/ Legend Explains Map at Right

16 and 18. Apache Junction-Gilbert-Williams
Field-Chandler structures. Retarding struc-
tures designed to protfect southeastern Mari-
copa County. $1,132,000.

17. Mesa, Chandler, Gilbert floodways.
Floodway between Guadalupe and Elliot
roads near State 87 to Canal Drive. Another
along Pecos Road. Designed to protect Chand-
ler, west Chandler, and other sections. $300,-
000.

19. Buckeye retarding structures and flood-
ways. North of Yuma Road. Designed to pro-
tect Buckeye, Palo Verde and area to Gila
River. $776,000.

20. North Phoenix Mountains Project, Phase
2. Deepening of Arizona Canal from 38th
Street to 48th Street. Designed to protect east
Phoenix and west Scotfsdale, $966,000,

21. Sols Wash Channel, From Sols Wash on
Hassayampa to Flying E. Wash. Designed to
protect northern Wickenburg. $40,000.

22. Powder House Wash Dam. Northeast of
Wickenburg. Designed to protect sections of
Wickenburg. $50,000.

23. Cave Creek Town Dike. Designed to pro-
tect community of Cave Creek. $3,000.

24. Orme Dam' at Verde-Salt confluence.
Earthen dam designed partly to regulate
waters on Salt River. Part of Central Arizona.
Project program. $650,000.

25. Salt River Channelization. $2,679,000.

26. Cave Creek Dam. Improving dam built
in 1923. $65,000.

27. Queen Creek Floodway. Project at north
end of Gila River Indian Reservation. Would
be coordinated with Chandler and other struc-
tures on Sonoqui watershed. $920,000.

28. Harquahala Valley structures. Diversion
channel from Burnt Mountain south to Cen-
tennial Wash. Designed to protect farmland.
$400,000.

29-35. Projects deferred for further study.
Not included in bond issue program.

36. Sonoqui structures. Retarding structures
and floodways north of Santan Mountains.
$895,000.

Lowry also told interviewers
at he questions the wisdom
of a change in plans cutting
from 2,000 to 500 feet the
width of the proposed flood
channel in the Gila River
from 91st Avenue to Gillespie
Dam southwest of Buckeye.
The Salt River and the Gila
join a few miles south of
Avondale, southwest of Phoe-
nix.

The Corps of Engineers rec-
ommended a 2,000-foot chan-
nel clearance, but county of-
ficials reduced the proposed
width to 500 feet on request
of game conservationists, who
objected that the wider clear-
ing would destroy a prime
wildlife habitat in salt cedars.

Doubts 500 Feet Enough

Without Orme Dam, Lowry
said, he doubts that the 500-
foot channel would handle a
sizable release of water down
the Salt River.

Among the flood control pro-
posals not dependent upon
Orme Dam are the Tempe
levees, lower Indian Bend
Wash at Scottsdale, and the
Greater Phoenix protection
projects.

Here are some of the most
significant questions and
answers from the interview:

Q. What is the exact amount
of money being asked in the
election?

A. $22,679,000.
Property Owners Can Vote

Q. Who Is eligible to vote
in the election?

A. Any registered property
owner who has lived in the
county at least a year by
March 8. Voters will be asked
to sign an affidavit attesting
they are property owners.

Q. How will the $22.7 million
be spent?

A. To buy rights of way and
maintain flood control struc-
tures built by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and Soil
Conservation Service during
the next 10 to 12 years, and
to modify some roads and
bridges.

Q. How much will taxes be
inpnaessdd

A. The existing special
county flood control tax levy
of 2 cents per $100 assessed
valuation would be increased
to an estimated 14.9 cents.

11 Big Floods Since 1926

Q. How often does Maricopa
County experience what is
classified as a major flood,
and is the hazard of major
floods increasing, and why?

A. There have been 11
“major” flood years since
1926. Flood hazards are in-
creasing in Maricopa County
because of the expansion of
heavily populated areas, which
cannot absorb water as read-
ily as desert farmland.

Q. Could the bond money be
spent for projects other than

JOHN C.

LOWRY

“. . . Feasible, Reasonable Program . . .”

the 29 now proposed?

A. No change in the plans
can be made without consul-
tation with the Corps of En-
gineers and without another
public hearing to be held by
the Board of Supervisors.

Q. In what manner would
the bonds be sold?

A. “They will be sold as
we need the money” over a
seven-year period, according
to Lowry. Retirement schedule
would be 30 years.

Congress Authorizes Plans

Q. What part does Congress
play in the program?

A. Congress must authorize
each project, and then it must
appropriate the money. Some
of- the projects have been
authorized, including Indian
Bend Wash channel and the
Greater Phoenix protective
phase, including four dams.
No money has been appropri-
ated yet.

Q. Have any of the 29 proj-
ects been turned down by
Congress?

A. No:z

Q. Are county officials opti-
mistic that Congress will ap-
prove the rest of the 29 proj-
ects?

A “Thay alweye hane -
proved the projects that the
Corps of Engineers could jus-
tify on what they call a bene-
fit-cost ratio basis,”” Lowry
said, “They don’t always give
the money when you want it,
and they don’t always give it
to you all at once. It depends
on how economy-minded they
are.”

Whole Valley Would Benefit

Q. What cities, towns and
communities would benefit
from the protective structures
proposed?

A. Phoenix, Avondale, Buck-
eye, Chandler, El Mirage, Gil-
bert, Gila Bend, Glendale,
Goodyear, Guadalupe, Litch-
field Park, Mesa, Moon Val-
ley, Palo Verde, Paradise
Valley, Peoria, Queen Creek,

Scottsdale, Surprise, Tempe,

Tolleson, Wickenburg and
Youngtown.
Q. What major impact

would the program have on
the country’s economy?

A, The $93 million in federal
construction funds spent in the
county over a period of 10 to
12 years would create new
jobs and millions of dollars
in additional sales volume,
Thousands of acres of land
would increase in value with
the elimination of flood plains,
thus broading the tax base.

No Recreational Use

Q. Can the flood control
projects be used for recrea-
tional purposes?

A. The flood control district
cannot legally spend money
except for flood control proj-
ects. Some recreational ac-
tivities, such as horseback
riding on service roads run-
ning parallel to projects, will
be permitted if they don’t in-
terfere with the operation of

the facility.

Q. Will the district recharge
underground areas with the
water it retains?

A. “We propose to intro-
duce all these floodwaters in-
to the groundwater table
whenever possible,”
said. This will be done part-
ly, he said, through seepage
in some lakes. However, no
flood control money can be
spent directly on such water

conservation practices, he

added.

Q. The Citizens Flood Pro-
tection Committee says flood
damage to Maricopa County
averages about $9 million a
year. From where do these
estimates come?

Glendale Flooded in 1963

A. US. Army Corps of En-
gineers, Soil Conservation
Service, Bureau of Reclama-
tion and, in Lowry’s words,
“our own knowledge of dam-

(Continued on Page 19-A, Col. 1)

Lowry

Republic Photos by Forrest Stroup

W. B. BARKLEY
“Cigarette A Day...”

tory.

@%terview Highlights

The Major Problems Involved

In Proposed County Project

® The $22.7 million bond issue, if approved, will trigger a
$115.7 countywide flood control construction program
lasting, perhaps, for more than a decade and making
it the largest flood control program in the state’s his-

® Passage would mean a predicted increase in Maricopa
County Flood Control District’s tax levy, from 2 cents
to 14.9 per $100 assessed property valuation.

® County flood control authorities are nof disturbed about:
the exemption of personal property from the flood con-
trol district’s tax base. {

® None of the flood control money could be spent specif-
ically for recreation and water conmservation activities.

® Until Orme Dam, a Central Arizona Project proposal, is
erected, the flood control program would have little ef-
fect on the regulation of runoffs in the Salt River, such
as the flood last New Year’s. f

@ Authorization of sale of the bonds is expected to mean
about $10 million a year in federal funds would be
pumped into the county’s economy.

® The flood control district’s chief engineer doesn’t think
a 500-foot Gila River channel clearance west of 9lst
Avenue is sufficient to handle major releases of water
down the Salt River until Orme Dam is built.

® Cities in the county will need storm drainage systems
to take full advantage of the county program’s channels,
even if the bond program is authorized. Some of them are
building such systems, or at least making studies.

® A change in the law to apply flood control taxes to per-
sonal property would mean that public utilities (which
stand to reap many benefits from such control) would
just increase their rates to consumers, according to W. B.
Barkley, chairman of a citizens committee in favor of
the bond issue.
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More

About

(Continued from Page 18-A)

ages and reports we get from
agencies.”

Q. What year in the last 10
years did damage total $9
million?

A. 1963,

Q. Where did this damage
occur?

A. A total of $3 million oc-
curred in the Glendale and
Maryvale areas alone.

Q. Why can’t some of these
lakes be used as waterflow
refuges?’

A. Flood control dams are
not designed to create per-
manent lakes. Most of the
time areas behind the dams
will be dry. Most- will have
fixed openings to allow con-
stant release of amounts of
water which will not damage
areas at lower elevations.
There will be no storage fac-
tor.

Q. Is any of the money pro-
posed in the bond issue alloc-
cated for legal fees should the
district be sued for invasion
of or damage to property or
water rights?

A. No.

Localized Rains Problem

Q. What was the source of
the 1963 flood in Glendale?

A. Heavy rains over the
city.

Q. Then none of the pro-
posed flood control projects
would help under these cir-
cumstances?

A. The project would make
flood channels available into
which city storm sewers could
empty.

Q. Then, what you are say-

ing is that the a@mtygﬂood
control project W ou 1d not

)-23~@b

Flood Control

Y S. RAYM
. Thinks Program Vital .

have prevented the Glendale
flood damage of 1963 unless
that city previously had built
storm sewers?

A. Tt would have helped, be-
cause the dikes and diversion
structures would have kept
some rainwater from accum-
ulating in the residential
areas.

Q. Would cities. such ' as
Glendale use the county’s pro-
gram in their storm sewer
systems? :

A. Yes. Storm sewers would
be connected to flood chan-
nels. Some of these commun-

ities already are building |
these systems or having stu-
dies made.

What If Bonds Lose?

Q. Will you pursue any of
the projects if the bond issue
is voted down?

A. Yes. Some small pro-
jects could be financed.

Q. If the bond issues passes,
when would Phase A be com-
pleted?

A. This is not known. How-
ever, it is believed Phase A
could be ready for bid letting
in one year, and Phase B in
four to five years.
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- Protecting QOurselves

Everyone who lives in Maricopa County should
read the interview on Page 18 Section A of today’s
Arizona Republic. It concerns' the vital issue of
a massive flood protection system that has been
designed for the county. The voters are being
asked to approve $22 million worth of bonds that
will be issued, and redeemed, by an improvement
district embracing the entire county. If the bonds
are approved, the federal government will add
$93 million for the construction of various flood
control structures over the next 10 years. The
election will be held Tuesday, March 8.

“Although the December rains have convinced a
lot of doubting Thomases about the need for flood
protection in the desert, the program that will be
submitted to the voters in March is by no means
new or sketchy. A Flood Protection Committee
was organized in 1957, and as a result of its stu-
dies the legislature passed the Flood Control Act
in 1959. Maricopa was the first county to use the
legislation, the improvement district having been
established the same year.

SINCE THEN, district, city, and county offi-
cials, with a major assist from the U.S. Army
Engineers Corps, have planned a system of dams,
channels, conduits, levees and seepage pits that
should make future flooding impossible in Scotts-
dale, Mesa, Tempe, Wickenburg, Glendale, Toll-
eson and all the cities in the Greater Phoenix
area including the capital itself.

. The major protection, of course, will be against

the so-called hundred-year floods, those events
which occur with great infrequency but do hun-
dreds of millions of dollars worth of damage as
witness northern California and Denver last year.

‘Perhaps as important, year-around protection
will be afforded against minor floods, such as have
occurred in this county in 1926, 1930, 1933, 1936,
1941, 1946, 1954, 1961 and 1963. Anyone who lives
in Maryvale, and who remembers how water ran
four feet deep and did $3 million worth of damage
to that part of Phoenix in 1963, should have no
compuctions about voting for a program that will
prevent any repetition of such a disaster.

W. B. BARKLEY, former Arizona legislator who

Jheads a citizen’s committee supporting the March

8 bond issue, recently said, ‘“Flood damage in this
county totals more than $9 miilion even in an
ayerage year. This is a burden borne by every
citizen in the form of increased taxes or higher
prices. :

“Instead of this sum literally and figuratively
going down the drain, it will be saved. Moreover,
the flood control program during the next decade
will generate a welcome $9 million annually in
new construction and hundreds of jobs.

“Cost of the program to the average taxpayer
will be less than 1.5 cents a day, a drop in the
bucket compared with the savings—to say noth-
ing of protection of our health, lives and proper-
ty—all Maricopa County residents will realize in
forthcoming years.”

We urge you to read carefully the in-depth in-
terview on Page 18 of this section. Then we urge
you to mark March 8 on your calendar as the day
when you will go to the polls and help guarantee
that Maricopa County will never suffer from the
acute disaster that appeared so near only a month
ago. :

@)
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Editor, The Arizona Republic:

There has been ‘“heap big
talk” by the white man about
the educational needs of the
red man. Ways and means to
help the Indian acquire an
education has been the sub-
ject of many group and panel
discussions.

tribe, would like to add our
thoughts to this discussion.

South Phoenix, Laveen resi-

dents and reservation Indians
were almost isolated due to
the floodwaters.

WE HAVE, or did have, 18
students attending Tolleson
High School just across the
river from us. Due to the
flood, these students were un-
able to attend classes and no
doubt have fallen far behind
in their school work, It is hard
enough for an Indian child at-

tending a public school to

| keep up with the rest of _the
class. Falling behind is just

one more big discouragement.
Possibly now, there are drop-
outs among these few stu-
dents.

The majority of these stu-
dents come from homes where
it would be a real hardship
for their parents to drive clear
to the Central Avenue bridge
from around 75th Ave., and
on to Tolleson on 91st Ave.
and Van Buren.

IS IT ASKING too much to
ask the powers that be to ex-
tend a much needed helping
hand by constructing some
kind of bridge closer to the
Laveen area? Are we asking
too much just to try to help

We, of the Maricopa Indian |

our children get that much
needed high school education?

. Something to think about:
Whatever happened to the pla-
que that was on the north end
of the Central Avenue bridge?
This plaque had the names

| of the Maricopa Indian men

who helped build the original

bridge and also the amount

of money donated by the In-
dians, $10,000.

Where is the plaque now?

MR. & MRS. ALBERT

FRENCH,

Laveen
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County Urged to Study Lanﬁd]acent to Channel|

A VALLEY BEAUTIFUL Citizens Council official
said yesterday that Maricopa County. should study,
possible uses of open space adjacent to the Salt
River before acquiring land for the proposed flood

' control channel.

Harry Coblentz, VBCC executive director, told

| The Arizona Republic that it is possible much of
| the land could be used for parks, wildlife refuges,
| hiking and riding trails and playgrounds.

AT THE same time, he said, other sections might
be more desirable for industrial or business develop-
ment. Either way, he said, there should be ad-
vance planning, since how the land would be used
could have an effect on how much or how little
land is acquired alongsxde the chnmel in speclflc

areas.
“Open space,” Coblentz ex;ﬂaned “1s not mere"ly

unused land, but land existing for special pur-
poses ” %

There is no land, he said, that is useless. If for
nothing else, it can be useful for visual pleasure.

ASSUMING passage of the county’s $22.7 million
flood control bond issue March 8, Coblentz said that,
unquestionably, there will be some juggling of
land with some fo be acquired from private owners.
By planning the potential use of all of the land
adjacent to the channel, he said, acquisition could
be made more wisely. He said there would be no
effect on engmeemng plans for the channel.

Coblentz said some land rmght be set aside for
park like industrial developments, some for- graz-
ing, some for simple green belts with drives on
which tourists could slowly wend through wsual

: beallty

~ “When we get lm#lév@ﬂﬁi Phoemx area, there

is a strong case,’” Coblentz said, “for prov1dmg an
uplifting element.” '

HE SAID Maricopa County would be the logical
vehicle for bringing together the planners for the
various communities involved to study the possﬂ)le
land uses.

To put the land to use, Coblentz said, ‘Phoenix and
other communities might consider seeking funds
available through the urban beautification sections
of the new Federal Housing Act or through the Land
and Water Conservation Act.

The Maricopa County Flood Control District’s pro-
posed countywide flood control program includes
allocations to secure right of way for the channeliza-
tion of the river. However, channelization will be
dependent upon the construction of Orme Dam at
the confluence of the Salt and Verde rivers. Orme
~ Dam is a phase of the Central Anzona Project
which still must be approved. - :

Chief executives of Maricopa
County’s Cities and towns are
banding together in support of
the proposed flood control pro-
gram. Chairman of the group
is E. J. (Bert) Brown, mayor
of this city for the past eight
years, and a council member
for the past 16.

Brown’s group will be part of
the Citizens F1o o d Protection
Committee headed by W. B.
Barkley, former speaker of the
Arizona house of representa-
tives.

Both groups are advocating
an affirmative vote at the
March 8 special election at
which property owners will be
asked to approve a $22.7 mil-
lion bond issue as the county’s
share of an overall $115 million

V%]ley Mumg£al Cl;uefs
@rm F lood Bonds Group

-2 1—GC

countywide flood control com-,
plex. The federal governmenf
will put up $93 million in con-
struction funds.

Brown’s mayoralty colleagues
will work within their own cities
and towns in urging a record
turnout on election day.

“Eleven major flood years
have beset the Valley of the Sun
since 1926,” Brown emphasiz-
ed today. “During the past 40
years, 80 per cent of all land
in Maricopa County has been
covered by destructive flood
waters at one time or another.

“Damage caused by the re-
cent yearend floods was con-
fined for the most part to the
Salt River bed, it so happened.
But older residents remember
the state capital being flooded
in 1941 by floodwaters originat-
ing in the Cave Creek area.
Two years later, Encanto Park
in Phoenix was a solid sheet of
flood water, as residents of that
area can ftestify.

“And in 1963, thousands of
Maryvale - Glendale residents
' were hit by floodwaters which
ran four feet high and caused
an estimated $3 million in dam-
age to homes, businesses and
utilities,”” he stressed.

E. J. BROWN




Somers H. White will head a
speakers bureau organized this
week by the Maricopa Citizens
Flood Protection Committee.

White, who is president of a
management consulting firm|:
bearing his name, will coordin-| :
ate requests for speakers now
flowing into MCFPC headquar-
ters at 2933 N. Central.

The citizens committee is ad-
vocating a “Yes” vote at the
March 8 special election. Mari-
copa property owners, on that
day, will be asked to approve
issuance of $22.7 million in bonds
as the county’s share of an over-
all $115 million flood control pro-
gram,

Bond proceeds will be used to
acquire needed rights of way and
to maintain a proposed complex
of dikes, dams, channels and
levees to be erected by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers.

Construction costs totali ng
some $93 million will be under-
written by the federal govern-
ment.

White said the MCFPC has a
score of informed speakers avail-
able for appearances before local
groups of any nature — particu-
larly service clubs, professional

Somers H. White
associations and homeowners or-
ganizations.

““Our objective is simple,” says
White. “It’s to make certain that
as many property owners as
possible realize the significant
benefits at stake on March 8.”

Benefits include, according to
White, permanent protection
from the ravages of floods of

the magnitude suffered last

- any Home to Glendale Avenue,

3

into the Valley’s economic stream
during the next decade, and elim-
ination of public health hazards
due to contamination of water
supplies and overflowing of sew-
age ponds and septic tanks.
White said organizations desir-
ing MCPFC speakers should call
264-0785 .“We’ll fill engagements

of any length—from five minutes B

to an hour, if requested.” Groups
may have their choice of indi-
vidual, panel or flip chart pres-
entations, he added.
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Open; Drain
Work Ends

A major street was reopened
to tra_ffic today and another
one will be open by the end ofT
the month, Traffic Engineer
Haley said today.

Drivers now have a clear, way
on all of Seventh Avenue, he
said, as a result of the comple-
tion of a $140,000 storm drain

on Seventh Avenue from Beth-

CONSTRUCTION will be com-
Plete by the end of the month
on Thomas Road from 19th Ave-
nue to the Black Canyon High-

way, Haley added.

- But traffic remaing restricted
one lane in each direction on

two  other streets:  Seventh

Street from Camelback to Beth-

any Home, and 19th Avenue

from Buckeye Road to Van
uren,

A mile stretch of 27th Avenue,
m McDowell tg Thomas, is
closed to all except local traf-
fic for the next six weeks, dur-

month; infusion of $93 million

L
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Flood Plan l
Endorsed |
By Regents

PHOENIX — The Board of
Regents has endorsed the pro-
posed countywide flood control
program at stake in a March §
special election.

Action was taken at the rec-
ommendation of G. Homer Dur-
ham, president of Arizona State
University.

At the same time, the Re-
gents expressed appreciation to
the Maricopa Citizens F1o0 o d
Protection Committee for it s

‘activities in behalf of an affir.
- mative vote on March 8. 3
‘f In a letter to W. B. Barkley,

MCFPC chairman, Dr. Durham
said in part: i

“The Board of Regents has!
adopted a motion expressing ap-
preciation for the work of your
committee and the comprehen- |
sive effort to develop a county-
wide system of dikes, d am s,
channels and levees on the Salt
River.

‘“The river, as you know, runs
adjacent to the north end of our
campus, including Sun Devil
Stadium. It long has been our
concern and hope that the river
bed could be safely and secure-
ly channeled — somewhat as
the Los Angeles River was done
years ago — permitting ASU 2
more secure opportunity to de-
velop land now unusable, and
permitting us to improve same
for stadium parking and other |
University events, ,’

“This interest on the part of |
ASU and the Board of Regents, |
I am sure, is paralleled by the
interests of the public general-
ly, the state and county high-
way departments, the cities of
Phoenix, Tempe and Scottsdale
among others, as well as the
many private concerns needing
flood protection and adequate
development of land resources.”

A ““Yes” majority at the elec-
tion will enable the county to is-
sue $22.7 million in bonds as its
share (approximately 20 per-
cent) of an overall $115 million
flood control complex to be
built over the next decade by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers. A $93 million contribution
by the federal government s
earmarked for construction of
the 29 projects involved in the
master program,

—— e aoaa

ing construction of g storm

Haley said,
HE SUGGESTED that north-
drivers detour via Me-
Road to either Black
Highway or 35th Ave-

Canyon

- hue, and that southbound traffic

detour via Grand
Black Canyon
Avenue,

Avenue to the

orThomastolsﬁth

————



Approvur

The proposed Maricopa Coun-
ty flood control bond issue has
been endorsed by the Arizona
State Board of Regents and by
a group of Valley mayors, it
was disclosed today.

“ Mayor E. J. Brown of Mesa
is chairman of the mayor group,
‘which he said will function as
part of the Citizens Flood Pro-

tection Committee, headed by
W. B. Barkley, former speaker
of the Arizona House of Repre-
sentatives.

THE COMMITTEE is urging
a “yes” vote on a $22.7-million
bond proposal in a countywide
special election March 8. The
bond proceeds would be the
county’s share of a joint local-
federal flood control construc-
m program totaling W mil-

-

“Eleven major flood years
have beset the Valley of the
Sun since 1926,” Br o wn said.
“During the last 40 years, 80
per cent of all land in Mari-
copa County has been covered
by destructive ﬂoodwaters at
one time or another.”

NOTING THAT recent flood-
ing was confined mainly to the
Salt River bed, Brown cited
previous floods mcludmg the in-
undation of the state capitol in
1941, of Encanto Park two years
later and serious water dam-

in 1963.

was taken on recommendation
of Dr. G. Homer Durham, pres-
ident of Arizona State Univer-
sity.

NOTIFYING Barkley of the
regents’ endorsement of the
flood control bonds, Dr. Durham
wrote:

“The river, as you know,
runs adjacent to the north end
of our -campus, including Sun
Devil Stadium.

“Tt long has beern our concern
and hope that the river bed
could be safely and securely
channeled — somewhat as the
Los Angeles River was done
years ago — permitting ASU a
‘more secure opportunity to de-

velop land now unusable, and
pmﬁliu us to impmve same

vty e

age in Glendale and Maryvale

Action of the board of regents!

@
/@’
ARIZONA’S Board of Re-

gents and 18 mayors in
Maricopa County have
pledged to support the pro-
posed countywide flood con-
trol program.

Voters will be asked in a
special election March 8 to
authorize the Maricopa
County Flood Control Dis-
trict to issue $22.7 million in
bonds to help finance a $115.7
million flood control system.
The balance of funds will come
mm federal government.

~ Action by the regents
taken on recommendation of
Dr. G. Homer Durham, M“
dent of Arizona State Unive
sity.
letter to W. B. Bankhg

%nan of the Maricopa
Citizens Flood Protection
Committee, Durham said
flood protection for the ASU
campus, which runs adjacent
to the Salt River in Tempe,
would permit the university
to pursue plans to develop
lands now unusable, enlarge
Sun Devil Stadium, and make
other improvements.

- Milton H. Graham, Phoenix;
John F. McCauley, Avﬂ&
(Gerhard O. Strander,

Andrew C. Kuhles, Cm
Lonnie A. Page, El
Harold Collier, Gila Bend; |

is - Cooper, Gllbert Carl H.
Stockland, Glendale; C. R. Pal-
mateer, Goodyear; and E. J.
Brown, Mesa, chairman.

Others are Jack D. Huntress,
Paradise Valley; J. Don Wag-
oner, Peoria; D. B. L. Tims,
Scottsdale; Harold Yingling,
Surprise; John C. Moeur, Tem-
pe; Roy G. White, Tolleson
Jerry D. Vinyard, chkenburg,
and Gabriel Morgan, Young-
town.

‘-o'-vu.r




| bring water from the city’s new filtrati

| tribution system is now under construc
| across the park eastward from the plant,
| then extend southward across the Salt

stem.

MORE WATER FOR TEMPE — Construction of a 48-inch water main which will
on plant in Papago park to the city’s dis-
tion, along with the plant itself. Extending

River to join the existing distribution sy

the main will skirt Hayden Plaza East,

X
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'Flood-Control Vote Gets Backing

W. B. Barkley, chairman of
the Maricopa Citizens Flood
Protection Committee, today ex-
pressed “delight” at the public
response fo a proposed $22.7
million county flood control
bond election scheduled March
8. /

“It is becoming increasingly
obvious that the people of Mari-
copa County favor comprehen-
sive flood protection, and that
they want construction of the
countywide flood control pro-
gram to begin as soon as pos-
sible,” Barkley said.

The chairman said endorse-
ments of the proposal have

Ranch of Wickenburg and
Cabot, Cabot & Forbes.

Tom Chauncey, president of
KOOL radio and TV; John
Girand, Johannessen & Girand,
consulting engineers; Jack Wil-
liams, KOY radio executive and
Phoenix Gazette columnist;
Marshall Humphrey, Chandler
area farmer and state repre-
sentative; C. R. Palmateer,
mayor of Goodyear; Donald H.
Mackey, executive vice presi-

dent, Phoenix Development As-
sociation; William P. Schrader,
former Scottsdale mayor;
Emral Ruth, executive secre-

been received from the follow-
ing business firms and individ-
uals: B

\ Cudahy Packing Co., Custom-
craftt Homes Thunderbird
Bank of Glendale, Mountain
States Telephone Co., St
| Thomas the Apostle Parish, Ari-
zona Aggregate Association,
Sands Trading Co. of Glendale,
A. L. Moore & Sons, R. P. R.
Construction Co., Remuda

tary, Arizona Motor Transport and W. A. Gray, businel?;égfm, |
Association; John A. Carollo, |Operating Engineers’ " No.
hydrologist and civil engineer, |428.
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More than one-fifth of Mari-
copa County’s taxable property
will be exempt from assess-
ment if the proposed flood con-
trol bond issue is approved by
property owners next month, it
was revealed today.

The county’s assessed valua-
tion is $987,224,520. The law
says that from this tital
personal property assessed at
more than $221 million shall be

excluded from taxation in the
flood control district. The law
was enacted in 1959 by the
state legislature.

WHY WAS personal property
ruled exempt?

County spokesmen offer dif-
ferent reasons.

“It could have resulted from
an honest mistake, a misinter-
pretation of the facts as they
were presented,” said Jane
Greer, legal counsel for the
board of supervisors. “It’s pos-
sible that the legislature may
have intended to include per-
sonal property in the same tax-
able class as real property.”

Other sources, close to action
of the legislature, feel that a
strong lobby may have paved
the way for limiting the tax to
real estate and improvements.

A TAX EXPERT explained
that elimination of personal
property from the tax roll
causes a shift in the tax load.

For example, the county’s five
biggest property owners would
save about $230,000 a year be-lte be-

cause of this exemption under
the flood control proposal, which
will be up for approval March
8. The average homeowner
would save the assessment on
his household furnishings which
are valued for tax purposes at
one-tenth of the assessed value
of his home. The personal prop-
erty assessment against major
taxpayers such as railroads and
utilities is said to run from 10
to 40 per cent of the appraised
value of their land and improve-
ments. :

However, elimination of as-
sessments on personal property
means that the tax rate on land
and improvements must go
higher to raise the money
needed for flood control works.
Therefore, the tax expert point-
ed out, there is no actual sav-
ings — for the same amount
of money must be raised re-
gardless of the tax base — but
there would be a shift in the
tax burden.

SPONSORS predict that the
flood control bond issue, if
approved, would result in a spe-

cial assessment of 15 cents per
$100 valuation,

Houses are assessed at 25 per
cent of their actual value.
Hence the tax on a $15,000
home assessed at $3,750 would
be $5.63 per year.

The five largest property
owners with big stakes in the
proposed countywide flood pro-
tection program, account for

Flood Control Bond Issue
Would Cut Taxable Land

around 70 per cent of the $221.4
million in personal property ex-
empt from taxes.

The top five and the assessed
valuations of exempt personal
property mclude

e Public Service Co. of Arl-
zona — $67,933,685.

e Mt. States Telephone Co—-
$67,251,345.

® Southern Pacific Railroad
—$13,031,058.

® El Paso Natural Gas Co.—
$8,856,005,

e Santa Fe Railroad—$4,711,«
325,

OTHER MAJOR categories of
tax-exempt personal property
include:

@ Household f ur n ishings —
$44,983,470.

® All industrial plants (ex-
cept mining and saw mill) —
$33,001,215.

® Business furniture and fix-
tures—$18,466,695.

® Farm machinery — $3,126,-
915.

® Irrigation pumping units—
$2,694,535.

® Cattle in feed lots—$1,879,-
215,

® Dairy cows—$1,061,960.

Also exempt in the Maricopa.
County Flood Control District
are inventories of stock owned.
by retailers ($35,595,070) and
manufacturers ($29,273,225).



Oppositi 4
The Arizona Homeowners As-
sociation has scheduled a se-
ries of public discussions in op-
position to a proposed county-
wide flood protection program,
with the initial meeting set for
7:45 o’clock tonight at Sunny-

slope Elementary School, 240
E. Vogel.

David C. Cox, Phoenix, presi-
dent of the homeowners group,

said he opposes a March 8 bond
election seeking $22.7 million to
finance the county’s share of a
‘total cost of $115 million for a
'planned 29-project flood control
program. Remaining costs
would be paid by the federal
government.

. Cox said his organization has
invited representatives of the
Maricopa County Flood Control
District to attend the meetings
and answer questions concern-
ing the proposal.

The second meeting is sched-’
uled at 7:45 o’clock tomorrow

night at Desert View School,i

8621 N. Third St.

SRP to l#elease
G apas [ Aaflinns

ter Saturday
el
t Granite eef

The Salt River Project,
ending a 5-week dry-up pe-
riod, will start releasing
water over Granite Reef
Dam into the Salt River
channel beginning at 8 a.m.
Saturday, it was announc-
ed at noon today.

The initial release is esti-
mated at 500 cu. ft. per sec-
ond, said Henry Shipley, as-
sistant genmeral manager.
Unfilled capacity of the
SRP reservoirs teday was
204,450 acre ft.

Cited as reason for the
release was snowfall and
rain on the watershed and
the possibility of warmer
temperatures which could
cause snow to melt.




&t







3% 4’;!

&

ors To

? V

The Phoenix City Council today adopted

bond program at a special election March 8.

dening, city public works direc-

JuOUI’i'EII Ure

51 S

o ood Bonds

They did so after hearing the project outl f’
Col. John Lowry, county flood control engmeer and Fred Glea-

ges
OK

a resolution urgmg

tor.

NINE-TENTHS OF the flood

control project can be completed
without the construction of Orme
Dam, said Lowry. However, he
added the dam constructlon
would largely determine the
feasibility of a 250-foot wide con-
crete channel for the Salt River
through the Phoenix metropoli-
tan area.

Large Phoenix areas need the
protection from flood waters
from the north, said Lowry.
Glendening stressed this, too,
noting that 20,000 to 30000
homes are actually built in the
path of Cave Creek Wash.” The
areas of Sunnyslope, Arcadia
and Sunnyslope cannot expect
adequate storm drain protection
“until flood control projects are
built and we have some place to
put the flood water,” Glendening
added.

IN OTHER business last night,
the council:

76 m}i@aﬁ;@ for a
ral grant to seek im-

d last night by

. .TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1966

voters to approve a $22.7 million Maricopa County Flood control| '

* mittee said today.
Owners of real property are!

.°$22.7 million bond issue to fi-
_nance the county’s share of the
» recommended program’s total
. cost, estimated at $115 million.

“+ The remaining $92.3 million
. government,

 the flood protection committee,
.-said supporters of the proposal].
. stressed the following points:

through the metropolitan area

D

or Areq

Flood

Control Proposail

~ An increasing number of. or-
. ganizations and individuals are
pledging support for a proposed
countywide flood control pro-
- gram, officials of the Maricopa
. Citizens Flood Protection Com-

scheduled to vote March 8 a

would be paid by the federal

- W. B. Barkley, chairman of

® Control of the Salt River

|Car Dealers Association.

would allow a ‘“‘completely dif-
ferent type of land use than now
exists in the river bottom.” With
the flood hazard removed, the
area would offer a “tremendous
potenital for industrial and com-
mercial development.”

® Some of the reclaimed Salt
River bottomland could be .used
for needed recreational facilities'
near the center of Phoenix.:

® Proposed ‘channel improve-
ments would be valuable in
planning of auxiliary parallel
thoroughfares, leading to a pro-
gram of general beautification
and increased property values
in the area.

Barkley said organizations and
individuals endorsing the flood
control project during the past
week include;

South Phoenix Optimist Club,
Consulting Engineers Council of
Arizona, Harquahala Associa-
tion, East Maricopa County Im-
provement Association, Hotel
and Restaurant Employes Local
631, United Services of America
and the Greater Phoenix New

Rev. George B. Brooks, Frank
Snell, Secretary of State Wesley
H. Bolin, Dr. Otto L. Bendheim,

?
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