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On September 7, 1984, a request was made to the Los Angeles
District, Corps of Engineers, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act
(FOIA), for records relating to the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel
(ACDC), Reach Four and destruction of documents concerning the ACDC or
Reach Four. The request also asked that search and duplication fees be
waived, as provided by the FOIA, because release of the requested
documents would primarily benefit the general public.

On September 21, 1984, the District's FOIA Officer responded
that the District: (a) had IlQ. records in addition to those already made
public concerning the ACDC or Reach 4; and (b) had destroyed no records.

hen the District's response was challenged as incomplete and inaccurate
on all counts, the FOIA Officer rejected our request as an "unacceptable"
and non-specific "fishing expedition". The Officer demanded that the
request identify each document by title, date, author and file location,
and refu sed to grant the request for a waiver of search and dup 1i cat ion
fees.

On December 24, 1984, the Deputy Chief Counsel of the Corps of
Engineers upheld the District FOIA Officer's demand that the request
describe with specificity each document requested from the Corps and
formally denied the request for waiver of search and duplication fees. In
support of that denial, he claimed that a release of ACDC records would
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On September 7, 1984, a request was made to the Los Ange 1es
District, Corps of Engineers, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act
(FOIA), for records relating to the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel
(ACDC), Reach Four and destruct ion of documents concerni ng the ACDC or
Reach Four. The request also asked that search and duplication fees be
waived, as provided by the FOIA, because release of the requested
documents would primarily benefit the general public.

On September 21, 1984, the Di strict I s FOIA Officer responded
that the District: (a) had fl.Q. records in addition to those already made
public concerning the ACDC or Reach 4; and (b) had destroyed no records.
When the District's response was challenged as incomplete and inaccurate
on all counts, the FOIA Officer rejected our request as an lIunacceptableli
and non-specific IIfishing expedition ll

• The Officer demanded that the
request identify each document by title, date, author and file location,
and refused to grant the request for a waiver of search and duplication
fees.

On December 24, 1984, the Deputy Chief Counsel of the Corps of
Engineers upheld the District FOIA Officer's demand that the request
descri be with specifi city each document requested from the Corps and
formally denied the request for waiver of search and duplication fees. In
support of that denial, he claimed that a release of ACDC records would
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not "contribute to constructive public discussion and debate, or primarily

benefit the general publ ic."

On January 10, 1985, an appeal was filed with the Office of

the Secretary of the Army. Although the FO IA requ i res that such appea 1s

be determined within 20 days of their receipt by an agency of the

federal government, the Secretary of the Army took no action on the appeal

for eight months •. Finally, on September 20, 1985, Thomas F. Kranz, the

Pri nci pa1 Deputy General Counsel to the Secretary of the Army, reversed

the decision of the Army Corps of Engineers and granted a waiver of search

and duplication fees associated with our FOIA request. In support of his

decision, Mr. Kranz noted that "making the project documents available to

the interested public will insure the integrity of public decisions over
the water prC';ort II
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II. CORPS DOCUMENTS FROM INITIAL SEARCH.

A. Need For Reauthorization By Congress Of Reach Four and
Reanalysis Of Costs And Benefits.

•
An alarming piece of information found in the search of the

Corps· files is the fact that the Corps apparently knew what the opponents

•
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not "contribute to constructive public discussion and debate, or primarily

benefit the general public."

On January 10, 1985, an appeal was filed with the Office of
the Secretary of the Army. Although the FOIA requires that such appeals

be determined within 20 days of their receipt by an agency of the
federal government, the Secretary of the Army took no action on the appeal

for eight months.- Finally, on September 20, 1985, Thomas F. Kranz, the
Principal Deputy General Counsel to the Secretary of the Army, reversed

the decision of the Army Corps of Engineers and granted a waiver of search
and duplication fees associated with our FOIA request. In support of his

decision, Mr. Kranz noted that "making the project documents available to
the interested public will insure the integrity of public decisions over

the water project."

The entire month following the approval of the FOIA request
was spent attempting to receive a commitment from the Corps as to the

process and date for the document search. Fi na lly, on October 28-29,

1985, a team of three 1awyers and a para1ega1 went to the Los Ange 1es

office of the Corps of Engineers and reviewed files in just three of the
18 sections within that office. The following is a summary of some of the

more important documents found during that search. A much larger
quantity of documents requested from the Corps based on the search still

need to be reviewed, and a search of the files in the remaining 15

sections of the Corps office must still be conducted. Undoubtedly,

additional critical information regarding Reach Four which has been
jealously guarded by the Corps of Engineers and the Flood Control District

will become available.

II. CORPS DOCUMENTS FROM INITIAL SEARCH.

A. Need For Reauthorization By Congress Of Reach Four and
Reanalysis Of Costs And Benefits.

An alarming piece of information found in the search of the

Corps' files is the fact that the Corps apparently knew what the opponents

-2-
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to Reach Four have argued from the start--that it was not withi n the

discretion of the Corps to add Reach Four to the congressionally
authorized project and that a separate congressional authorization and a

new economic analysis under existing criteria and current discount rates
are required for Reach Four. This conclusion is based upon a series of
memoranda from various levels of the Corps of Engineers hierarchy.

On February 1, 1974, the South Pacific Division of the Corps
held a required plan formulation conference on the ACDC in the Los Angeles

District of the Corps of Engineers. One of the items on the agenda was
the question of whether the post-authorization addition of Reach Four was
within the discretionary authority of the Chief of Engineers so that no
independent congressional authorization would be necessary and the

original 3-1/4% discount rate could be used in the incremental economic
analys is of that Reach. The conference conc1uded that the extens ion of
the ACDC to include Reach Four was flQi within the discretionary authority
of the Chief of Engineers (~ Document A, page six, paragraph j.) If the
addition of Reach Four is not within the discretion of the Corps then a
separate congressional authorization and economic analysis using current
discount rates are required.

On April 5, 1974 the Office of the Chief of Engineers,
Washington, D.C., wrote to the Division Engineer of the South Pacific

Division to comment on the proposed use of the 3-1/4% discount rate for
the economic evaluation of Reach Four. The Office of the Chief of
Engineers concurred with the Conference reports finding that the addition
of Reach Four was not within its discretionary authority and therefore was
flQi eligible to use the 3-1/4% discount rate•. The Chief of Engineers

stated that:

If estimate of additional cost for extension
of Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, from 12th to
40th Street is approximately $20,000,000 (July
1973 prices) or approximately 15% of total project
cost (Stages I, II, II I), the extens ion can be
cons idered with in the di scret ionary authority of
the Chief. (~Document B, paragraph 2.)

-3-
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But the original cost estimate for Reach Four was much greater than the

$20,000,000 maximum.

Finally, on April 28, 1975, the Division Engineer for the
South Pacific Division wrote to its District Engineer for the Los Angeles

District, in charge of the ACDC, to comment on the Draft Design Memorandum
No.3 for that project. The Division Engineer stated:

Incremental analysis of the extension of the

Arizona Canal diversion channel from Dreamy Draw
channe1 to 40th Street is presented on Table 7,

page 95, of the main report. OCE reply to MER of
Plan Formulation conference on the subject project

noted that if the cost of the extension reach is
approximately $20 mi 11 ion (July 1973 prices) or

approximately 15 percent of total project cost the
extension can be considered to be within the

discretionary authority of the Chief of Engineers
and also the discount rate of 3-1/4 percent for
economi c eva1uat i on may be app 1i ed. The cost of
$39.555 million for the extension noted in Table 7
reflects 18.5 percent of total project cost.
Inasmuch as th is percentage is greater than the
limit indicated by OCE. it is envisioned that a
special report would need to be submitted to
Congress for authorization and inclusion of this
portion of the diversion channel as an element of
the aythorized plan. The special report would
probably reqyire economic evaluation under
existing criteria and current discount rate. (~

Document C, paragraph d (emphasis added).)

It is apparent that the Corps of Engineers knew that it could
not add Reach Four to the ACDC without independent congressional

authorization and a new cost-benefit analysis based on current directives

-4-
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and discount rate. However, the Corps has failed to receive such

authorization and has steadfastly maintained that the old 3-1/4% discount
rate used for the ori gi na1 1965 project can be used for the economi c

analysis of Reach Four. When opponents of Reach Four have argued that
Reach Four is not cost justified, the Corps has replied that based on the

3-1/4% discount rate it is economically justified and Congress has
authorized the use of that unreasonably low rate. We now see that the

Corps' reliance on the old 3-1/4% discount rate is misplaced and that
Reach Four must be analyzed at the current hi gher di scount rate as the

opponents to Reach Four have argued all along.

The Maricopa County Flood Control District does not want such

a reanalysis of the costs and benefits of Reach Four because it knows that

the project can not withstand such scruti ny. In a 1etter from Dan

Sagramoso, Chief Engineer and General Manager for the Flood Control

District to Jack PfiSter, General Manager of Salt River Project, dated
August 30~ 1985, Mr. Sagramoso was openly concerned about Representative

Rudd's requirement in the House Appropriations Bill, H.R. 2959,

instructing the Corps of Engineers to conduct a benefit-cost analysis of

ACDC Reach Four using current guidelines and policy directives, including

the current discount rate of 8-3/8%. Mr. Sagramoso stated that:

It is very unlikely that Reach Four will
show a favorable B/C ratio at the current, higher
discount rate and this unusual reanalysis of an
authorized project may lead to the withholding of
federal funding. (~Document 0, paragraph 4.)

In that August 1985 letter, Mr. Sagramoso requested that Mr.

Pfister attempt to persuade Congressman Rudd to withdraw his request for
an economic reanalysis and noted that other elected officials and private

citizens might do the same. Apparently the Flood Control District is so
concerned about the results of an appropri ate cost-benefit ana lys is of

Reach Four using current guidelines and policy directives that it has
resorted to using political pressure on the Congressman to derail his

intervention in the project. Moreover, this letter indicates that while
the District and Corps have publicly promised cooperation in the

-5-
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preparation of a new economic analysis to Mr. Rudd and the Committee, they
have in fact been secretly attempting to block the requested analysis.

The Flood Control District has good reason to be concerned
about a reanalysis of the costs and benefits of Reach Four. An economic
analysis of Reach Four, dated April 3, 1985, found in the Corps· Economic
and Social Analysis Section files and sent to Stan Lutz, Corps Project
Manager for the ACDC, indicates that based on the current discount rate
Reach Four only provides $.63 worth of benefits for "'''0..-\/ ~1 nn c;:npnL

(~ Document E.) Obviously thi s .63: 1 bene
substant i a11y lower than the 1: 1 rat i0 requ i re
construct ion of the project. A separate document
files indicates that a substantially lower discount r
half the current discount rate of 8-3/8%, is rec
acceptable 1:1 benefit-cost ratio for Reach Four. (~

Thus, the Corps of Engineers and Flo
apparently know that a new economic analysis
demonstrate that the project is a "boondoggle" and wi
of support from the City of Phoenix and Congress.

B. Flood Protection Provided By Reach Four Is No Longer
Necessary.

Opponents of Reach Four have argued that many various
improvements in the Reach Four area have made the area less flood prone
and have eliminated the need for Reach Four which was added in response to
the flood of 1972. The most significant flood protection improvement in
that area was the installation of large flood gates in the Arizona Canal
to drain the irrigation water and additional flood water down the Crosscut
Canal. However, the Corps of Engineers and Flood Control District have
maintained that the gates at the Crosscut Canal and other improvements
provide insufficient flood protection and would not have prevented the
June 22, 1972 flood. A significant document found in the Corps files now
refutes that contention and questions the need for Reach Four.

-6-
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•
preparation of a new economic analysis to Mr. Rudd and the Committee, they
have in fact been secretly attempting to block the requested analysis.

•
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The Flood Control District has good reason to be concerned
about a reanalysis of the costs and benefits of Reach Four. An economic
analysis of Reach ,Four, dated April 3, 1985, found in the Corps' Economic
and Social Analysis Section files and sent to Stan Lutz, Corps Project
Manager for the ACDC, indicates that based on the current discount rate
Reach Four only provides $.63 worth of benefits for every $1.00 spent.
(m Document E.) Obviously this .63:1 benefit/cost ratio is
substantially lower than the 1:1 ratio required to justify the
construction of the project. A separate document found in those same
files indicates that a substantially lower discount rate of 4%, less than
half the current discount rate of 8-3/8%, is required to obtain an
acceptable 1:1 benefit-cost ratio for Reach Four. (~~ Document F.)

District
Four will

in the loss

Thus, the Corps of Engineers and Flood Control
apparently know that a new economic analysis of Reach
demonstrate that the project is a IIboondoggle ll and will result
of support from the City of Phoenix and Congress.•

•
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B. Flood Protection Provided By Reach Four Is No Longer
Necessary.

Opponents of Reach Four have argued that many various
improvements in the Reach Four area have made the area less flood prone
and have eliminated the need for Reach Four which was added in response to
the flood of 1972. The most significant flood protection improvement in
that area was the installation of large flood gates in the Arizona Canal
to drain the irrigation water and additional flood water down the Crosscut
Canal. However, the Corps of Engineers and Flood Control District have
maintained that the gates at the Crosscut Canal and other improvements
provide insufficient flood protection and would not have prevented the
June 22, 1972 flood. A significant document found in the Corps files now
refutes that contention and questions the need for Reach Four.
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After the 1972 flood, the Flood Control District proposed the

installation of the Arizona Canal gates and improvement of the Crosscut
Canal. The proposal was initially discussed at the regular meeting of the
Citizens Advisory Board of the Flood Control District on September 13,
1982. At that meeting, Colonel John C. Lowry, Chief Engineer and General
Manager of the Flood Control District, stated the benefits of the project:

The Qpening Qf thQse gates after the channel
is completed will permit the Salt River Project tQ
almost immediately empty the canal at that point.
If that had been in operation Qn June 22. 1972.
the canal would not have broken. the damage along
the canaL part i cu 1ar1y dQwn where Cud i a City is
where the Salt River Project has a wash and
spillway. and where the canal broke near 38th
Street people were badly damaged by flQods. would
probably not have Qccyrred because the emptying of
that Arizona Canal is going to permit that flood
water to be picked up coming from the east of 48th
Street into this Cave Creek and Old Cross-Cut
channel. (m Document G, page 4, paragraph 8
(emphasis added).)

The Flood Control District believed that the installation of
the Arizona Canal gates at the Crosscut Canal would alleviate the risk of
flooding from another flood like that which occurred in 1972, the most
severe flood which has occurred in the Reach Four area. As you know,
those gates were indeed installed in the Arizona Canal at the taxpayers'
expense, but the Flood Control District now wants to duplicate the flQod
protection by spending millions of dollars to construct Reach Four. Thus,
the famil i ar quest ion is resurrected - is Reach FQur rea11y needed? It
may be that the FloQd Control District has other plans for the Crosscut
Canal which do not include protecting the Reach Four area, as discussed
below.

C. Alternatives To Reach Four Not Fairly Considered.

Opponents of Reach Four have believed that the Corps and Flood

Control District have been II wed ll to the Reach Four alternative from the
beginning and have never fairly considered alternatives to Reach Four. A
good example of this bias against alternatives to Reach Four is the way in

-7-
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which the PRC Toups proposal was dismissed by the Corps and District.

After the PRC plan was presented to the Task Force at the public hearing,
Mr. Sagramoso and Mr. Lutz disputed the large cost savings which were
concluded by PRC and stated that their analysis showed that the
alternative was only 3% less expensive. This same conclusion is stated in
a letter from the Corps of Engineers to Mr. Sagramoso, dated November 30,
1983. (.$.e.e. Document H, page 1, last paragraph.) However, the analysis
attached to that letter indicates that based on their own calculations the
PRC proposal would save $8.2 mi 11 ion. While the Corps is correct that
this is only a 3% savings when compared to the cost of the entire ACDC

project, it is a savings of almost 15% when compared to the cost of Reach
Four. Since the PRC plan is an alternative to Reach Four the cost savings

should be compared to the cost of that component of the project, but the
Corps chose to compare it to the cost of the total ACDC to diminish the

effect of the cost savings.

In addition, the Corps and District have argued that the PRe
proposal would be opposed by Paradise Valley and the Phoenix Country Day
School. However, the Town of Paradise Valley passed a resolution which
"strongly opposed" the construction of Reach Four, yet the Corps and Flood
Control District considers the approval of Reach Four by the Board of
Directors of the Flood Control District as adequate authority to proceed
with Reach Four. (.s..e.e. Document I, page 1, paragraph 3 and page 2,
paragraph 3.) Also, the PRe proposal entails the use of holding basins to
reduce the high peak discharges of floodwaters and thereby reduce the size
and cost of Reach Four. Of course, as the PRC representative noted at the
public hearing, it is not necessary that the major Cudia City basin be

located on the Country Day School property, but could be located elsewhere
along the Cudia City wash or Reach Four channel.

In fact, the Chief of the Corps of Engineers Hydrologic
Engineering Section, Joseph B. Evelyn, recognized the value of this use of
small holding basins as a "viable alternative" to Reach Four, and made

such recommendation to the Chief of the engineering section in charge of
the ACDC project. Mr. Evelyn stated that:

-8-
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In reviewing some SPF and discharge
frequency values computed in the Phoenix area, the
idea occurred to me to compare the volume of the
design flood hydrograph for the Arizona Canal
Diversion (ACDC) to the volume of the proposed
ACDC channe1 itse1f • The important concept is
that although the des ign flood hydrograph have
very high peak discharges, the total volume of the
flood hydrographs are relatively small due to the
local (thunderstorms) nature of the design storm.
The net result is that the introduction of
re1at i ve1y small Quant i ty of storage wi 11 resu 1t
in a large reduction in the required channel
capacity necessary to convey the flood. (~

Document J, paragraph 1 (emphasis added).)

Importantly, Mr. Evelyn concluded that the potential reduction in costs,

required right-of-way, and impact on the community appear to be
significant enough to warrant further intensive study. However, no such

study has been presented by the Corps or found through the search of their
files. The Corps and District seem determined to simply proceed with

Reach Four despite the costs and effect on the community.

Finally, the group Citizens Against Reach Four and numerous
members of the Phoenix Advisory Committee have expressed an interest in

the use of the Crosscut Canal as an alternative to Reach Four. Many
believe that the Corps and District have not given fair consideration to

that alternative because they have other future plans for the use of that
canal. A March 9, 1984 letter found in the Corps of Engineers fi 1es

indicates that they do indeed have p'lans for a "01d Crosscut Canal Flood
Control Project" and are working to obtain funding to continue the
development of that project. (~ Document K, paragraph 2 and last

attachment.) Apparently, the project will capture and divert down the

Crosscut Canal stormwater from east of the Reach Four area, between 40th

Street and 68th Street. However, the economi cs of the project seem
uncertain and a preliminary estimate of the costs and benefits indicates a

favorable benefit-cost ratio only for a 25-year flood protection project.
(~ Document L, page 3, paragraphs 3 and 5.)

-9-
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Since the Corps and District can only justify the use of the

Crosscut Canal for that area between 40th Street and 68th Street for a
25-year flood project, it would seem more valuable to use the Crosscut to
provide lOa-year flood protection for the Reach Four area. Alternatively,
it may prove more economically feasible to increase the flood protection
benefits of the Crosscut Canal project by capturing and diverting
floodwaters in both the Reach Four area and the area to the east.
However, again there is no study of these a1ternat i ves by the Corps and
District and they seem content to simply push forward with Reach Four.

• D. Inadequacy Of The ACDC And Liability Of The Flood
Control District And Taxpayers For Flood Damages.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Opponents of Reach Four have also argued that the lOa-year
flood design of the ACDC is inadequate and may cause flooding in urban
areas where such flooding would not have otherwise occurred, and that
liability for the cost of such flood damage will fallon the Flood Control

Di stri ctand ultimately the taxpayers. Moreover, this cost has not been
ca1cu 1ated into the cost-benefit ana lys is of the project. The Corp and

Flood Control District have responded that the people below the Arizona
Canal will be better off with than without the project. However, it now

'--

~.r..p.:::.ea:=.:r,-,s=---.:t~h:.::ac.:.t---,,-t:..:.;he=-....;C:.::o~rJ:.p.::.s-:..re::.:a::.;l~i.=.z.=.ed=-:t.:.:h.:..:a:.:t:......:.:.m:.:a.:..::ny~p::.:e::o:.:p..:.l:e~w.:..il~l~b:.:e~f.:a.:..r_w~o:..:r..::.s:..:e:--=..:.of f
af ne struction of the project.

The Corps' files confirm the fears of the opponents of Reach
Four. They indicate that as far back as 1976 the Office of the Chief of
Engineers, Washington, D.C., was also concerned about the inadequacy of
the lOa-year (1% chance) flood design of the ACDC, believed that the ACOC
could cause flooding in areas where flooding would not otherwise occur and

recognized that liability for damages would rest with the local sponsor.
Specifically, the Chief of Engineers stated:

The selection of the 1% chance flood as a
basis for design along the Arizona Canal Diversion
Channel should be better supported. The
information presented in the GDM indicates the
absolute minimum acceptable design to be a 0.5%
chance flood. The data indicate that a 0.2%
chance design flood would be economically

-10-
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feasible. The proposed channel could cause
flooding in urban areas where flooding would not
otherwise occur. Accordingly, we suggest that you
consider providing a higher degree of protection
unless there are compell ing reasons for adoption
of a lesser degree of protection. We request that
you submit additional information substantiating
the selection of the design flood. In addition.
the 1oca1 sponsor shou 1d be made fu 11 y aware of
the hold-and-save responsibilities as they pertain
to areas where the project coyld induce flooding
in the event that the pro ject des ign flood is
exceeded. (~Document M, paragraph 2 (emphasis
added).)

The only answer that has been provided by the Corps and District for the
selection of the lOa-year (1% chance) flood design is that a 200-year (.5%

chance) or standard project flood design would be economically and
politically impractical.

Opponents of Reach Four have also pointed to the destruction
created by floodwaters in excess of the laO-year flood capacity being
diverted through proposed overflow structures and spillways into exiting
residential and commercial areas. The same memorandum from the Chief of
Engineers confirms this concern and cautions the Los Angeles District:

Hazardous conditions created by spillway
flows should be considered carefully. In general.
spjllways should be located in sych a way as to
mi nimi ze hazards to people and property. Areal
estate interest should be acquired downstream of
spillways to a location where II with proiect ll

conditions essentially equal II without project ll

conditions. or where hazards caused by inundation.
velocity or debris would be acceptable. Review
the criteria in the attached EC 1110-2-183 to
determine their applicability to this project.
After you determine the impact of this EC on the
Phoenix project, submit information to either
support the original decision not to acquire lands
below the spillways or to explain and define areas
in which acquisition will be necessary. Local
interests shou1d be made aware of the ri sk of
project-induced damages in these areas. (~

Document M, paragraph 3 (emphasis added).)
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In the Reach Four, the Cudia City wash overflow structure and the

spi 11 ways before the covered channe1 at Stanford Dri ve and the 8i ltmore
Hotel could cause unacceptable inundation, velocity or debris in

residential and commercial properties, but the District has made no effort
to acquire such properties.

Finally, opponents of Reach Four have argued that a standard

project flood with velocities much greater than the lOO-year flood

capacity of the ACDC could cause the sides of the channel to fail with

very serious consequences to persons and property below. Again, the Chief
of Engineers recognized this concern:

The proposed levees should be designed for
the standard project flood, as a minimum, where
overtopping or fai lure would create hazardous or
catastrophic conditions. The information
presented indicates that design of at least three,
and perhaps four, of the 1evees shou 1d be
predicated on SPF floods. (~Document M,
paragraph 4.)

As noted above, the Chief of Engineers recognized that

1iabil i ty for the cost of flood damages caused by the inadequacy of the
ACDC would rest with the Flood Control District under the hold harmless
clause in the contract between the Corps and District. (~Document M,
paragraph l.) The Corps were so concerned about the 1i ab il ity of the
United States for flood damage that it requested and received less than a

year ago an opinion from its District legal counsel. The Corps lawyers
concluded that:

With regard to your inquiry concerning the
liability of the United States for flood damages,
33 U.S.C. 702c provides a statutory immunity for
the United States from any liability for damages
arising from floods or flood waters. The immunity
protects the government from 1i ab il i ty even when
it has acted negligently in the design.
construction or operation of a flood control
pro ;ect. (~Document N, paragraph 1 (emphas is
added).)

-12-
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However, the counsel found that such immunity does not, of course, apply

to the Flood Control District:

The immunity provided by 33 U.S.C. 702c only
applies to the United States. The local sponsor,
therefore, may be liable for damages to such
downstream landowners under the laws of the State
of Arizona. (~, document N, paragraph 3.)

Therefore, the liability for flood damage due to the
inadequacy of the project would fallon the District and ultimately the
taxpayers of the District. This cost should be included in the economic
analysis and weighed heavily by the Phoenix Advisory Committee.

E. The Reach Four Right-Of-Way Through The Bjltmore Is
Insufficient.

Finally, the owners of the Biltmore Hotel have maintained that
the right-of-way for Reach Four granted by its predecessor is insufficient

for the channel and that ~he cost to the Flood Control Project to condemn
the additional land will greatly increase the cost of the project.
Correspondence found in the Corps' files now confirm this contention.

In 1974 the Corps and District informed the City of Phoenix
that they needed an increase in the right-of-way through the Biltmore from

65 to 120 feet. However, the City concluded that an agreement with the
Biltmore had already been completed for the 65 foot width and negotiations
could not be reopened. (~Document 0, paragraph 1-3.) Consequently,
the District committed that it would acquire (presumably through
condemnation) the additional lands required by the Corps for Reach Four.
(~ document P, paragraph 2.)

Furthermore, in 1975 the Flood Control District wrote to the
City of Phoenix to again request that even more additional right-of-way be
acquired immediately adjacent to the Biltmore Hotel. This additional land
is required due to the backslope from the channel and the relocation of
the Ari zona Canal to the South. (~Document Q, paragraph 3-4 and
attachment.) However, based on the Biltmore Estates plat map and to the

-13-
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knowledge of the owners of the Biltmore Hotel, such additional land was
not included in the right-of-way grant.

Accordingly, while the Corps and District have stated that
they have the necessary right-of-way through the Biltmore, it now appears
that they have known for some time that the District will need to condemn
additional land within the Biltmore substantially increasing the cost of
Reach Four.

III. CONCLUSION.

The documents found in just the first step of the review of
the Corps of Engi neers I fil es support the contentions made all along by
opponents to Reach Four and disclose the less than forthright information
provided to the City of Phoenix and its citizens by the Corps and Flood
Control District. It appears that there was good reason for the Corps to
jealously guard its files and documents from public scrutiny.

The Corps and District have admitted that Reach Four can be
eliminated from the ACDC project with no effect on the ability of the rest

of the channel to function and that the remaini ng three reaches can be
downsized accordingly. (~Document R, paragraph 4, and Document 5,
page 5, paragraph 4.) The City of Phoenix, as the main beneficiary of the
Project, can make the decision whether Reach Four is constructed or not.
Although Mr. Sagramoso requested an opinion from the Corps regarding the
necessity for City of Phoenix approval, in an obvious attempt to
circumvent the decision of the City if necessary, the Corp wisely replied
that:

Strictly speaking, we need nothing further
from the city or the Flood Control District to
continue and construct all of the ACDC. On the
other hand, shou 1d the city of Phoeni x take a
stand against any portion of the ACDC. it will be
very difficult to obtain funding to construct that
port ion. CS.e.e. Document T, page 1, paragraph 5
(emphasis added).)

Citizens Against Reach Four strongly urge that the City of Phoenix take a

strong stand against the construction of Reach Four.

-14-



•

•

•



•
t.,;-_

/ A
" ." ": 1 t': ~ ;. i ,: , I

•
:.-". \

• ~i:t.Y "; ~

I~ "f"r :-', 1- Jr..... ur:

C.l :;;, ..... ("l.,,'" ~~::··\t, {;:,:"'.Ill 121:,
~~ .. 1'1 l- r,"".~ ~::. o. C-~ I j ~ I.~ ; ;) i l.i S '; 111

• SUJJECT: i.'li12stoiie 02 Coni"2I'C'llC~, i:e\'.' ~iver illia Pilo2nix City Stn::ci;i3,

f\l'l ZOl'la

•

•

•

1. Sl:bjcct pl'oject Plan Fori,lulatioll cOil"fef2;lce rCY'Jirec du,'ing f.}fe­
construction ri(.lnnin~ of the Phase 1 Glj;'1 I'ias iH:-~ld-iil tile Los ;'\:l~c'les
~istl'ic~(;:l 1 ;:::>~'~~~r~' 107 11 • In ?rlrlition to SPIj and SPL personnel
(1llC1')Sllf2 1), feprc~,cnLatives fro:;l OCt (Joseph D. 8re\-,el") and CEP.n
(\.!illi3ill R. PC:i:;rson) \'.'ere in attelidClnce as pad of Intensive i.'lcJ.n a

SCil;<2l1t

Progl'':!ll i inp1C:i,,=nta t ion.

2. Conference proceed; ngs ciw ired by I(enni tV. Spec:g (SPDPD) began
l'lii:h prcscntc.tioil of back~1\'cund i nfOnli1ti on (lnd status of f.}l'oject featllf2S
by SPL, oS s11O','1I1 on agenda o'Jtline (Inclosul'e 2), and follO\'.'Ed by
discussion and e12boration of majol~ itc:ms' of concel'n to conFerees.
Decisions unci actioilS l'cquircd Oil the i,lajor iSSLJl:s ciiscussc ci

\1(I'e
sepa.rated into those r21a'i:2d to "qu2stions on policy" to be handled by
aCE, and those to be odul'essed by the District priGI' to suol:litt0.1 of

the dl'a ft Phase I, GDI,1.

3. Items on po 1icy matters are as noted:

InfuY':iial discllssion with OCE pefsonnel indicated that cost Sllt.lril-~l:l
of n~crci,tiCJ'-1 f2'lti.:1"2S fOl' til::: ~rc:j~ct I!~\'I b~ l'r:[,.)id ave)' a lCliy te'l',il

h.~sis. 1\150, ti~c i!ltCl'(~<;t l't~te 1'01' [)I'ojc:c~ tutY:..l1cttion ()f 1'2C1"l:i..,(icll
fc~i..!l:'C:'s s:lUllld I)CCilC: iJj::pli(l.:olec l'dCC 013-11'1 pc:rccilt.

a. Regarding cost sharing for recreation, local interests indicate
that their assurances for the recreation ctspect of the pl'oject is
conti ngent upon repaYi1ient of thei \' share over a peri cd of t i lile (50 yeal's) .
Clarif'ication on this Inatter is needed as to \-,nether the reljuin::d 11011­

Federal cash contribution for this pl'oject's l'ecreation dev21opi;2nt
proposed in the detenti on oas ins and a 1on9 tile di vel'S i all Cllilnne 1 Ciill
be re!)aid in instal-ll1lents over SO yeiJrs as ~er P. L. 89-72. A related
question \>Ias also raised on vlhetiler a separate interest rate v:ould be
applied to rccl'C:atlOn '..mien is dll du0eJ Il.:'il~di'2 in th~ Ph~~(2 I GU;·1.
It should be noted, bo.lever, tllat tile autilOri z.i lig dOCUI1.Cllt s tiltcd s tuJi os
should he iT,cJ.de to deter;!line if facilities for fish iJna liildlife cJ.l1d
)'(cuec.tion should be added follC'.'ling outhcrizcJ.tion of the pl'oject.
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4. DLCL!SS10n 211d C1c~ic'i,s on the lI,ajor issues l'a'ised cl)'e (\SI01l0,,'.'5:

b. Ti12 r;rOi;()s:::d ji:'Ojcct i:iso 'ii)clucL:::; c:;,tc'I,sioll Or-~:H~ i\:'ii~c,nil

Cl.nal di'rrsioll c!l:~:)"cl l;i)~tl""i~I:, frcil 12t:l S'(:r22'~ (D,"-c.:":;~'1 DI'2,' eiidii:l:1)
to 1,0 ~h S~I,:2 t, ad; s ~l'i1ce~ of 2L1Cl'jt 4.6 :,'i 1cs. Tilt? (O;'."[:::I"IS i (111 'j:; CC 1:; i (;:..- ;',"d
a f;~;st--l.l:l:iCl(i;::,)t·il'n C!,:-:;l~;~; iil,r) tile cr;p11cLlhlcinl-cT2st l'2.tc to u~;c HI

t:,(; i"c,::,..:,',Ul 01"01,y5is iCr'l'!:is ·,'\'.'i1ch l'I'~CC!:i to b~ (;:~(.t:l'i,il":2d.
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a. CenCi'a-! (\\'i<:0I")2 Pro,iect. A full discussion and st::.:tus of '(110

CE: it t ra 1 i\ (1;('011 C -Fl·o"jec-:c.i1I;; (j-:~c-s- iii') Uc t on th is proj '..'ct s Ii cu1d be i I'; c lL<c: j

in the (CJ:';.

b. St0tC of (,r'i Z0I121 1.<:':1 on Flood r12,i n :',:;"2C ~-'?l1t. QU?S ti anson
the ill te q;-:-(;t a;~ 10 II ifiu-1i::;JieJi,:;11 Llc":Co-il of til S\'~c-:2n'tfy--fJdS S20 Sta te -I Ct',1

c.oilcc:rninq L!-;:~ 100··ye1f flood [)lain ','fill Ilecd to be clLi'(ificd in or,!::,,\,
to d~tcr~i:'ill.·its i,;:pC'ct on project clltilysis. A firm L:nc21'Stz:ndiIl9 of
-'-1,":(" -.,.. .... -f- ..:. ... \- ... ""'":" .• \.....,,! '!::f""I'''' ... \ ... -.~,. :..-..,~ ...• l-·i.....:r· ... 0'-::: -'.'., .. ·.... ·t··:, '") ""'!"C --I",~l
{,,!~ ~'-'I":''''_ ._' ''-''1.'';~-- , ...... , ;.1 •.... ,.... i ;vl." .... ll.l,...IVl1 I UIL.:""'lilt.1 IV\- fJ1(lIJJ" (..illu

l'eiclte(J cost estir.:3t2S. II o'irect i!qlicCition of tile; n~',1 1Cl',1 is in \-29 ii )'d
to the issue of flo:,'!(1C:2 (~i:lse;;'::nt vel'sus flood olain l'C:l~ulC1i.ion of lcinds
2-long Skl;Il!~ Creek, ne\~ River, (;Ild .n,s;ua Fria Ri~c;r chan:;els. Tile pr:jil Csed

pl(:!'l shouid include pGsit';ve r,lc:aSU1'es to pi'event inft'iI192;1;2nt. Oil flo,':o.ge
ClrGaS f'2C]uired for operationill J'(:le,:ses {roln upstream c1i::iI1s. f,1l aocJ~d
issl!(? I:hich sr:o:.Jld also be 22:';l'csscd inthe GD:·i is \Ih(;'~her div2i'S'ion of
I','atcrs throu9h the project 's Ari zent: Canal Di version ella.nnel \'Iould create
flood problems Ilhich do not exist i:lt this tim~.

c. H.vdrolooy and Hvdraulic: Desiqn. The preliminary dischMges i1nd
hydrologlc data1Cor the val'ious alf(;rllative plans presented in the
conference Iilaterial should be finulized as soon as possible to fir1l1 up
project c1esisn features. Processing of D2sign 1·>~r~r2.ncJull1 r'!o. 2, r:ydrology,
I'lhich presents li1ethods (lnd techniques to rr.odel the runoff process used
for Tablc::s 1 and 2 (ccnfen::nce cJata) l,Iill be closely l1~onito)'ed t.o see if
uny JdjustiTi2nt in hydrologic data l'lould be required as a result of revie.1
by aCE.

The basis of the "nil values used in project design and overf1m'l
areas of the /l,gua Fda River, 1:2\'1 Rive)', and Skunk Cl'eek should be discussed
and coordinated \-lith ~:)D stuff elemellts for concurrence.

d. Overflovi Areils. The predi cted overflol'l i'll-eaS and freO,lJency of
such occuri'ence lis-the result of anticiputed btetlks in the Arizona Canal
\'/ill need to be discussed i:llld present.ed in the Phase I G~WI.

c. Alt.~rnativo Plans.

(1) Gencral.

?,"ojcct fQ~'~:11)1~t'iun af (}lternati'.'c pl;!ns "':~'lich ir,cll:'!~s :'~,,)

",:',t.! c;Ei,nols uses hlo cJi f','l'rC:lit. ('.::e;:·cr.:s of j1i':A',;ct.ion, i.e., SiF 'lor ," ~

2
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of tile ~lnC~ji'i:;~~Qil of '~;;2 r2UC':i:~i0i1 TC:c'Lurcs 2:1C t!1(~ cost al1cccJtion
proccciures l..1scd sl:8'.(IO b'2 fully (;,:,scl'iccci in· th,:; C);,i,
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At lec.st (lne of the C1ltel'i'l(\ti\'~ plc;ns should include pro­
V1S10ns f(jr d:2illlel i,,:)(O\'2i;·.~llt along the lc,':er {\c'lIa r-1'iJ Riv(;( UDsti'2allJ

oful'~ cC;:lflui:iKC c:fLi12 Gi ic1 i<i'·.'<::r' i'\S c,::s'il'2d by.Jlocul ini:2;~(c~,~.s' voiceG
at tlie; public I,;,;:eting of 26 /\pril 1972.

(2) Dam Site. Suggest that dam site analysis COiiTare dam costs to
benefits l'.=t'tilp.r thilt! tam costs versus cost per dl'ainu.92 an:a ror altenlat1\'e
C!~!~l site .s21cc!icn~

(3) Foundation and j:dterials. The in:pacts of proposr:d 0<11:1S on
existing gravel ofJE:rations, includillg the ii:':Jact O!l costs i{allo',';cd to
continue, tlt bothi:.he C(lve Buttes and Adobe sites should be ciel'enJined as
soon as possible so that resolu.tion of any najor problems can be h2.nriled
expcdi ti ous ly.

(4) Alternative Flood Contl'ol P12ns. Th~ magnitucie of the flood
dal:1C\ge potential dQ'.'lIlstrcal1l of the pl'oposeci dallis esp2cial1y in the rGael)
<llong Cave: Creek bet,'/cc:n Cave Buttes Dam and the Arizona Canal should be
fully described. The effects under the 'vith and ,·/ithout condition or the
project together \'lith possible channel ill1provcn:2llt along Cave Creek al~ci/or

j"el ated effects ft'om opel"uti on of Cave Buttes Dall1 on dO',lns tream channe-I
crossings and the Arizona Canal should be discussed i~ the GDM.

In the area south of the Arizona Canal (AC) (dc',trlstream of
Cave Creek confluence "lith IIC) , the flood problems alld possible alte\'11Cltive
plans (for this area) should also be explored ilild discussed in the GDi·l.

\·/i th regard to the pros and cons of Al ternati ve pi ails Sa ar ' 5b,
a comparison of the differellces of thr. alternative plans should be presclltcci
including -the required economic, social, and environn~2ntal ilnalysis as \':e11
as the -;:-o11O\ving items: (a) operation of the dlllllS and the required dC'.:r1SlTell!:~

chc.nnel needs 1ncludlng rights-of-\'Iays, il1lprOveli:2nts, etc.; (b) required
structures such as gates to acco;~""iorJate operation procedures; ilnd (c) other
differences and/or r2quil'cm~nts of the alternative plan.

f. Pt'oject Econo::1i cs (lnd Genefi t I\n(\ lys is.

(1) !\Jilllysis of projrct cccno:ii1cS should use conoitions of ''I;i~h

and \-!iLhliut" insl.b::d of tiie !;before and arl.er" a:1alysis pre:sented in l!/2
conr(: I'e!! cc.: 1:',Cl te r i L: 1.
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(2) The ~I~li:l .... ,:;is u'( !FO::l!C't',i I'ity f':CL(li'S ir. tl:;:; L':oject ()C0;'I~I:;jCS
s!',c:uld;;iily disciss l,"C b,-'sis (iF t:~c (,,;sSUi,:rLicilS t:c;.::d ,'r,d t!l~ ,"':;OCIi!U"O

il;:;'2-C(:5 Vl pi'eject 1)2:i~"fiLs. 'rh.; c;~vio~::cl) Gi'Lf"C corl".:l.::-Llon c021i'iclt:;1LS
sho~Jlc1 ~.'2 (iisCl'ssr.d in '((~I'P;:; of ciat2 USCG,

•
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• ( 3) "Ihe p i (\i~' c u-, ci 'j ii 1'1 c! liSe d?, l () s !, 0'. ( i I) Q flit un? c;;.;) ,'; l"i S ion 0 -;: t: H?
rllou,'ix:,.i'~6 s!',luld iii("ic.::[:.: S(;'HCC: or the rji:',~,\ cl1ej the u:<)atii)'i~it','
of Pi'c:jr:r:tiollS \","ith (Cl:~S doLL (;2i"L:j',11izeo rCi)!IC;;,ic (;,;[2 of a b(:"i~'d
n~giG!;(:1 SCC;)\? should IJ2 l;r.pi: i:1ini::21l iD f:2rifii: a :,:Jrc cJ:teiled C'CJ:)~;~:ic
pi"2S8nt0t'icn on tile sp~ci';-ic PJ'oj,:ct Clrc:n.

(4) Dilt0. ill ti.:hle sl'C".I'ing 1l011-1ji'e\'~ilt2blo dcJf"';~JC:s of 0'.'2r SlO
mi lliol1 ','OJ' !\li:c.:rnal:i \·2S 5a u:ld ~ib !12Cd 'LO elul'i -;OJ' \:h,lt- flJrtiU:l oft..!1(:
project area t11CSC: r2si.:1UJl (L:;:'~::-;~i2S DCCUl'. Discussion should 21so illCludo
analysis of ',,<Iat 1j)~()SUI'CS have b(:[:11 COils'ic1el'eu l.O l'cuuce tr,e lc'l'g2 1';:?sicuJ.l.
d&rrJ3C12S 'in('ir'1trrl i'\nri the ~fre\.ti'.'C'I~r>ss of <hp ("'i/on,, C"r,,,l 25 a ;-1000
control structure. Also s~e COj·:;;;:?nl:s on !\ltCTildti\'C: Flood Contl'oJ Plalls.

(5) Lallds Gild ellSe~?l1t costs for the rll1obc~ dam site silo,'l costs
for 1973 and 19/8 \·/ith·the di Fference based all illuease duo to anticipated
change ill land use. Cost data should I'Gflect Oilly curl'(:llt price ;2\1els
in site selection analysis.

•

•

• (6) In addition to cco:lomic justification, 'un analysis of the
economic impacts of the pl'oject should be inclUded in the GDi',j.

g. Rectcuti on and Beauti fi cuti on.

•
(1) Recreation, as a project function, should be included alld

treated as an element in a Ii:ultipul'pose pl'oject and not as an "add on"
to the flood control project. Also see com;i12nt on Alternative Pl<1lls,

•

(2) Data reflecting capacities of proposed project recreation
facilities in relation to amount of total recreation dC:n1and should be
presented in the GDI\1. f~lso, recreation analysis should use "recreation
day" unit values as basis of benefit computation rather than pal'ticipationdays.

•

(3) Recreation developr:i2nts at the reservoirs includi_ng either
\'iatei'-Oii;;0J 0i' Gi'y'-iCiilJ roc11'i~ib s;luuiJ Ge c10iii'~Y u2sc,'iucu jlic~u~j,.rg
the basis for arriving at the plan proposed. InfOl'!il"ltion r-elatil,g the
source and cost of l'/ater for the pennallcnt pool, the assurance of o!..Jtc:;ining
the amount of requir-ed I'later for sustaining the fishery t'esource at the
sites, the CV<Iporation losses that must be consiclored to maintain a viable
recl'(;i:ltion/fishery 1-'001, Gnd possible \','utcr qlJulity jJl'obloins incluJ!

11
9

rocircul?tion of i:lvi-lilc::ble I/ilter should IJe rn'sC'ntccl in the GC:.i,

• 4

•
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u

i,",>,,,,t5 of the ,"ocro,'tion t"iii] system "]CIl, the
r,,"; zOn,' C'ne I Oi I'e '"e ion c." nne 7 shu u7d 10 e r",,,,,O!y ,'Od, li:", til 0 fl; IJ ], j ',:;;,5
sl;e"':11 01;;"0 tlTi Cj] sCct i en p; ii te n"' Cod? I,:"v not cO:b, 00 tho j ':',;g: >1g,~i'IJ /;';(;;C;,: i~'·U, ii;~J ":,L? only Ci,,? SCi"! ce i'CeU?

(5) Consie"""ii;'ion should 102 given in t';o dosi,l] of ,nC;Ji",:"
di !:0', ,. or: Ii i ','d 'I i ", "']C' Viil"i (liS do::" to i!) Clll(' 0 i I" '"f'"lJ 1nI' eil Ai' 2S .::;elic '"
tl"Oat,::nt of the ']oping foe,? to P'"OVide 0 pleasing end nsth"tic "':'J']'O<::,'C-2,

(i) The Pl"oH',ino,"y Environ,',nta] "1:o l"kin 9 Peper" is adequate
for tile ir,,2n:od p,wpose of tIle ,'Del"I01lt. Close field COOi"di'lGtion sl:ou)o
be COliti"oe,; "ith tho Env; renC',ntal [',otreUion AC20cy on "Ialer a",i; ty
and "ir q"cj"y aspocts; "lith the I:atiooal POlek Se'"Vice in I"eg,,"ci to
"te", 0: c,' c.:: :,,, t to to; ",,: I:; :'; 1ee,o] ("or: o't:: t2 gl"0'<'5/ :,:,.,0'; co :0 ;;;';;;gout any concerns at an ec:.r'ly ~tage.

(2) P,ny !'Iild)ife "'itig,tion thut \'iou]d be requi,"ed as a result
of project cOn

s
t'"Uctia1l should bo idontified, the mitigation m2''''''.es

defi ned, i,nd the ap PI"OP!"i Gte Feciera] ,'ncJ noo- Fedel"a I cos ts inc) uded intho pl'ojoct an"lysis (I·ofel"ooee ER )]05-.2-129),

(3) Detel"mination is I"equired as to "Ihether enough infor,'''tioo
Id 11 be avai lable to pl·epare a single comprehensive tIS at this tilCe Or
the £IS \'IilJ COlltain special elllphasis on Cave buttes Dam as per DAEiI-CiiO_C
lettol· dated 2 Februal)' 1972. The US !'Iould be updated to omphasiae
add it i on a

1
stages as they dice recornne 0 ded fa r Cons t ruc ti on,

i. Pub?;£. ParticiPiltion.

(1) The receotly famed Citizen's Advisor)' Comnittee that "Iill
aSSist the /-;"ricopa County Flood Contl"ol District on this project should
inc Iude repres entati ves of a lJ COnco rned into I"es t g,"OUps" Inas mUch as
the PI'OS en t 14-menbor CQ;nmi ttce does no tine1ude a repres entati ve of
lOcal Indian tribes, conSideration should be given to addition Of SUcha rilclr.D2r.

(2) The past informal meetings that have been held "'; th envi 1"00-
montill g

r
eu,15 ood the geC,"caticn hsh FOI"ce to discuss tho di ftc,'ent

.'p.cts of this prcjoct 'hould centinuo to bo pursued in order to incor­poratQ tilei r vi (;\-,'5 and concerns in the Pi'oject.

i .~~'.,...J../Y
/'

,.r
.'
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~I'()~::':t ~:!,j,11J l',(: ,)Jc::,:,,:,~,::jiJ1;,i:c C>: 2S l'c'~'.;i"2G 1':ic;2r <:'ccLic:!1 122
~l!i(i21~:i2s in <":ooitiol1 to those c;SV::cLS \'2f1c,~t,iiig CCG,'IC;;,ic al'I",' eriVil'Oll-

•

•

•
j. 1\:"'::'c.fl::,I,c,;'ilC:tioil Ci;i'::~c·;.'. 1;1 tile uis('\:::;siol1 or [;C,sc<!ui::1GJ'ii:c:LiC:I

Cil(:;1~2S 2?- C::~i,!~~(j ':co'-l::,fs'-0::-0~!~CC, ~i\2~oll(,'i:!g iiS::2C't.S <'",;2ar tel L;:;
eiUii::l' l:,I(:2)' c:iscrc.:>Licnc:r'j' 0)' not,·discrc~i(J:1Gl'Y Clu~horit.Y of the Cilir:',7

of [II::;: \':(:,(:'-S :

(2) E>:"..:C::IS;C:' of d;ve\'S;0n ch?nnel - (not discretiollary).

(7t Addition of recreation - (not discretionary).

(if) Delf~tion of autilorizrd ch(',nnel i;",pl'ove'!12nts dU2 to lack
of eCOllOlrlic justHication - (d'iscl'etioll2.ry).

6

.[J. 0, / V L.-1 ,,~
l\~"'-~'>~l\~~~'lo'/l-O
RICHARD K. YJI"jV:OTO
Urban Studies Branch

"

2 Incls
a.s

CF:
SPDPD File

'(5) Hitigation lunds -(not discretionary).

(6) Change in land enhClnCel1-:2llt c'ontributicn of 2.3 percent
of constl'uction cost by local interest - ('ilOt d'iscr2t'ioilary).

(2) !)cl':'cLiol1 of autiroi'ized cI'Joilllel ilt:;Jl'U','!C.'i',;:::nts clie to ac,,~')isHic;1

of flQ',oia~2 e,se'12nt --(discl:etiollc;ry)., ;j.
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• SPLED-DC

ADEQUACY OF PROJECT AUTHORIZATION

8 January 1973

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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•

GILA RIVER BASIN, \£1.1 RIVER AND PHOF IX CITY S"fRE.A'}lS, ARIZO:~A

1. The Gila River Basin, New River and Phoenix City Streams, Arizonaproject referred to as Phase B of a cOQDrehensive five-phase flood con rolplnn set forth in !louse Document 216, 89th Congress, 1st Session I·las r.prrcved27 October 1965 by Act of Congress, Public Law 89-298, Eighty-~inth Congress,1st Session. The authorized plan provided for four dams - Drea~y Draw,Cave Buttes, Adobe and New River; 29.1 miles of channel ir:provC':Jents - Dre",.,yDraw, Cave Creek, Skunk Creek, New River and Agua Fria River Channels; and24.5 miles of diversion channel - Adobe Dam diversion channel and Union Hi) °csand Arizona C?nal diversion channels.

2. A request to separate the Dreamy Draw incrcnent I,]ith a Fecrture Design. Hcnorandum i.n advance of a Gmf on the remaining portions of the project wasapproved in ENGCH (18 December 1970) 2d Indorsement, dated 24 February 1971,subject: "Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity Project - Proposed submittal ofFeature Design Hem::Jrandum for Dreamy Draw Detention Basin." HOI·,ever,. itwas stipulated that no other portions of the overall project would be starteduntil the General Design ~emorandum is approved. Construction started onDreamy Draw Dam in October 1972.

·3.' The authorized project is engineeringly feasible and, based on escalatedinterim report costs and benefits, would provide economically justifiedprotection to a part of metropolitan Phoenix. The protected area wouldinclude an intensively developed residential and commercial section alongCave Creek between the Arizona Canal and the Salt River; a rapidly developingresidential and crnnmercial area along Cave Creek between Bell Road and theArizona Canal; agricultural development along Skunk Creek, the New River,and the lower Agua Fria River; and residential and commercial development inthe communities of Peoria and Avondale, which are on the New River and AguaFria River, respectively .

4. The authorized project ,,,ould regulate Cave Creek, Skunk Creek and Ne,,, Riverfloodflows, divert flows in Deer Valley and Cave Creek to Skunk Creek, andprovide improvement of Skunk Creek and the NeT'" and Agua Fria Rivers so that t~lCYcan carry these flows to an adequate point of disposal. This is consideredessential for. the mitigation of potential problems from diverted flows.

5. The authorized dams were designed to control all floods up to a stancacdproject flood. Recent office and field investigations indicate the need tomodify the exisLing Cave C=eek Dam to prevent its failure from large floods.

I

I

I

I

I
I

I

I
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6. 'l'he 3uthcrized ch,::mnels \-:ere desit;ned to control all flouus up to t11e
100-year flood. They would be entrenched, thus eliminating the need for
levees \.hose nlpture 'JOuld create destruct i'/e [Cl\-!s. In the refor~u13tion

studies, consideration will he givrn to incre2sing the design discl12rge,
perhiJps to a standard project flood c1esign. L~il1d O\-l!1crs at the r1('\·::~<;t:-, :,;:".

end of the Agua Fria River have requ('sted consideration be given to C':.:lC'!~diIlg

the terminus of the proposed Agua Fria River channel inprovement further
dO\-lnstream. In addition, the Flood Control District of Haricopa County and
the city of Phoenix have requested consideration be given to extending the
upstrca~ end of the Arizona diversion channel further east to 20th St.rc~t,

24th Street or 32nd Street.

• ..-

7. Subsequent to authorization, firwer plans have been developed on the
Granite Reef Aqueduct of the Bureau of Recl&uation's Central Arizona Froject.
A flood control dike designed ~o protect their aqueduct would significantly
reduce the drainage area to the Union Hills diversion chanr.el east or Cave
Creek and make the econoClic justification of that reach of ch~lnnel cCl:btful.
Because of this developoent, a shorter Cave Creek diversion channel \,-ill be
considered as an alternative to the Cave Creek channel and the Union Hills
diversion channel recommended in .the interim report.

Wi,-,

2

8. The authorized plan ,JOuld prevent substantial d2Illages in the overflm..r
areas, however, residual damages would still result from flows originating
downstream from the proposed wurks. It is considered even more essential
under present conditions that local interests construct more storm drainage
improvements for the control of local storm waters. The authorized channel
improvements would provide a major outlet for part of the local storm
drainage system.

9. Studies to determine the economic justification of modifying the detention
basins to provide fish and ~vildlife and recreation facilities will be under­
taken as recommended in the House Document.

11. At this point in the study, it appears that the project authorization
is adequate.

10. In addition to normal ABC assurances, the project authorization requires
that local interests contribute 2.3 percent toward the cost of construction.
This cont~ibution is based on equal sharing by Federal and non-Federal i~tcr~sts

of the portion of the first cost of the project allocated to appreciation in
land value on the basis of the relation between land appreciation benefits 2~d

total benefits, with allowance for non-Federal assuQption of related costs for
land, easements, and rights-of-Hay, including spoil disposal areas, and for
construction, alteration, or relocation of highHays, roads, highHay bridges,
utilities, and street modifications necessary in connection with the project.

~~:
~"~:'
"i~c;:

~-:::--

~

.~ ".
l-sr
...

•

•

•

•

•

•
1"•.••

;;.r;...

. - - ... ,._---~ _. _......._~._ .. - -,.._- " .... -' ...-_ ..-~~.

•



•

•

•



• 1.1

/
/

I

,{

•

•

•

DAEN-CWP-W (13 ~3r 74) 1st lnd
SUBJECT: NOH River <:lnd Phoc>nix City Strcilms, ,Arizona

DA, Office of the Chief of Engineers, \~ashingt"n, D. C. 20314 5 .tlpril 19i4

TO: Division Engineer, South Pacific

1. Reference is ~Clde to paragraph 3 of subject !'f?R as fol10',ls:

(a) Rcp~yment of the local share of recreation in instDl1~ents with
intel'cst over a period of 50 years is considered <:lppropriilte.

(b) The discount r<:lte for project economic eVDluCltion is 3~%,

including recreation, and the e):tc!lsion of the Arizona C2!l<:l1 diversion
channel from 12th Street to 40th Street.

2. OCE concurs 'vith SPD HFR dated 8 !'larch 1974, Subject: l-lilestone 02
Conference, New River and Phoenix City Stieams, Arizona except for the
follOl-,7ing CODments:

\
~

\ ,\/
~

~v

•

•

•

•

(
'--

(a) (Reference paragraph j (3), HFR). If estimate of .Jdditio!1al
cost [or extension of Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, from 12th to
40th Street is approximately $20,000,000 (July 1973 prices) or ap~r0ximCltcly

15% of total project cost (Stages 1, 2, 3), the extension can be considered­
within thc discretionary authority of- the Chief.

(b) (Reference paragraph j(7), MFR). The addition of recreation to
the project is ~-,7ithin the' discretionary authority of -the Chief.

(c) (Reference paragraphs j (6) and e (1), HFR). If a change i., the
requirement for a cash contribution of 2.3% of first cost of construction
by local inccrests is appropriate, an alternate plan should he presented
which ,reflects the authorized project in order to establish the basis
for the change in local cash contribution. It is ~greed that such a
change ~vould be outside the discretionary authority of the Chief and
would require modification of the authorized project by Congressional
action.

3. A Post-Authorization Change Report is required with the submission
of the Phase 1 GDM.

FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS:

•

•

•

1 Incl
nco

'111 -
a,/I./:, /~ I~ v'1./l. '--''\-/', ,

IRHIN REISLER
Chief, Planning Division
Directorate of Civil Works
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Sln~.r;;.'..'·.I.: >~:".\' !~i""'r t:::d r!ll'(·~i:: Cj.ly ~;t!-·c.. ~;s, /~~·:z. ", !.:.i.lcstooe 03,
~,~i~ .f.;~' ::J (l~ Ul..·~~_-~~ f\-::::ir:-~ ~'~"'~01:::')(!~:"":: . ' .. .J

DA, ~o';i-h ~':I:; Ci.c TJ~_\'.~Si.C'~1J CI,.)LDS oE ~r::..;il·:r';":~l--';)

Room 1216, San Fr2ncisco, C~lifornia 94111
()~o :3:;'l::o~"e S:.H>0.t,

.28 ,\p):i~_.!:27 S ...:.

•

• ~".,
Jt.-

<.

•

•

•

•

•

•

1. Sl\Jj~ct <.1;::,1:t L2p;,Jrt Ci.;.. J. i1ccoGp<:nyi.ng dOCi.:--1C:l1:S .",ld thc (haft t-2IS h<lva G:.:-n
rev1.·,:\.ed. '[f:c: fol'_G,ving i.tc~:lS l:lllSt be ap[)(opr.ie.tc:;ly .-,Jd1'c::s5cd u.:10/o1' l~~a:\·.;d

inior to further processing of the subject draft P::::.se I GDH incll:dLng field level
Levie", by othe;: il2,sncies <lnd holding of the fi~1i11 pubJ.ic neeti.ng:

R.. C~la!l~"~s iil plau necessitated by \·lithGl:Ol;·:.3. .... of lecel intcJ:cst St;ppoJ:t 10::
':';dtcr"~"'!L~Scd ~·,.:;C:Cc.31~ion. (Rcf~rcnce SPLED-DC lett"~r, subject: KG\v Ri'Jer and
Pho2nix City SCL'23i"S, dated i.3 ~laLch_1975)~ T\G '-]~J.2tj.on of \,7ater bClsed L2c'~2­

ation ~'lill req,li.re considerrtole Ii'.odification of the Phase I Gmf, supporting
appenc1ices al",d the E18. Revision of these docLrnents prior to further action on
the report noted in par3GJ:2[)h 1 are considered essential.

b. Parasraph 3 of the basic letter describes action proposed for acquisi­
tion of n',itigc:tion lc,,,d as ccmpensaticn for proposed features of the recor.m;~:l!r20ci

plan. It is noted that discussion of mitigation land Rcquisition by the flood
control distri.ct of l·lc.ricopa County in this pal:ag(aph deals only ~.,ith those
mitigation lands apportioned to Cave Buttes Dam. The main report of the Ph2se I
GDrI, pag~ 190, i.ndicates that ell r.1itigetion lands Hill be acquired by local
interests. Tile final report should clearly desCi.:ibe the procedures that Hill be
foll(;nved reg':'.rdi~lg acquisition of all mitigation lands ~vhether in one pay:r.ent or
as individual features of the recorrnnended plan are irr.plemented. Letters of intent
from local interests to cover all local cooperation requirements and their intent
to eX2cute final agJ:eements or contracts ~.,hen required should be included in the
final GDM. The Section 221 Agreement will specify the details of local coop8ra­
tion including the 8.cquisition of miti~ation 1.::.:::':::; a~ld ~'lill be processed pri.or to
initiation of construction. Further with regard to these matters, SPD has been
recently advised informally that OCE is currently giving consideration to the
need for further Conbressional action versus discretionary authority of the Chief
of Engineers in cases "There mitigative lands are being added to a previously
authorized project. Definitive guidance is expected soon. In the intQrim your
coordination with local interests should take cognizance of this aCE activity.

c. Regarding eco~omic analysis, the unco~ple~~d evaluation of affluence
factors for cc;;rrnerci.:ll and industrial est2blis:r"e~'ts refc;:red to in paragraph 4
should be acc.v:l,plished 2nd applied as o.ppropriat~ in the final report. The !..evel
of detail in proj~cting future flood losses as required by Corps procedures and
meaSUl:ement techniqu~s for evaluation of ecollc;nic l)~nefits for flood control
projects cO!ltnincd in 38 FR 29540-29550, is pr2di~~t2d on the extent to which
existing proj:ct bC:lcfits jl;stiEy the recc;.::':2:·:,_;·:::d ~ ';::. A benefit cost r<1::io

3
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for ,".':isl:i.~~: C"ol1(l~.t. ion '.-rU.i. oc ",,,,::~. :,.',2 . .::bLe on ?o.g0 ,\6-31 of the ;::cono::icsAppcndi>: i.i1(~ ;.caU~:3 the flood cl;:~ :';'2 r",c!ucL:ion benefits unGer QxiSLing conditio:1smay jl1stify the ;:121,. If. :::,is 1:,~ tl,c c,~_sc:, d~tailcd infon~atic)n needs LO bepresc!1ted in the text to SL:Pl)Ol:!: this 2.sscrtior... O,-lce sup?ortcd, the level ofdetail ):c.CJ.;.!irl~d to l.:c Pl.~,,'""s2:-tt.c(l Ln th::: r'2port to SU1)st2ntia.t:c futul:e fl.ooJ C:;::':a~'2sunder the eV21\"atit~n gU!_,1.u'ce C2.:1 be c,bt:L::\·~ated.

•

•

•

-7
/ SPDPD-U (7 F~b 75)

~ SUBj~CT: ~cw RivCi
~:. ~'j't i. t tc::. 1

1st Ind 28 Apri.l 1975
s;-~d l"\1.lo2n;.:: C~:_)' Sl"~... ~:-.-.s~ /.... l··L~~ona) :·(i.lc.stone 03,
of Dr:-.ft nf

• :1 .• ..::. \!L.:_.:~'I17l :';0. 3

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

d. Incremental an~lysi.s of the extens~on of the Arizona Canal div2rsionchannel [ro:n Dre:,!,;)" Dra~.' ch;::'Li.1el to 40th Street i.s presented on T.:tole 7, page95, of the main report. aCE J:cply to HFR of Plan For"w.lati.on cO~1fe!:e['ce (',n t 11:2subject project noL:ecl tll"t i.f ::h:~ cost of the extension rC:.'ich is a?f'ro:-.:i.'2t~ly$20 million (July 1973 prices) or appro::~.~<ltely lS per,:el1t of to~-?_l proj·:,ct cost,the extension can be considered to be wiGlin the discretionary authority of t~~Chief of Engineers end also the discount rate of 3-1/4 percent for econo~icevaluation may be applied. TIle cost of $39.555 million for the extension notedin Table 7 reflects 18.5 percent of total ?roject cost. Inasmuch as this percent­age is greater than the lLmit indicated by aCE, it is envisioned that a s[)ecialreport would need to be su~mittcd to Congress for authoriz.:ttion and inclusion ofthis p0rtion of the diversion chH~1nel as an element of the authorized plan.The special report Hould rrobably require economic evaluation under existingcriteria and current discOWlt rate.

e. Real estate cost estimates and relocation expenses noted in the Gm1 ~2.-..'ebeen a subject of concern during this revieH. It is our understanding that thesecosts have not yet been affiL"med by appropriate district elements and that SPLREis currently completing tr.e analysis to verify or change the above data. Untilsuch verification has been completed by the district Real Estate office and hasbeen coordinated with SPDRE, those costs associated with the project featurescannot be considered valid. Only the agreed estLmates are acceptable for use inreports that are distributed for field coordination and review.

f. The Environ-,-nental "\,;orking Paper" included several omissions vlhich mustbe addressed prior to completion and circulation of the draft EIS. These omissionscover the items of "Frobable Ir..pact of the Proposed Project" and "Adverse Environ­mental Effects h'hich Cannot be Avoided" in Sections III through VI of the "I-.'orkingPaper".

2. Additional COJm1ents ,,,hich should be incorporated and/or addressed in thefinal Phase I GDH .:.nd EIS are inclosed as Inclosures 6 and 7, respectively. Tohelp expedite completion of the subject GD~ and EIS, SPD would be pleased toparticipate in a SPL-SPD l:1eeting to discuss the handling of the com;nents and

4
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.':f'DI'D-U (7 Feb 75) lst Iild

SUBJECT: :':'2\..' River and P'·~;;;'i:~ Ci.:-:j' S";:'.;:',:s, Arj,;;o:J~'il,
S:,j)':1ittal of r>::!~ r",:-si;:< :"':::;'::.. 'dc~:; ~\TO. 3

P wcad" "0' to ba Eo !loPed in p roce" i"g 0 f toe GO:.! 'ho" ld yo" '0 C", i re.
pleaso provide a ro,-; sod "i!., Hona '.,hec"1e c f te r eva 1". tion 0 £ fu t ca co urc,e,of 2ction has b2cn ~2de.

fOR 'll--!E DIVISIO:-; j';'WI;{EER;•
I 7 Iocl!

\'Id 1 thru 5
Added 2 inci• as
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D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief Engineer and General Manager
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FLOOD CONrROL

DIST~l~"!: I

of'

MAr11COPA

COuNT(

, 9 ~ •

AUG 30 1985

Mr. A. J. Pfister
General Manager
Salt River Project
Phoenix, Arizona

HAND CARRIED

Dear Jack:

r: ~,. r ~ ~ t~ r:~. :! ':!fiI V
,'. '\, ••1, J, ~ ~ tl

~ I\ rtB ~ il 11 -..-::==------
f-lOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

of

Maricopa County

,1335 West Durango Str('e! • Phoenix. Ari7(ma H:;Ofl9

Telephom' I GO:!) 262 -1501

130!\RO (.1 OIRECTOR

Tom Freestone. Chairman
George L Campbell

Carole Carpenter
Fred Koory. Jr.

Ed Pastor

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

This is IS follow up to our phone conversation of today concerning Congressman
Rudd's intervention in the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC) project.

Apparently at the request of Kemberly Clark (Enclosure 1), Mr. Rudd has had
language added to the FY 8& House Appropriations Subcommittee for Energy and
Water Development mark-up of the House Appropriations Bill, H.R. 2959. This
bill has passed the House and any differences between the House and Senate
versions will be resolved in September.

The added language would require the Corps of Engineers to conduct a
benefit-cost analysis of ACDC Reach 4, using current guidelines and policy
directives. This would amount to doing an economic analysis using a discount
rate of 8 3/8' rather than the rate of 3 1/4' under which the project is
already authorized (see Enclosure 2 for details).

It is very unlikely that Reach 4 will show a favorable BIC ratio at the
current, higher discount rate, and this unusual reanalysis of an authorized
project may lead to the withholding of federal funding. In short, Mr Rudd's
action may preempt any decision that may be reached by the Phoenix City Council
to support the project.

The Chairman of the Flood Control Advisory Board has asked Mr. Rudd to
reconsider his action (Enclosure 3), and I expect a variety of elected
officials and private citizens will also do 80.

I would appreciate your assistance in intervening with Mr. Rudd so that the
requirement for reanalysis is withdrawn and the Congressman's long term support
for the project is restored.

Sincerely yours,

o~';..±;~
Enclosures

Copy to: Don Weesner
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July 3, 1985

Mr. Kemberly S. Clark
Chairman - Citizens Against Reach Three
Kemberly S. Clark, Ltd.
3737 North 7th Street
Suite tl05
Phoenix, Arizona 85014

2~ e! Fla. 'a.4.Ja. 6l..t1LL'1 .. '

Wol•••:Ho- JC 20', ~

12021 12r.-JH \

QI5Tll1Ci OFF'Cf.
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uear Mr. Cla.rk,

Thank you tor your letter of June 25, 1985 in whieh you expressed
your opposition to continued funding for the Arizona Canal Diversion
Channel, and specifically the Reach 3 and Reach 4 portions.

As you may already be awar~,·as part of the FY86 Bouse Appropriations
Subcommittee for Ene.rgy and Water Development mark-up, I requested
that technical language be inserted which would require the U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers to provide a cost benefit ratio analysis,
using current guidelines and policy directives, for the ACDe to the
Subcommittee tor review. This analysis can be completed without
expenditure of funds and should be ready for review before finali­
zation of appropriations legislation'for the water project. In
addition, I have also contacted officials at the Gene.ral Accounting
Office to ascertain if they would be willing to conduct an independent
cost benetit eva.luation for the channel.

Enclosed is the recent Corps testimony for ACDC construction. This
test~ny will provide you with the exact breakdown of the project
expenditures for FY86. As you can see, almost all of the total
appropriations amount of S18 million will be used for non-Reach 3
and non-Reach 4 purposes.

It is qreatly appreciated that you have taken the time to share your
thoughts and concerns with me. Your input is always welcome. I am
closely monitoring the ACDC sitUAtion. Contact with citizens like
yourselt, the City ofticials from Peoria, Glendale and Phoenix, and
:he Army Corps of Engineers has been and will continue to be on-going.

With every qood wish,

Sincerely,

~JtZ.R'£-
.Eldon Rudd
Member of Conqress

ER:dd
Enclosure - (1)

r =1t~



•

•

•

.' 'ocr,! RiJDD

Q[0l1gre5;O of tU2 7aniteb ~tates

~ou.se of ~~tpresentatibes

liBu~inll1on. ia£ 20515

July 29, 1985

Mr. Tony Piasecki
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel Task Force
251 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

WAS~''',,~'7'':;~ ~C:, -::
2,f, 6 5 R... "v"" aV+lJ • .;

OIS R1Ci on'le:
690() E c...( .... c~ Q~-::

SCOT'T'S.:J4ll. A': 6525 I
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Dear ~tr. Piasecki,

Thank you for contacting my District Office on July 24, 1985 to
request information about my efforts to obtain an up-dated cost
benefit ratio analysis on the Reach 4 portion of the ACDC.

Although I was unable to have the opportunity to discuss the _
ACDC project with you personally, I have been thoroughly briefed
by my District Representative about your telephone conversation.

Enclosed for your reference are copies of the following: 1) the
techniCal report language which I had included in the Energy and
Water Development Subcommittee Report for FY86 Appropriations
legislation; and, 2) the U. S. Army COrps of Engineers most re­
cent testimony on the status and funding justification for the
Phoenix and Vicinity Flood Control Project, 1ncl~ding the ACDC.

The House Appropriations Bill for Energy and Water Development,
H.R. 2959, passed two weeks ago. The Senate Appropriations legis­
lation will be forthcoming. Any discrepencies between the'two
versions will be worked out in Joint Conference Committee, probably
sometime in September, and then be sent to the President for his
signature. Once this appropriations legislation becomes law, the
Corps iS,then required to respond to my request. I anticipate that
I will be receiving all the information regarding the ACDC no. later
than January 1, 1986. This will afford me the opportunity to
evaluate this data long, before the FY87 Appropriations process begins.

It is greatly appreciated that you have taken the time to share your
thoughts and concerns' with me. Your input is always welcome.

With every good wish,

Since~

~O~RUdd
Member of Congress

ER~dd

Enclosures - (2)



ItnLJUUllulliJl: I.» all""

IUII/fI"ton'lI' , .• all".

ra""., '....L: ,t.S ell••

'U...,....
'.UO.'"
l.tIS m

811.'00.'"

A!!IlI!«ll
II Oc'o"r .... )

i;(I '4r.

mn,&&. 'AU

.....1.......- - " ....., 0 ... 1...1.......1••1'11 ..... I .... 1_1..1... "'1'10)

'\.1

....... J •• ath.

"-tJJ•
'-h'.rae'......hr. 11.1 al1u
'-en.. tr",...I'.I. I.. alh...,... "H. 'ra'.."I'.I. •.• allo"

IIIlill1t

'1_ c.'ro'.......,,­............1_,

blt"""'I'
... 11 ....4 ~r"... .....~
h1.lD"", lulu:
&40"': ".n. ".....,..t
- .. 1 ...1': ...Joe .cre-f..,

IVItIPlCAIIIlI. "'" """1'1004 ,I••, '''''''._' "II' , tec' ''''" ,....... "'ro,.lItea.oru , .... fI_fl_
orl.I " ... 'a , .. - 1'••1' ....., ..... 'a , ... ".rtll .104 , .t , .... It,. __•• ,. ,r"p.r', to ''''" ....rfl......,.
10 '1'10•• 1,.11, ~, ''''''''.U. - 4oklo ",..ltI... r1_fl_ r.... 1t '1'1"1'11, troe 1...1 ''''-4.1'.'.'''' .,
",." I .., , - 'Ioon "'roU.. "'" 1 f ",,"-I 'ACro••o4 tr. '01.000 I. I'" , •••••U .., ..
ISO.OOO I" I.... no lac.f?Or., f n.. 1......_ f II , ....." ..or. all.. ~., I"..... 1'11. ftl •
• ro", Ie.. ra la , ..." ••, .,rle.. lt..ra' _ 4••or' ,ropertl•• ,., 1' 10 ''''" , .. 1..1,.,
....... f.r , f , 11_ ,........ n.. tI..., ,...,ject ..II, ,1'••••, , II ,. , .t , ,.,.,•••ra•• _., .-••• la , _.-fl__. n.. t h , , ... '1'.'''''' .ro '11 .• ~1I11 _ , .......
,.pulo"", .1t"1. 'Ilo ...... ,ro'•• ,,, .., , tlro , .._ ,roJ.ct 10 ......, IU.DOD. It••• I _ '_'al.. "'1'10 ,.
I"'" u'_ ,.rt of , ·"...,11 , h __ tI..a.., ''''J..'' 'te,. I '1'.'"'' f ,,_ .f , c...."'tl•• - ...._, Dr.. 10'_ 1... "'" ......11 ....J••, "II '1'••14. '''''•• tI_ , , ".'00 ••...,. ~
.....IoU., .f 1'._ , ••,..".....' ".1 I."•. I.tOO .......f •• I".~I. '_rel.1 1_••••00 ......., 0..1'10."....,.,.. laM - •• II "I'" ., ..1 1••'rle.......1 ,_. _ 11 .......... • t _ •••1 ,_ _ N
"".1_. II au,..., I"f. • f1_ , II all., f .... , ... ,roJ..' .1'... 11.4 , ,."' '''''• .-.4 ....., ''''J••' ,t -,<0 MU.., - , It.. 1111,.. , '1'1 ) • • t Ie , U •• allll_
_ 14 , ........, .. ..,. , ,""J..t. ...".., n •• _.1 .....f1te .1'••• t.II ..

",

• • • • • • • • • • •



= . . o
" o

.. • .

.. : .. =..~ ·"
~ ". :i Ii • I; .. •

~
. •
Z ... I
:. ij .- "-
:' '... -
I 3; r

n-
i.. ~i

". n. I
~

•
~
.

~
I

•
r:

r
.., Ie

':
~
o
o = .- ." " • ! · i .. .. ~ •

..
·

~ . -6
•

..
"

..
j~
~~

n
u

.. " ;: ·i·- 3~ ~. "
.. ... ii Ii "
c

:::
:

1
1

~
t

"
. ·­ ·..~ :: n ·~ •• ·. r; ~
: ·. ~. ·..... .. <"
"

~
... ff 1~ I~ :.
8

-
~

..
~
..

:1
:'

e
-

o
•

II

IH •
• It ~
:

~
:

~
.

"
-

~
=

r
~

f .. •·• • .. i
~
;

~
. I
I·~ = :: : ·1 ! • i i i.. :. i

..
1

;=1
c ... "; ~ ..

.j

t.

.. .' ... j

.'
• •••••• •• • •



j
i·

! s i .. ..

i co • i i .. c • :!.if .­ • ...

i= ~.. - -- ~.. ... ...

I - -
.
.

...
.

"'
..

_
w

-..
:w

-..
:

--
..

... .....
.. ':::

.. ...
;l

r

i
-
~

... ...

-;-
.

:"
w

f
..

..
..

::
!

~
i

....
':

':::
:.

':::
..

~f. .. i ... ... ':::

SO
ZZ

~
~

:'""
~
~

~
~

~
..

:r
..·

·
:

~
t

~~
:.

.p
:!

f£
n

i
-.

•
A

"

:~
ti

':
"r

",
;:

J:
;:

..
j

~

~
~

,.
-,

.."
.-

.-
•

:
ii

~i
;!

li
"

c
•

n

r
=:

~

t
"

"
•

..-
..r

fl
.-

1.
i

ro
o

f
.

...
,.
.

•
!

.
~
r
-
-

e
_

iF
f

~
..,.

I
il
.:
:-
~i

..
.-

·-:
..

-l
fl

c
-. ..-

:
·~ -

E
~

i
A

f
J

;l

..
.

..
..

~ r i r i i i ~ i

,. • a ! .. .. .. :., t •

._
--

.'

i i i .. II • f !.. ; ,::
.

:: . .. .• ::. i
~

1 ~
.It

_ • ~ ...

..L
·

.,;
..

..

.•
.l

•':
.'

,

:~~
;~~

~"
.

'..
I!

.•
~..

",
'\

':;..
..

~.~
:~.

~;
".:{

.
.
'

.:.
--

.....
..

~
:

:
.,.

"

• •• •• • •• ••



• • • • • • • • • • •



•

•

•



•

•

•

•

• ------------ ._-----_..._-----_ .._-- .._._,---------_..... - -_.

•

•

•

___-=1-=--6-
~~--_._._. _._-_ .. --...

~---_._--_._.

•
-----_'''''.-.- ...._-.-- -- ._----- -_._._-----_.-.... -

._-----_ .._--_._---_._...

•
._-----------------------_.__ .---



•

•

•



•
!""'U11?~q"
~i~i~H~i ~

Reach 4, ACDC
Break Even Interest Rate
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Based on data presented in the Main Report, Gila River Basin, New River and
Phoenix City Streams, Phase I GDM (page 73), a discount rate of 4% is re­
quired to obtain at least a 1.0 to 1 benefit-cost ratio for reach 4 of the
ACDC.

First costs for Reach 4 at October 1975 price levels were $39,000,000.
Note that this cost estimate includes costs associated with Reach 4 incurred
in Reaches 1, ~ & 3. Discounted at an interest rate of 4% over a 100 year
project life, the equivalent annual charge is $1,272,000. Estimated annual
operation and maintenance costs for Reach 4 are $53,000. Therefore, total
equivalent annual charges are $1,297.000.

Equivalent annual benefits for Reach 4 at 4% are $1,325,000.

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.02 to 1.
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CITIZENS ADVISC~Y BOARD OF THE
FLOOD CONTaOL DISTRICT OF

MARICOPA COUNTY

CAB MZETIN;
SEPTEMBER 13, 1972

A Regular Meeting of the Citizena Advisory Board, together with the Citizens
Adviaory Croup, of the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, was calle d
to order by Chairman William Schrader at 2 PM on September 13. 1972 in the
office of Col. John C. Lowry. The following Board members were present:

William Schrader, Chairman of the CAB
Louis R. Jurwitz, Member CAB
Roy Carber. Member CAB (aepreaenting City of Phoenix Engineering)
Reid Teeple., Member CAB (Representing Salt River Project)
H. Lynn Anderaon. Member CAB
Larry R1chlDOnd, FeD and CAB At torney

Othera present were:

Col. John C. Lowry, Chief Engineer & Gen'l Mgr •• FCD
Lee Ohliek, FeD
Ken Fook., City of Chandler
Milton R. Schreder, Jack Browns' Task Force
Deonie G. Burn., Soil Con.erration Service
Anthony Sommer, Phoenix Gazette
William Alexander, Representative - 40th St. & Camelback Area
Kajar Worthington, Carpi of Engineer.
Ben EICh, Jeck Browna' Task rorce
Randy Scoville, Jack Browna' Tssk Force
Don Womack, Salt River Project
Karc Stragier, City of Scottsdale Public Works Director
Crover Serenbetz, City of Tempe
Bob L'Bcuyer, Jack Brm~ns' Taak rorce
Jack E. Brown, Jack Brown's Taak rorce

The meeting was opened thualy:

LOWRY: (Read a letter addressed to Mr. W. Schrader from the Arisona
aection of the American Society of Civil Engineer. iaviting Col. Lowry to give
a speech at their annual fall meeting in Phoenix on October 6, 1972.

SCHRADER: I don't see any rea.on why the Col. ahouldn't do that.

JURWITZ: No, I think that'a good publicity and the Engineers should know what
our plena are. It's a good group.

(Note: Recommendation to the Board of Directora was approved)

LOWRY: (Read a letter from the Arizona Water Iaformation Systems office of
Arid Lead Studie. inviting the Flood Control Diatrict of Maricopa County to
participate in the AWlS. CAB recommended thia invitation be accepted.

(Note: Recommendation to the Board of Director. waa approved)

LOWRY: Mr. Chairman, may I make a statement, I forgot to aay this before we
atarted. We do have a new secretary. Teri Meri. She doesn't know any of you
and ahe won't be able to recognize any of your voicea when she types the minutes,
therefore, I respectfully have you reque.t, Mr. Chairman, that before anyone
aay. anything. includiag me, that they state their name, so she'll know who said
what.

SCHRADER: I think it might be well at thia time, aince we do have several people
here today, to get up and state your name. I'll atart with the fellow in the
right corner over thece.

BEN ESCH: I'm with Jack Browns' Task Force.

RANDY SCOVILLE: Also with Jack Br~~ns' Task Force.

BILL ALEXANDER: 40th St. & Camelback flood area.

DON WO~~: salt River Project.
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TONY SOMMER: Phoenix Gazette

DEN";:;:: aU-IUd: SoE Conservation Service

KEN FOOKS: City of Chandler

MAJOR WORTHINGTON: Corps of Engineers

MILTON SCHRODER: Jack Browna' Taste Force
MARC STRAGIER: City of Scottsdale

GROVER SERENBETZ: City of Tempe

BOB L'ECUYER: Jack Brown.' Task Force
BILL SCHRADER: Ci tizen.' Advisory Board Chairman
ROY GARBER: City of Pho·enix, AdVisory Board member
REID TEEPLES: Salt River Project, AdVisory Board member
LARRY RICHMOND: Flood Control Di.trict Attorney~

•
'·1

~
•

•
.. !

•

•

•

•

•

LOUIS JURWITZ: Advisory Board member
JOHN LOWRY: Chief Engineer, Flood Control Di.trict
LOWRY: I have another matter that requires your recommendation to the Bosrd ofSupervisors. I think I can best handle this by reading it. 1 might first statethat we are involved with SCS in surveying the right-of-way channel along theRWCD Canal, for the floodway channel. We find that their survey is not tied intosection corners because they're not permitted to survey that way, they merelysurvey for the proper width of the required channel and those surveys are not tiedinto .ection corners. In order for the description. to be prepared for the acqui­.ition of rights-of-way, legal de.cription., the survey must be made so that thesurvey made by the SCS people can be tied into these section corners. It takesabout two or three days work in the field for each of the 12 sections that areinvolved. Preparation of the paper work involved afterwards from the field notesat a total cost of approximately $6,000. We got that information from Mr.Wackerly who surveyed the alignment of the RWCD Canal for SCS. This will requirerecOllllllendation to the Board of Directors that the Flood Contro 1 Dis trict beauthorized to spend $6,000 for this purpo.e. It'a something we have to have inorder for us to buy the land after SCS .urvey. it.

SCHRADER: Can you explain to me, why there'. a difference in the price of.urveying here?

LOWRY: lAe can give you lDOre detail on that.
OHSIEK: Ye., sir. What this i., is the Soil Conservation Service is doing thefield work but they're not parmitted to make the land .urveys. The RWCD Canal,in acquiring 100 feet of right-of-way through certain .ections, were interestedonly in acreage and so they had Wackerly make the survey and not tie it intosection corners and ju.t get the amount of acreage which was involved throughvarious tract. of land which he did, but it's not tied into section corners. Inorder for our Right-of-Way people to make up de.criptions of right-of-ways,which ve want, and which we hope to acquire, we'll have to have it tied into sectiecorner•. It's just a. simple a. that. And it. a .impla survey matter and that'sthe only way we can do it, i. to have it surveyed. The .implest way seems to beto get Mr. Wackerly, who made the survey and hal all the notes for the survey ofthe canal itself, to tie it into the aection corners.

LOWRY: Is he the one then that we wou14 normally con.ult?
OHSIEK: Well, I would think 10.

LOWRY: Is he a registered Surveyor?

OHSIEK: Yes, he is.

JURWITZ: But does he have adequate notes that he can do that as a desk job?

-2 -
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OHsrE~: No. he'll have to go out an~ GO a field survey. He has to go out ancdo t h ., <: ,u ~:.:s. :r c::>sn't done or~;inally. And it has to be r.:one. That'sthe o~~y ~uy w~ can get the descri?~ion so that we can acquire the land fromthe owners.

LOWRY: The surveys do not show where the section corners are bacause he hadn'tlocated them yet.

GARBER: Is his estimate the $6,OOO?

OHSIEK: That was h~s estimate, he says $5,000-6,000.

SHCRADER: Do we hsve any other comments pertaining to this reque"t?

LOWRY: Will this take a whole survey crew?

OHSIEK: Db. yes •

SCHRADER: Reid, do you have any comment on this?

TEEPLES: If it haa to be done, ·it haa to be done.

JURWITZ: It just seems strange that RWCD doesn't have exact locations of whatthe section corners are and the land involved. If we go along on their originalsurveys and take another 400-500 feet, the location of the section corners shouldbe in your hands already.

OHSIEK: I checked with Bub. who is the ~n handling Right~f·Way for RWCD andthey do DOt have it. I noticed that in their descriptions of their right-of-wayit says the old right-o£-way was 100 feet wide, 50 feet on each side of the centerline, they're acquiring in certain areas, an additional 100 feet on the east sideof the existing right-of-way and that's the way they acquire the right-of-way andthat's an awful open ended way of getting right~f-way as far as r'o concernedand I think Mr. Teeples and Hr. Garber can see that this is a real weak systemof acquiring right-of-way but that's the way they did it. It's a cheap way ofdoing it, they di.n't tie it into section corners.

GARBER: Would that normally be a responsibility of the Flood Control District?

OHSIEK: Yes, as the sponsoring agency it is our responsibility. We're takingadvantage of the survey which wa. done about seven months ago of the center line,they had never had the center line of the RWCD Canal, and that's what they haddone. Now ve're taking advantage of that and all we need to do is tie it inwherever it crosses section lines so that we cansat the information eeeded sowe can write a legal description of it.

SCHRADER: Motion has been made and seconded. Is there auy"diacua*ion on themotion? All in favor of the motion signify by saying Aye,
•

JURWITZ :
to that?

TEEPLES:

How about our fiscal set-up? Hsve we got money that can be sssignedI move that the Board of Directors be instructed to proceed.

I second it.

•

•

•

•

HEl1BUS : Aye

SCHRADER: Opposed?

MEHBERS: No an..er •

LOWRY: Hr. Chairman, the next item is the Old Cross-Cut Canal. I have brokenthi_ down. First we have in the 1972-73 budget, $200,000 set aside for the OldCru•• -CUL Canal ~oa~r.ion f~ an irrigation canal into a flood chancel, whichviII run eventually from the Arizona Conal just north of Indian School Road,south into the Salt River. The City of Phoenix has already constructed thechannel from the Grand Canal down into the Salt River. The Salt River Project,by their letter of Auguat the 28th, and I bave it here, have agreed to prOVidethe rights-of-way for this purpose. The firm of Vsn Loa & Associates are undercontract to the City of PhoeniX to prepare the design for the Old Cross-CutCanal. Gentlemen, I'm talking about a multi-purpoae ~r.cment right nowbetween the City of Phnenix and the Flood Control District and the Salt RiverProject. Now we haven't asked the City of Scottsdale if they would join in yet,whether they're going to participate financially or not. Are you?

-3-
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STRAGLER: W~'re certainly interested in participating in the exten3ion of the
drain&le way up between 64th & 68th and will consider participating in the pro­
vision of aapacity in the Old Cross-Cut Canal if we can show that it is of
benefit to u••

LOWRY: Hr. Chairt:l&n, at this time I would like to tell you __hat the intended
plaa. are, if I may do that.

SCHRADER: Yes, go ahead.

LOWRY: The capacity of the Canal is 1,000 cfs. The proposal iG to install gates
with the capaci~y of 1,000 cfs at the Arizona Canal and enlarge it grsdually
so that when it hits the channel that the City of Phoenix has developed at the
Grand Canal end of the river, 2,000 cfa. The difference being in order to take
the input of flood waters occuring along the various east-west streets that
cross the Old Cross-Cut Canal, and it's not as much as a 190-year flood would
be but it's certainly a atep in the right direction. The City of Phoenix is
going to participate to the extent of, I think right now, about $600,000. Is
that what you've aet aaide?

GARBER: W. have thia much allocated, yes.

LOWRY: The Salt River Project is dedicating land that they otherwise could
sell for about $2,000,000, I th ink, and one of the letters I have gave the
valua of the land. Of course, they will benefit from the protection this
operation ia going to give the Arizona Canal too.

SCHRADER: At this point, Col., I think we have people here that are involved
in that 40th Street problem and this is aomething that is going to help that
situation.

LOWRY: The"opening of those gates after the channel is completed will permit
the Salt River Project to almost immediately empty the canal at that point. If
that had been in operation on June 22, 1972, the canal would DDt have broken,
the damage along the canal, particularly down where ~ia City'i~ where the S~lt

River Project has a wash and spillway, and where the canal broke near 38th Street
people were badly damaged by floods, would probably not have occured because the
emptying of that Arizona Canal is going to permit that flood water to be picked
up coming from the aa.t of 48th Street into this Cave Creek and Old Cross-Cut
channel. It means, then, that probably everybody along the canal from 68th
Street, or between Scottsdale Road and 68th Street down to around 38th or 40th
Street. will benefit fr~, this operation we're now planning. The removal of
flood water. from the streets of Phoenix from Indian School Road clear down to
Washington. Do you agree with me?

WOKAC~: Yes, so far.

LOWRY: Van Loo is under contract, as I said, for the design of this and I do
say hara that there is one thing in the letter written by Mr. Womack. Therefore
I request approval of the Maricopa County Flood Control District to complete the
design and construction of this structure, meaning the gates, at the Maricopa
County Flood Control Districts expense, that expense estimated to be $45,000.
We will need approval by Sept~ber 22, 1~72 for J,nuary construction. I don't
know what he means by that statement. That means you're going to build the
gat.. ?

WOHAC~: Yes, sir. Thet wa. the plan.

LOWRY: Then why don't you just build them and put them in then?

JUlWITZ: It'. during the dry-up period.

I.CNRY: Ob, I aee.

WOHAC~: It baa to be done during tbe'northaide dry-up, which starts the
second week in January.

LOWRY: Why don't you pay for it anyway?

WOHAC1: There I a no neecl for it.

LOWRY: I knew that's what you were going to say, I just had to ask the
questions for the recorda.

-4-
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GAUIR: WouW tIlat CCllDe out of our $200,000 allotment?

LOWlY: Ye•• I'll be getting to that in a minute. Right now. it would, yes,.ir. We have another problem. We have this letter from the Salt River Projectwh.r. th.y .ay they're going to give us the right-of-way for this Old Cross-CutCanal by coaverting the OW Cro.. -Cut Canal into a flood channel, but I findaft.r going by th.re and ••eing this big high wire fence and these trailersbehind the fence, in taat opening between the building which rises over the­top of the canal and the Indian laI.eum to the west it'. all closed in. Theright-of-way from Wa.hington .tr.et ooutb. therefore, on an area that'. beenl ..aed by the Salt River Project for 99 ,ear•• which create. a problem. Iund.r.tand that the lea•• laI.t be for the bUilding too. It', $1.00 a year. Idon't know who'. problem that i.. Somebody told me .nd I mentioned this toPred Glendening and Jim Attebery at the la.t HAG meeting that I attended last...k. that who'. going to provide this right-of-way from Washington Street?Salt River .aid they were going to and now they find they're leasing it for99 yeara. Mayb••omebody .hould tear down the building. it isn't worthanything anyway.

SCHRADER: Don. do you have any .tatement on that?

WOMACK: I believe that Roy Garb.r ia in a b.tt.r ~o.ition. the City is very wellaware of thl. and they have made the~r plan. for inerea.ing the capacity fromW••hington Street south with the knowledge that there il a lea.e, and an alter­nativ••

LOWRY: The plan th.t Van too gave is that it w•• going to go .round thebuilding. underground. but around the building i. ~ere this fence and thetrailers .re •

SCHRADER: Let'. see wh.t Roy h.. to say.bout it.

GARBER: Yes. we. the City of Pho.nix. are in the proc••• of taking care ofthi.. As a matter of f.ct. the Washington Str••t culvert crossing, which isnot n.ce••ary to bring thi. up to the 2.000 cf. c.p.city you referred to, isIIOr. th.n double what '. th.re now. 'l1lil 11 und.r d.sign with Cae & Van Loa atthe pr•••nt time. which you indicated. W. have taken .t.p. towards eliminatingthe u.e of the right-of-w.y that i. und.r 1•••• and we've t.ken step. throughthe Clty Council to cond..a a path through that prop.rty to the west, throughthe fenc•••nd etorage are•• that you're t.lking .bout, but our design for theculv.rt i. b.e.d on going around the building. 'l1le Ie••••ppear. bonafide byall conc.rned and there'a nothing we can do about it .0 we're going to goaround it.

LOWlY: Th. 1.... wea just for the building. not for the .pac••

GARBER: No. h.'. got the right-of-w.y for 100 foot Width.. So, there'. noway v. can tamper with th.t p.rticular lea.e. but we're condemning to gothro"lh the parking lot to go on through. So this v. ere t.king care of.

SCHIAD!1l: Will that II••n und.rground sit.... tion?

GARBER: Yee ••ir. Compl.t. enclo.ed culv.rt, • box culvert under hi. p.rking lot.nd on through the .tr••t. it viII b••••tored .0 h. can .till use it._

JURWITZ: You're condemning l.nd that i. actu.lly under owner.hip of SaltIl1v.r Valley.

GARBER: No. we .r. not. and this i •• point I'd like to make clear.cond.-ning out.ide of the 100 foot right-of-w.y which i. under lea.e.i. hi. adj.cant property which h. own••nd it will only be. of course.e.....nt. h. can .till utilize on top without building ov.r it .gain •• LOWRY: A condemnation ar•• i••omething which i. privat.ly owned.

GARBER: Ye••

ANDERSON: How far .outh doe. th.t extend?

We're
This
for sn

•

•

GARBER: 'n!n r~"~s i~ ~ne lot depth, it's probably 200'feet deep. fromWa.hington Street and beyond that we would take a triangle of the Pueblo GrandePark .nd we've .lready checked it and there'. no .ignificant diggings in thattriangle .0 we'll be able to go through that. Then that configuration will
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brine it back into the original bonafide 100 foot right-of-way. That's the
way it's being designed, from there on down to the Grand.

ANDERSON: That's the question at hand.

SCHRADER: From this point it's DOt a problem.

GARBER: It's not a problem, it'. just a matter of dollars •

• .l'LOWRY: After discussing all this, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to bring up a
~ suggestion. Fbase B, the big project here with the Corps of Engineers, Major

Worthington will concur, I believe, is under process of a new study that's been
going on now for a year or a little more. A Project Formulation Memorandum,
which is in addition to the normal construction memorandum specifications, a lot
of that brought about by the Congre.aional Environmental Act of 1969, is going
to delay the acquisition of the lend for the Phase B project other than what
we've already acquired from CaTe Buttes, which i. all completed, and Dreamy
Draw, which is sll acquired except for Melluzzo's Hine Claim which we've filed
condemnation on. That bid haa been opened, we know who the low bidder is and
the bid i. to be awarded a. soon as we get the right-of-entry from the court.
The condemnation proceeding. won't cost us anything in the event that the claim
of Helluzzo. which went to the Court of Appeals in San Pranciaco and concurs in
the Federal Di.trict Court here found with the Bureau of Land MAnagerment. that
the claim i. no good and deesn't exist. Otherwise, it may cost us something.
We may have to put up as much as $97,000, is that the figure? That's the figure
of the appraiaed value of thia land and we have the money in land acquisitions
funds which we can spend. To my knowledge now, Mr. Chairman, that is the only
money that we will spend during the fiscal yeer 1972-73. And I don't want to end
up 1973, June 30th,with enother million dollara DOt spent. We do have $330,000
of our funds aet aaide for acquiaition on the RWCD Canal channel from the
County line to Ray Road. The other onea in excess of the $200,000 or in excess
of the $330,000 is probably $500,000-600,000 more. Except for these condemnation
expenditures of $48,000, I'd like to make the statement, if approved, in order
to speed up this Old Crosa-Cut Canal, which would let people see what we're doing
and would be beneficial, will include not only Dreamy Draw but will include a
study that Van Loa is making of aome pipes east of 56th Street emptying into
this channel from some alleys behind the north side of the Arizona Canal, into
the Canal at 56th Street, eliminating that flooding there. It's a small part of
the Old Cross-Cut Canal, but it's included in that plan.

GARBER: Help eliminate it, anyway.

LOWRY: Right, help eliminate it, it won't eliminate it all. If approved,
edditional funds in excesa of the $200,000 could therefore be made available
for the continuation and greater completion of the Old Cross-Cut Canal. That
would require a recommendation of the Advi.ory Board to the Supervisors, if they
want to do that.

SCHRADER: In other words, you feel that we could introduce this $200,000 for
maybe $500,OOO-600,OOO?

LOWRY: I would say $500,000, yes, without hurting us at all.

SCHRADER: Well, gentlemen, here we are. We've got the right-of-way, the ~1'Y

of Phoenix has certainly gone a long way with us, and this is one time that we
can utilize our flood control funds for something other than righl-of-way and
go into actual flood control work and if there's any way possible, I think this
is probably as good a project as we can go on right now. Spending this mocey
here would bring us more benefits than anywhere el.e we could spend it.

JURWITZ: A point of information, Col. Lowry, right above that 1-10 bridge
across Aqua Fria and the Channel, have we cnmmittAd our•• lve9 LO richt-of-way
purchases there?

LOWRY: That's a part of the Phase B that we can't spend any money on because
we don't know if the Corps of Engineers will enlarge or decrease the size of the
Aqua Fria channel.

JURWITZ: But there's no chance of that happening during this year?
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JURWITZ: I just wanted to make sure thac we excended ...•

~LOWRY: I nn~'~ t~irJ. chose plana will be ready before June, do you?

~ORTHINGTON: They won'c be ready by chac time, I'm sure of that .

ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to suggest that the faster we can move chismoney into relieving flood damage, no matter where it is, the becter off allof ta are.

JURWITZ: In view of the fact that we've already got aome design work on chisparticular part •

ANDERSON: We'. be foolish to hold this money and not use ic on places we dohave a problem. That's what we make the plans for.

OHSIEK: Kay I ask a question, air? To the City of Phoenix representative;could that be epent thie year?

GARBER: I just happen to have a break down of what we foresee at che presenttime. (Attached) I, not to complicate thinge. will paas a few of these thingsout, of what we puc together in cooperation with Salt River Project, of course,in the last few daye of what we'ver already been atudying and what we've beendoing and what we thought on earlier, just in general. I'm wondering if withthe Salt River Project offering the right-of-way, with the City putting somemoney into it and starting in the interest of the Flood Control District,which ie formed, of couree, for thi. purpo.e, ehouldn't there be some sort offormalized agreement whereby it would become a project which is •••••

LOWRY: Wa have an agreement .imilar to what we had with the City of Scottsdaleand when the City of Scottedale constructed thoee flood gates at the ArizonaCanal.

GARBER: I know, but it would go far enough to have the alternate responsibiliCyand thie eort of thing that gaee with it.

LOWRY: Who'. going to operata aDd maintain it aDd epend how much money, forwhat?

GARBER: But we haven't taken any etepa in that direction at the present cime.
LOWRY: No, air. I mu.t know if that i. the next etep we have to take.

GARBER: I would lil~e to give you gentlemen, for whatever you'd like to dowith th.m, eome xerox copiae of what we eee, this fiecel year - aa well as incanext fiecal year, and that'e all we've written on this becauee we feel that thiscommittment of the l,OOOcf. at the upper reeche. of the Old Cross-Cut and the2,000 at the lower reachea will take care of anything that will be, and couldpo.sibly be brought in by the Arizona Canal. And it could really be accomodated.Thi. doe. not include one of the thinge th.t you mentioned we're already doingthet hae nothing to do with tht. except that we need capacity in the Old Cross­Cut, an additional capacity, before we can heve the additional rapid flow fromthe aree of the Arcadia 6 56th Street to 64th Street and beyond, whatever itpicks up there. We need the added capecity in the Old Cro•• -eut before we cando thoee thinge, eo, thie then ie what we're repr..enting here. That, however,ie a City project and there ie no reque.t to the Flood Control District for anynead for the Arcadia area iteelf. Perhpa. we can get together with Scottsdaleand do a little more than we're planning right now', I'm act .ure. This isetrictly for the Old Cro.. -Cut.

LOWRY: From my experience with Scottsdale, they've been pretty cooperativeand I think if we showed them that they're going to benefit from this, they'llgo on the band wagon.

GARBER: So, if we have, and for the record we'll give Teri one of these forthe recorda, on here we have total expenditure. for the year just short of$700,000 on the canal itself, now, this is in addition to $250,000 we'vealready spent, on that outlet but that isn't included here, and anticipatingabout $800,000 next fiscal year, 73-74, we'll do essentially the entire job onthe Old Cross-Cut, will serve.. for the Flood Control District •
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SCHRADER: You have zarked here for 73·74 that $800,000.

GARBER: Th~~ ~s ~u estUnate. This, Bill, 1s an estimate of what the costs are,with DO regard to who's paying what. We really feel that this should be aFlood Control proj~ct but we're willing to put a considerable amount into itbut ve think the Flood Control District should really put the majority of themoney in to relieve the tAX payers and it is helping 1n Paradise Valley on theover-all problem.

SCHRAD!R: Mar<:, do you have any cOllllllents you'd like to make?

STRAGIER: We feel that the improvement of the drainage along the north side ofthe canal, what Roy has referred to as the Arcadia drain, is an important workand we've been try1ng to atir up funds to participate, but in any case, we wouldlike to, if you l~ke, buy-in capacity in the project and I'm sure that the Cityof Scottsdale would be intereated in participating both in Old Cross-Cut and 1nArcadia Drain. Is that what you call it, the Arcadia Drain?

GAUER: Yea.

STRAGIER: Particularly in the latter, we'd like to atudy it, we haven't doneany mora than acquaint ouraelvea with what the proposal 1s at thiS point.Certainly there is no que.tion, if nothing else, that work on the Cross-Cutought to be expedited. r'm .ure that if there i. any way that Scottsdale cangive it's aupport to that project, I think that that'a a fine way for the districtto apend funds to get aomething done in the metropolitan area where the floodingis ao hazardous and creates such expensive damagea.

TEEPLES: Hr. Chairman, I'd like to bring up, before we decide on the amountsof funda to be spent on the Old Cross-Cut, as you know, there was lots of damagedone down Indian Beed Wash and the City of Scottadale, the Corps of Engineersand others have been working on this, and I'm just wondering, I don't know whatis on the docket here, but if Indian Bend Wash ia going to be coming underdiscuasion and there is aome need for some of these funds over there, I thinkwe ought to take a look at that project too, in the hopes of getting thingsstraightened out.

,~OWRY: Hr. Chairman, may I maka a statement? I couldn't agree with Mr. Teeples"more. That's the firat project I ever heard of when I came on this job; IndianBend Wasb. I thought at that time, that by 1965, at least, it would be finished,but it waan't. The thing ia right now about discusaing funds that might be ear­marked for Indian Bend Wash ia that the Corps of Engineers have not yet finishedtheir green belt 9tudy, they have not presented their plans to the City of Scotts­dale. They are acheduled to meet with the City officials of Scottsdale, do youmind me giving this date, Major?

WORTHINGTON: (Shook hia heed)

LOWRY: On leptember 21, 1972. The study at that time will not yet have beencompleted but they have gotten far enough along to give the City Fathers ofScottsdale what they think they might be coming up with. Is that correct?

WORTHINGTON: We view thia meeting aa a meeting of Hydrolic Engineers and abroader acope meeting will follow this, but wa've got a basic decision that wehope to reach at this meeting, and that ia whether or not the green belt willkandle 30,000 cubic feet per .econd. And, although everyone is involved, wehope to keep it at a working level, as was mutually agreed upon before.

TEEPLES: The rea.on I brought thia up ia because in Karc's Phase II Programit says that "thia phase will cost the CUy about $925,000 and about $185, 000 moreto be put up by the County Flood Cnntrol District", and they're hLJping that thiswill begin about 1973, sn that's why I brought up this question •

LOWRY: I don't know if he means this fiscal year.

SCHRADER: Marc, it might be well to hear your comments on this.

TEEPLES: I'd like to hear from Marc Stragier to hesr what means of help theyneed over there on Indian Bend Wash for this fiscal year that we're talking abnut .

-8-



•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

''ff-.~-.,.

~
.. ...,.;."
. ".

...

-""""'._.....~ . ...:.""'- ,- ---,._._--_.

STlAGII1: Hr. Chairman, I bad hoped that perhap. under other business, the
Joan would Ii... _ 801M tiM to It1nd of bring you up to dace on what is happen­
t~e as tar .~ ,~<~~ ~p.nd vaeb ..... aDd report to you on the progress or lack
::: rrogrl"o. "....;,~ -,i .. " alld .at ". fora.ee, and aha to suggest some areas
where tke District may Yiah to beain iave.ting fund. or begin at least looking
forward to udiug your finaocial re.ouree. to help the project along. If you'd
like, I'd be g:acl to •••

SCHRADEJl.: Well, I think with the concurreoce of tbe Board here that we prob-ably
.hould con.ider thia ri;bt now. Everything h•• come to this point and I think
wa ahould bring it up.

ANDERSON: Col. Lowry, if I lII&y put ebb quution to you, if we proceed on this
ba.i., the thing you would need hare would be a motion that we recommend to the
Supervi.or. that the Di.trict proceed with the development of agreement. with
an -.aunt of money .et a.ide for this project, .ay, with a figure of, not to
uc..d $500,000. .

LOWRY: We've ooly got $200,000 in there now.

AND!lSON: Well, you'd hava to have additioD&l IIIOni81 tban.

LOWRY: Up to ~SOO,OOO.

ANDERSON: That would be ebout the nature ••••

LOWRY: We have another figure we got from .alt River Project of $45,000 for
the da.ign and in.tallation of the gate. which could be taken out of the
$500,000 or it could ba a .eperate figure, whatever the Advt.ory Board wants
to do.

ANDERSoN: Ok, then let'. go into the discua.ioo on Scott.dale.

LOWRY: But you have to act upon that, and I'd like you to act upon it today.

GARBER: Did you make a IIIOtion?

ANDERSON: No, I was waiting, but I lose my t.ain of thought if I don't say it.

TEEPLES: Well, I didn't mean to distract from the Old Cro.s-eut Canal, and I
agree with everything that'. been .aid, but I didn't think we should consider
allocating fund. jUlt to thi. Without giving con.ideration to some other problems.

GARBER: I would .ay, too, that you have your budget, you've approved your budget
for the ye.r, you don't hava to make adjuatment. in that today anyway. and I
think lII&y~e we should di.po.e of the fir.t item. Marc ha. suggested that we do
that too.

JURWITZ: One item in that re.pect, Reid,: we're talking about an additional
$300,000.

TEEPLES: Right, and whether we want to go that .trong, more or less. I think
wa ouaht to give it 10M thought.

JURWITZ: Tha fact that we do have in reaerve IIIOre than the $300,000, so a
propodtion of whethar wa're goiDI to go along with a maxi_ of $300.,000 and
IIIOre or DOt MU any action at all.

TEEPLES: No, I think ve have to take .ome action, but I think we ought to give
.ome thought to the amount of meaay before we decide haw much to spend where.

ANDERSON: Well. I think we ought to keep in mind that wa have to have this
agreement drawn and agreed upon prior to the dry-up of the Canal, so we can
get it right into con.truction. We alraady have 1/3 of the fi8cal year behind.

TEEPLES: The City of Phoenix needa to imoIr right away 80 that they can proceed
vith Coe & Van Loo and ~e rigbt alona.

SCHRADER: And certainly Scott.dale needs to know.
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T!!PL!S: Gentlemen, I'm going to have to leave, Don Womack will take ~ place.

LOWRY: I might atate that, Mr. Chairman, in connection w1th finances, in the
budget, ve have set alide for Old Cros.-Cut, approximately $200,000, $330,000
for RW~ and $330,000 from $937,000, the $200,000 we thought was conscruccion
vaa right-of-way, is uDder leperate figure from the $937,000. So, we've goC
$937,000 of which $330,000 11 ear-msr~ed for the awCD Floodway Channel, plus
a pollible $48,000 we may have to .et aside for the Dreamy Draw condemnation.
ca.e, which we can't Ipend becaule we might need it. We have, therefore,
$889,000 to Ipend. That doeln't include money we need for the Dreamy Draw
Detention Balin, moving of the telephone linel or the Guadalupe Project this
filcal yaar of $122,000, or the Buct~eye Project of $46,000, or the other misc­
ellaneoul expenditurel. It would leave us cheD; $937,000 lesa $330,000 15
$607,000 lela the $48,000 pollibly needed for the condemnation case leaves ua
$559,000 that we can Ipend aome place else. We can put $300,000 in the Old
Croaa-Cut Canal for a total of $500,000.

ANDERSON: That would atill leave us $122,000 for the Guadalupe and $46,000· for
Buckeye.

LOWRY: It leaves us all the money needed for that. We already have that aet
.. ida.

SCHRADER: Thil $300,000 il in addit~on to wbat's already budgete~ for the
Crall Cut. So, this leada up to one point, Marc, when do you think these funds
would be needed.

STRAGEIR: I thin!~ that the Board might want to consider lome expenditures
fairly loon, but a~ far al predicting ex&ctly how aoon that it's going to be
urgent and necessary and how loon we can layout a plan and get aoing on it,
we probably won't know that .ntil we get a little further along with the Corps
Itudy. We have a couple of luggestions for you to consider, areas where you might
want to make inveotmenta, I would thi~~ that probably the more ursent area is
to begin in helpin~ the City of Tempe with lome of their rights-of-way require­
mentl and my proposal to the Board this afternoon is going to be th~t we find
a way to gat to work on that Itudy ane E.t least acquire enough lane: for the
concrete channel 10 that we can begin to m.ke • commitment there. The other
are. is Scottsd.le ••••

SCHRADER: I auggeat you go into your presentation DOW, Marc.

~Ar.IZR: Let me begin by jUlt qUickly delcribing the problem. This is a
~~;~f the southern portion of Scottscale, Indian Bend Road is just north of

the Arizona Can.l. Here'a Indian School Road end Scottsdale Roed, which runs
right down the middle of the community, the Arcadia Drain is a drain along the
north bank of the Arizona Canal which go.I p.at 64th Street into Phoenix down
to 56th Stre.t then into the Canal and down the ~ld Crols-Cut. The main problem
in the Indian aend !lalh, there are two problema; the first is that the Arizona
Canal forms £ dike acrOl1 and the water coming down the Indian Bend Wash ponds
on the up.tream side, during tha recent storm, flowed out of the canal, just
ovarflowed, there liSIl mora water than could possibly be handled, and flooded
all the properties through here and eventually flooded enough that it went
through the louth bank of the canal down by 40th Street and was beginning to go
ovar portionl of tha south bank along here but before it got deep enough in here
to do eny real damaga, the water lubsided. So, the first problem is that we've
got to get the Arizon. Canal out of the way so that the w.ter can flow down che
Indian Bend Wash. Second, il that the l.nd il privately awned and you just can't
dump our Itorm drain.ge into lomebody'; backyard, we have to .cquire the property.
The map Ihows in green, the areaa thac we've either acquired or have begun
negotiation on and have some prospec~ of acquiring, in other words, the CiCy
expacts to acqu~re. Areas shown in brawn are areaa which we expect to purchase
and where we hope that the Advilory Board could be of some .ssistance. To solve
the firlt prohlec. getting the Arizonc Canal out of the way, rem2mber thaC about
a year ago we discussed the idea of inltalling additional gates in the ~uth bank
and the Board recommended at a considerable expenditure, upwards of $100,000, to
construct those 3ates and pointed out th.t the importance of improving che
ch.nnel downltream and .lao of improving the channel aD the upstreac side of the
canal. Sublequently, last Ipring we reported to you on the results of the study
and began the wor:~ of constructing tl:ose gatel. The Engineerir:g study showed
th.t until this portion of the Indian Bend Wash could be lowered t~ere isn't
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aoough gradien~ to ~~e a channel very practical. It's only a mile and a half
CD 1Ddian Bend Wash and you can build all the channels you want but you just
4oa't ,et enough water to maka that worthwhile. And so, our hope is that if
tbe &reen belt ~oea, .e can lowar this four or five feet and we've graded this
park, have a~r.ad with thi. property OWDer to grade hia property and so forth
vith a view toward laveriaa that enough that we can channelize this. Meanwhile,
ve began la.t .pring, after the gates had been inatalled, 6 meeting With
tbi. property owner, the Rilay'., to agree with them on the baais for acquiring
tha property needed to viden the channel. Wa had worked out the a£reement in
Kay aDd had agreed that the City, at it's expen.e, would excavate the channel
and put the excavated material. on the Riley property .0 that it could be
developed aDd in azcbanga for that, the Rilay'. would give us a deed to the needed
channel. Unfortunately, ju.t about the time ve vere preparing that deed, Mrs.
Riley paaaed away and all the property went into her eatate. We've since met
with ber three .on. and dauahter who agreed to go ahead with the plan, but are
unabla to deliver the dead until the estate clo.ea, we expect that will be
.hortly, it may have been within the last few day.. So, we expect, this fall,
to be able to excwvate the channel and then we'll be able to place these gates
in operation. We'll be able to diacharge through the canal, about ~O,OOO CUbi]
feet per .econd. During the June 22, 1972 .torm, about 20,000 cubic feet per -
.ecoDd cro••ed IndiaD aeDd, according to USGS, and of that, about 14,000
cro••ed Thomas Road, according to your records, I believe, Mr. Ohsiek. So,
you can .ee that a subltantial portion baa been diverted and really ends up
in lomebody'. back yard, and probably io their living rOOm. The Salt River
Project hal recently indicated interest in working with u. to explore the idea
of con.tructing a siphon. At any rate, I wanted to report to the Board on
the atatua of this work, and alao on the atatua of the right-of-way availability
for the green belt. You can .ae thet there 11 a fairly continuo.s channel and
that acme upwards of Sot of the land needed for the green belt in Scottsdale
il available for it and that'l available so far, at no cost to any Flood Control
Dhtrict fund. for ;:ny of that right-of-way.

ANDERSON: Marc, CIlly I interrupt you for just a moment? In conjunction with
the propo.ed site, is the proposal then to take all the anticipated flow from
Indian Bend across the Canal at that point?

STRAGIER: Yes.

ANDERSON: And now, somewhere, you will have the hydrology involved in deter­
mining that which pas.ed down the north side of that canal on June 22, 1972.
10 addition to the 40,000 that passed over the csnal and thia siphon and the
channel then would be able to handle x-amount of water.

STRAGIER: Yes.

~ERSON: That's my point, would you clarify that?

STRAGIER: Sure, you reeall that right now, 30,000 cubic feet per second is
• lOO-year storm. By the time the upper tributary ares develops it will be a
50-yeer atorm. Our plan haa been to cooperate with the Central Arizons Project
to build an impoundment up.tream cleer across the tributary are;:. That impound­
ment vill .eRn that tbe lOo-year storm, at this point, will produce a run-off
of something close to 30,000. we're hoping to find that out on the 21st, something
clos. to 30,000 10 that if we ean de.ign thi•• iphon and channel for 30,000
we expect to proVide protection agaiost the lOO-year atorm with a fully developed
tributary area.

rDSOfIl: IhaDk you.

J ~~1D: M we've begun to make progress in SCottadale, aDd as we're
beginniag to see a little light at the end of tbe tunnel, and a. we've been

J
eneouraged by aome of the preliminary result. of the Corp. atully; the very
fact that they'ra continuing to study the greeo belt study is encouragment,
we've developed noy and aa a re.ult of the Itt.ulatiou of the June 22 storm
and the concern of our citizens th~t resulted from t~t, we've. put together a
plan for completing the work of providing for flood control and storm drainage.
I'd like juat briefly to tell you what that plan involves. We've divided it
into four phases and let me quickly run through what each phase is;
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PHASE 1 is - (-. -- ~ch for your money and take advantage of ~het's there

now. That means buildlng our protion of the Arcadia Drain and participating

with Phoenix to buy-in to what they're proposing to do. And ttan we're hoping

to purchase this property. We're appraising it now, the old dairy, with the

idea that we might persuade the Salt River Project to lower the c2nal bank

opposite that property so that we can control the Location of the flood instead

of flooding over at any random place or particularly flooding out the north

side, we can lower this canal bank enough that the water would floll over on

the property we control and into a wash which has been improved to accept the

flow. The oaxt thin& we would do is build an embankment along 78th Street to

protect these two subdivisions which were flooded and we're now working with

th. City of Phoenix to design a relocated water line on Thomas Road so that

we could put a culvert in Thomas Road, which would lower the water level upstream,

to add to the protection of these two subdivisions, and which would provide us

a crossing that would be availsble. As it is, when Indian Bend Wash flows, the

tvo portiona of the city are separated and you have to drive almost to Chandler

to get across and come back around. And '0, in the first phase, those are the

things that we hope to do.

PHASE II - We hope to persuade the Flood Control District to help us purchase

the rem&inder of the right-of-way and in

PHASE III - We hope that the Corps of Engineers will begin the~r construction

or that the Salt River Project will construct the siphon, improve the ctanncl

and provide the embankment protection and the energy dissipator and so forth.

The CAl, about chsa, will construct their work••0 that w& reduce the amount of

water we have to deal with. And then in

PHASE IV - We would construct the storm sewers that would prOVide service to

areas of the city that are otherwise floodable. This whole area is subject to

flooding, all the water run. down 86th Street clear to the Salt River. We've

got an area here by the Cros.-Cut where Ken McDonald snd 1 sat in the car one

morning and watched a property owner, just like he did it every morning, come out,

put his lunch bucket in his boat, launch his boat, row up the street about two

blocks, pull his boat up on the lawn and get in a parked car and drive to work.

Well, that flooding could be relieved by a connection to an existing storm sewer

and that works. \le can get to, whe~ we have the land available and when we have

the capacity under control. As far a~ any projects that the Board might want to

participate in, it seems to me that you might wsnt to consider assisting the

City in the purchase of this property or the purchase of the right to flood it .

Now, prOVided the project will agree whether- to bvild-the siphon or to· lower the

canal bank as a temporary expedient to reduce the hazard, that woul~ seem to me

to be a rather productive thing that we can do now. It might w~nt to consider

some participation in thi. dike, but both of these are things that the Council

has at least authorized us to investigage. We have to find some more money

before we can do it, but we b.ve hopes of finding that. Perhaps mosL important

in tbe City of Tempe, this is just a small part of the storm drainage proble~s in

Tempa, and unfortunately the land is zoned industrial. We have acquired a good

deal of the land in Scott.dale by 8Vapping soma zoning around anc working wich

developers to increase the den.ity on the portion th.t they can salvage in

return for which they have dedicated the portion in the wash or reduced the

price of it to a point where we can buy it, but in Tempe that's less possible

because of the zoning. It'. also not been nearly so much of 8 concern. This is

an undeveloped portion of th. city, perhaps I shouldn't be speak~ng for Grover,

but in any case, it se... to me that the Board ought to look into the acquisition

of property in Tempe and I suggested to Col. Lawry that one thought might be

that since the Board of Supervi.ors has agreed to the concrete linec channel

plan, that the Board might wish to consider purchasing the right-of-way to

implement that plan, to show that it's important that we do thi~ an~ that we

get th.se things done and we're moving in that direction. If we later decide

th.t the green belL is the route we're going to go, it would merely mean

widening the right-of-way that's available. But in the meanwhile, the ~all

channel for the lined work would ma!:e sp=ce available so we could construct an

earth embanked chennel, do some improvement work th.t would help us keep the

water, except in the major storms, keep the water aut of businesses that have

been built, which are just flooded by sheet flow. Once Indian Bend ~ash moves

down over the Salt River bank it spreads out allover the place and does a lot

of damage which could be reduced substantially if only a small portion of the

future green belt channelization was available. What we'd like to suggest is

that the three agencies; Scottsdale, Tempe and the Flood Control District,

cooperate with the Corps of Engineers to tie down an ecceptable ,alignment and
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beg .. " U"!'" ,;.'.....j" 'j_' 1"'uIJt~rty which COl:i.':: be used in any case, for \lhatever
flood solution, as finally agreed upo~. That, it seems to De, is probably
the project ths: the Board should must seriously consider. You <:lay \lant to
look into joining us in this plan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, rill be glad
to an~'. • , • I certainly appreciate the opportunity today to
take y=._ . : .... ~;; .:., ::i" ..hat we're after, what we're doing and to review
the progress that we've made and to bring you up-t9-date on this important
work that we've work~rl together on in the last year. I'm sorry that we're
not further along.

ANDERSON: Marc, you may not be far enough along to have me ask tho;, but
the excavation of a channel would be sufficient to give you gradient from
the east.

STRAGIER: We're grading thi. park about, by the time we get to the north
end, this is a 3/4 cile long park, and by the time we get to the north end,
we're grading i: an extra foot and a half, by the time we get to the canal
we pick up about four feet and that allows us to excavate this section up
here about six, it's ~lready got some ;ilt deposits so it's over tHO feet
higher than this anyway, or maybe it's because this has been graded, but in
any case, we've got "bout aix feet and that gives us enough gradient that this
channel begins to flow and we can start taking a look at it.

ANDEBSON: About a tenth to a hundred.

STRAGIER: Yes, if that'. what it is, if we can get that much.

ANDERSON: It's about 7,500 feet.

STRAGIER: Right.

JURWITZ: Marc, have you gone far enoueh to know how much money i~ involved
in buying the old dairy?

STRAGIER: No, He're appraising it now. Maybe Bill can tell us better. We're
looking at somethin.; around $200,000. Our hope has been that ;~e c.:.n sell some
of the dirt to this guy and thi. guy and recover something like $3C,000 - this
is the plan, let me whip it past you; 1'le propol\,ed to the Council thet when we
get the apprais~l, make an offer, and if we can agree on it, or if not, enter

c'ondemnation, when we know the date when we're going to have it on a" all-out
basis, whether we're going to be able to buy or whether we're only going to
purchase the right to flood it, if \Ie can buy the ownership we would spproach
the owners of these two properties, this one has indicated so~e interest, in
buying the dirt and then when we have sold the dirt, we would taen approach
(we have a developer over there) the Hilton people, and we hcve already
approached them on the idea that they might be able to build a golf cart route
down to have a golf course here and that we might lease this property to them
for a golf course, it's entirely suitable for that even though it's flooded.
And with lease pre-paid, we might come close to paying the cost of this land.
We'd try to line up those two things before we actually purchased the property
but we've ha4 some preliminary meetings with the owner, Mrs. Hudson, she's sn
old-timer here, and we just don't know, really at this point, whether we're
going to be able to ,~ork with her to acquire either the right to flood it or
the property. But in sny case, if we can line up the golf course, and that's
a big ahot, and if we can sell the ooil, we'll reduce the cost of the land to
a matter of $60-80,000 ao the Boare mi3ht be interested in participating in
that or which the City may be able to come up •

JURWITZ: Marc, my other queation is on the south end. Do you have any idea
what that involves financially?

STRAGIER: I tl ink t~are what we really need to start with is a plan of action
and if the Board indicates its interest I'm sure that the City of Tempe will
come up with a plan and we'll certainly help them to whatever extent we can.
I don't have any specific prope.al, I've just been trying to promote one with
Grover and he'~ cer~ainly interested, maybe he'd like to speak on that point.

SERENBETZ: I think what Marc has outlined here, I think that one of the reasons
that perhaps we haven't had any real stimulation there south of McK211ips is
because the opinion is that 've've been hearing about this for so long that
we don't think we're ever going to see anything", and therefore, they have
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just adopted this attitude. I thin:: th::t if we could do somec:hi"g, if, iil,
in conjunction with the Corps we could locate or establish the center line
of the wash and then if the County Flood Control District could come in and
start an a("qui8i"~v" program for at lea3t the 200 foot width aligned channel,
which is the onLy project that has been approved, as I under3tand it.

LOWRY: It's about 1,000 feet down there.

SERENBETZ: WeI:, right at McKellips I thin~ it's about 200 feet, isn't it?
But for whatever approved plan you may have and with the condition that
that would be the minimum and then if it should become feasible to go with the
green belt proposal then there woulc have to some additional right-of-way
acquired to accolllplish that. I think that would be very helpful in, #1,
ahowing the public chat aomething is being done, and 12, establishing the
definite alignment for thia channel, which hasn't been done, and #3, I think
that even with 200 feet at McKellips, we could help relieve aome of the
aituation, ever, if it just meant lIlOving some earth for lIWhile. As Hare says,
when we have flow there, it's just sheet flows and we, I chink, are in a
position now, with some of the people that own land here, they want to start
building on it and they want to stand on what they have. We sre trying to
hold them off as best we can. We either require them to enter into special
agreements where they will not hold t~e City responsible for any of the work
that they do and that will not be part of any possible condemnation costs to
the City to acquire this for flood control purposes. So, we're strugzling to
do this, but we haven't been able to come in and start acquisition of any
rights-of-way, and I thin~ that we could really begin to make some headw2y
south of here if that could be done. So far, everybody, every time '-'e talk to
them says, ''Yea, that '. what we've been hearing for 12 years -- but there I s
nothing here yet and we've talked to the Corps and they still don't know" and
so on and so forth. So we really haven't been able to get hold of tf1is thing.
It is zoned industrial, we do not have subdividers so we don't have any
leversge here, we can't have anything to trade, it's just merely when they
come'in to start building, then we have to say, if we're not going to issue the
building permit, they certainly ca~ mandame us, or else we're going to have
to be able to purchase. So, that's kinci of why we feel it's aHfully important
now, we're jU3t going to add to the cost of acquisition here. And if <Ie could
start with a minimum 200 foot width and then follow the flare tf1is lIould be
wonderful.

L~mY: Mr. Chsirma~, Mr. Serenbetz may not understand the procedure which we
normally follow in the scquisition of rights-of-way of land. \olh~n we once
know the bound~ry line of that which is going to be built, we then hire a
registered sppraiser who goes inside that line with a legal description,
which we give him, ~akes photographs, exams the land, checks the sales of
land in the immedi~te vicinity and maKes an appraiaal of that land and gives
that to us. We eXG~ that and if we find it reasonable, in our estimati~n,

based on our facts from buying other land, we give it to our right-oi-way
agents, who proceed with that information and negotiate the purchase of that
Land with the owners. Of course, the first offer they make is that which is
appraised. I do know from past experiences that some improvements might be
existing upon the land and the appr2iser might hsve overlooked i~.

SHCRALER: Well, that's a problem that should be located there.

LOWRY: And it's holding up the pr~ce and we realize thst, but the first thing
we have to know before we can take any steps, to recommend to the Bo~rd, for
example, that we 6?end so much money to buy so much land some place for a
specific purpose, is where that land is; we have to know the perimeters, the
boundaries. We don't know that now.

WORTHINGTON: Col. Lowry, may I make a cOllEllent?

LOWRY: Yes, sir.

WORTHINGTON: I'd like to endorse the proposal as it's been made from the
Corpa point of view. As you know, soce of the rights-of-way for Phases A & B
are pretty well firmed up now, and other areas are not. I would like to offer
our assistance to identify, for the purposes of anybody who is interested,
those areas which we know right now must be a part of any pla~ a~d also to
identify those areas which are subject to change and which we should not be
investing money in. And I've seen thi3 back in our District where they know
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~~wIrz: Could the Corp~ of Engineers come up with tuo alternatives then? Not

, ..•1,,, 11nE''' ~~'lnnel, IIhich has been approved, and the green belt channel

WORTHINGTON: t •• , we can, we can do that pretty well now. The thing that we want
to awid 11 he'l'!.ng moMy invested before we get locked in on a plan. Our General
De.igD ~r.Ddum pretty w.ll outline. tihat the pl.n i. that we're going to partie­
ipaLw ~u .~ -. :~~~ :~ ~r ~~ our Di.trict in Lo. Angeles .nd then it goes through
a numuw~ of ~G>:__ ~ ~~ :_~ Francisco .nd Wa.hington and Congre•• revieus it, so its
subj.ct to ..ny change. and until w. get the thing b.ck with everyones signature on
it ~~ ,t.nd t~e rts~ nf {,~e~ting .aney and haVing our plans changed.

JURWITZ: But we would know definitely the width of the channel under the lined

WORTHINGTON: I think we migbt have something we can identify notJ that we know ue've
got to h.v. aDd then lIl&)'be IIl&ke

COL.: Tha.e plans which we have now ~ich were prepared some years ago, 1962, I
think, all the plans contained in that int.rim r.port are marked

JURWITZ: Jut what we're facing now, a. Mare .ay., are thing. that can be done and WE

not going to loee grouDd on. ADd thb 18 "".re we c.n proc.ed.

ANDERSON: Mr. Ch.irman, I'd Uke to ju.t point out that if hydrology indicates that
the .iphon is in order that legal ~vi.ors in Scott.dale aDd Tempe and probably our
own would be very hesitant about increasing the capacity of di.charge into the Indian
Bend Channel at the .iphon until there had been ~equate protection to the propertiee
below, .0 it .eema to me that thi••eems to be the thing that we .hould do.

COL.: Work upstream

ANDERSON: Right, work upstre..

COL.: I'. quite .ure that if a channel of a proper size, be it green belt or any
other structure, that the Corp. of Engineer. would consider siphoning of the canal
underne.th the w.sh in order to eUminate a long tre_OIious dike they were going to
build DOrth of th. canal, eud ..... thea some IIIOlI8y, th.t th.y would then participate
in the construction of the siphoned ch.nnel but that it would cOst local people an e~

of $370,000. and that figure wa. back in 1964-65. So, they will participate as a p~

ject b.cau.e it'. an approved project, but I'. quite .ure they won't participate in
a siphon until the chaDDel dOWD.tre.. i. ready to receive that water.

ANDERSON: Exactly.

COL.: ADd I wouldn't WaDt to eith.r, aDd I would6't want to recOllllllend it to the
Board becau.e w.'r. liable to fiad ouraelv•• in court along with the rest of the
peopl••

STRAGllR: I would like to comment, that I don't think the .iphon really increases
the flow in th. Iadian B.nd Wa.h, the hazard i. that if we don't build a siphon and
the wat.r pond. and .tor•• up th.r. and then a .ection of the canal were to wash out
and the pond.d flow would b. added to the DOrmel inflow, eo _ stand a chance of
haVing IIOre water in th1a .ection of th. wa.h than w. would if the siphon were built
and .0 .. far a. the flow in the wa.h aDd th. amount of property damage that occurs.
it'. DOt unlikely that we'll be better off with a .iphon than without it and I don't
think that,it may be a legal qu.,tion, and on. that we ought to investigate, but I
don't think w. ought to conclude that ju.t becau•• it happenad this one time that the
was Ie•• flow down .tream than up .tr... that that will alway. be the case. Had
th.r. be.n another 2,000-3,000 cfl coming in IDd had it washed out a section of the
canal .omeplaee we may bery well have had th. canal in both directions if the pond
added to the flow that we had and produced a aulDa down h.re that would have been
con.iderably in exc••• of the ..xiDa we had down th.re.

ANDERSON: Mare, I don't _aD to infer that, what I wa. attetllpting to point out waa
that in ..irtue of in.talling the .ipbon we ehouldn't be a party to diverting a
di.proportionat. run-off.

STRAGIlR: Again, I'd like to urge you to consid.r that by not building the siphon
we did .ome 4-5 million dollar. worth of dama•• to hOlDe.; had the .iphon been avail­
abl., it might hav. flooded 10 or 20 more home. than we did and we're trading off
1,000 for 20 when we offered to the SRP that w. would accept responsibility for
bre.king the dike her. to pr.vent a break .omewhere at random, we realized that we
were taking r••ponsibility for that kind of an .vent and we certainly were willing
to accept th.t and w.'re reedy to acc.pt it ..ain in ord.r to get this same situatior
put together on a little bit grander .cale.
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~~ON: Mar~. ~~ long aR ve all recognize that the hazard is there and that Col.
LQWTY'. actiona are in an approach to this, if we had the money and the time, ve can
SO frOll there aDd we ..y juat have to gamble and maybe you don't get the storm, so,
you lot away with it, if you let the atorm, you got caught.

COL: I think, Hr. Chairman and Hr. ADder.on, that we have anough money in the budget
that .00000t1me th1a fhcal year we Ibould be in a polition to start acquiring land at
the IOUth eDd of Indian &end Wa.h 1£ we kn~J the leeation, Major Worthington odd
he'd help u. arrive at it if they po•• ibly can. ----

SCHRADER: Ok, do we have any other comments pertaining to the discussions that
we've had here?
BILL
ANDRRSON: Gettina back to the 40th Streat araa aDd Camelback in that plan for the
Cro.. -Cut proposed now by the City of Phoenix

COL.: Wa hllVen't laft the Cro.. -Cut Canal yet

BILL ANDERSON: Do you want .. to wait until wa get back to that for a couple of
que.tiona?

COL.: Now that we've ditcu..ed thh, Mr. Chairman, I think that we should make some
deci.ioD: if the Board wi.he. to, for a recommendation of .ome kind to the Board of
Supervi.or. for thi. $45,000 which could be included in the $300,000, changing this
$200,000 to $500,000 becauae of the availability of fund., a. outlined here.

JUllWITZ: I make the motiOD to that affect.

ANDERSON: I second it.

COL.: That'. an increase of $300,000.

SCHRADE1l: Any dhcU8sion on tha IIOUon?

GARBER: that maant specifically that the $45~000 would be included, because they
need guidanca to proceed.

COL.: I'va got it right hera, an agreement batween Phoenix, salt River Project and
the Flood Control Di.trict

• SCHRADE1l: tDd that I believa we .hould have in there that a contract drawn up

GARBER: Would thit be tha proper approach?

SCHRADEi: No further dhcu.. ion7 All in favor of the maUon signify by saying "Aye'

• MEMBERS: Aye

•

•

•

•

SCHRADBR: Oppo.ad1

MEMBERS: No c~nt

SCHRADER: Hotion carried.

COL.: Another thill3 on tha qanda hera bafore we get to Mr. Brown and his constit­
uent., I want to bring up a que.tion that hal been belore u. for the last two or
threa yaar. of Old Cave Creek DalI Haint.nance. I'm going to make this statement and
that will be all we'll have to do on it right DOW: We received an agreement from Salt
River Project on Augu.t 22, and that agreement wa••tudied by myself and I turned it
over to our attorney, who ia pre'IDt, and it wa. OK except for Paragraph 6, which I
didn't like and our attornay didn't like. I discu.aed that with Mr. Hank Shipley
and ha agreld with me and .aid ba bad tried to get Parqraph 6 eliminated but that
thair lawyer••ai' it had to ba in there. It'. an agrlement wherein ue hold the SRP
harml••• from everything aDd pay for all the equipment, and we're not going to do it.
I told Hank wa weren't and ba said "don't do anything about it, revise it the way
you want it and we'll get togathar and revha it to your concurrence", or something
lika thi., so all I want to .ay at this time is we are working on it and it'll be
pre.ented at the next meltinl, wa bopa, as an agreement acceptable to both parties.

SCHRADER: I don't think that wa••0 bad, Don.
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~K; Reid Teeples mentioned this to me before he left. He said that hs had dis­
~,.d it with ~!. ~1~'GY .n~ with our attorneys and we don't particularly care for
die ''hold harml"as" claw;e either. CoL. but they fel t that the proper procedure. fro;
., anderstanding. i. to .uggeat that we would have one agreement that would include
both tranaferring the facility to the Flood Control District and also take care of the
maintenance. sllg8eatiug that there be an agreement to make the transfer and that the
maintenance would ,e ectirely .eparate; it might be an agreement with the Salt River
Project or it Ia1ght be lo_thing the County would handle.

COL.: That'l what we have with KcKicken Dam and we hired Maricopa COl:nty Water
Di.trict #1 to maintain that for u.. We have the Highway Department maintaining the
48th Street drain aDd the Tempe Canal drain.

ANDERSON: Hr. Cha1t'l114n. did this agreement envision changing the original agreemett.
I had in miod maintainins th. 12' ap.rature over ••••

COL.: Ther.'1 nothing said in thil agreement about it. they have three openings
there; oae is an unaeted on•• two are gated. and the SRP prefers that the two ungated
one. DOt be opened except in emergencies becau.e three together would release about
1.500 cf. and they'd rather hav. 500 cf. go down again.t the Arizona Canal than 1.500
and I don't bl... them. And th. people that live down b.low the Canal probably don't
bl... them .ither; like that trailer home right below the wa.h. We're hoping that
when we build the new Cave Butt.. Dam down about 2\ below th.t with these wing walls.
they can open all three of tho•• gates and le~. them open because the big dam i.
the thing that i. going to prote~t everything in the c•••• if it looks like water is
going down the spillway, which is .aat and north of the d.. itaelf and is the natural
spillway that comes down into the wllh. then it might be time to consider opening
thol' two gatel. We hIVe. hou•• up there we had to buy 00 the high water mark. We
have a ..n living there now but we can't pay him b.cau•• he'. a Deputy Sheriff and he
can't get two paychecks from one County; I think it would be illegal. but al a matter
of a good citizen. he live. up there and he can open thoae gate. if we call him and
tell him to.

ANDERSON: When th.t wa. inttially built there was a very .trong feeling that we shou·
be able to clole that .econd gate and open one on a controlled flow basis. and at tha·
ti_ the logic wa. that ''vaht if a _r shower caught you and there was nobody up t~

to do it". but there would co_ a t1lle when tbere would be people up there to exerds'
thlt function and get control on that water so that you wouldn't have to combat the 5'
cfs at the Arizona Canal. If we get the new dam. it would then obviate the systems.

COL. I If there wa.n't going to be a new dam then I wouldn't suggest it. but we
install electronic control. end they would be op.reat.d.by Salt River Project from
their c.ntral headquarter•• to open and shut tho.e gate. as they please.

ANDERSON: But thi. is way off in the future.

COL.: 'l11at'. all on that oae. '11Ie next thing I bave on the agenda is the bond issue
We have .ome gentlemen here and I have .ome statement. I'd like to read from two peop
and I've had a number of calla al.o. Thi. i. from a lady. Evonne Beattie snd it's
addr.seed to _ aod every I118I11b.r of the Board; "I am Itrongly in favor of presenting
the county-wide Corp. of Engine.re flood control project to the voters as soon as
po..ible. thi. faU. hop.fully." Sh. _an. the bond iuue. I would guess. She
live. at 4634 N. 36th St •• and from her addre•• I can und.rltand why she's for it.
'11Ie other one 18 from Robert ''Bud'' Dacot. II Plea.e be advi.ed that my family and I, who
live at 3520 E. Meadowbrook in Phoenil:. are in favor or your Board voting on a bond
is.u. thb Septemb.r the 13th. Thank you. aob.rt Decot." I bring those up in advent
of the pre.entation that we are about to receive. Hr. Chairman. from representatives
of what wa. fir.t called. and may atill be. Jack Brown'e Flood Control Task Force. I
attended a _eting at sahauro High School with Bob Stark and Jim Attebery, the City
Engineer of Phoenix. and other official. Wh.n thi. va. first brought to my attEntion,
and I might .ay that while maay peop;e tere at the meeting were candidates for office
both Republican and Democrat. it was not a political _eting. Your spe&ter is avail­
~bl•• Mr. Chairman. if you .0 de.ira.

SCBltADIl: Hr. Brown7

BRCMN: Let ma .ay that I could've c_ with at lea.t 50 .1mllar letters. and I have
receiv.d a number of telephone call. asking whether or not we wanted people to come
along or whether we wanted them to .ign a petition or whatever and I said. '~O. this
isn't the appropriate time". and I did not stimulate thoee two letterS. There were
approximately 50 people who .igned card. provided on the evening of the meeting at
Sahuaro High School who said they wanted to help in forming a citizens committee in
favor of supporting a bond i ••ue providing it would get on the ballot. Apart from
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.f~.~~·~ -:rO.' tb.re were many more who expressed an interest, there were people ~no ssid

.. willing to ~cr~, and that is defined in various ways but we take thst quite

iou•• I -u.t .ay th&t I hope you don't feel that I'm•••••••••• (1) •••••••••• b~

.~1aI to a -e.tias where all of you have been eo d.dicated to this particular prob­

_, aDd It. 'DOrlmQIly illpnlled rith the work you've done, especially with what

tbe City of SCott.dale i. doina. (R8aainder of tap. inaudible due to malfunction)

L
(The ....r. of the Citizen. Adviaory Board decided, after listenina to Mr. frown

and other., that a decision a. to a bond i • .ue a. a referendum on the General Elect1c

to be held on Novemb.r 7, would raquire additional .tudy before a decision could be

reached. 'lb. Chairman of the Cithen. Adviaory Board .tatad that be would call a

special ...tias to di.cua. thi...tt.r on September 22, 1972.}

Meeting adjourned by Cbairm&D at 4:50 p.m•
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cr. ~;. t .• ~:.).~l,r!ll':::'l\~'"

GL1ef f:,niin~t!r lH·(j (,l"'f:eral :~~n1!,.er

.:100"'; (~"I;t ~fJ:t ;lil\trict ",f ~",H1 c.'" i'· a (>~uN"

JJJ:, :i. Dur-llns:c :.,t rr.l't
P~lf)e,,~;:. 1>rLWtld i}j~;\."-;

,\8 yvu kn(j"-. ;lj 14(dlf ~A~ t;('c.) \o':)rrin,_ fer So,;:.': tiL;(: c..:: " <".,:;:-ic: <"I ,':'

l:.tL.\Il~<'·;;' for aev~ral l.ic'li.:n Alttlr:l~t1v~t; for th<::! ,\ri.~OI'H1 (:::1.~1 ;'lv~rs:l·:.:­

Cha,.nel (~COC). Tl':~ f.t'J~;c1p.l "A'OO to: <!e~&lurt.n;:; c~ t!('lJ1r~l, l'll!.erl)Ll'l~"·'

iii to nc:coun~ !rJr th" 1;;:p~ct ot 8<?d!mHlC t~Hll \1111 t,~ e.,rrjf!~ i.rlt.') t~!'

d.Lve-c!:.1of'l C~'.cll~~.l ••.hlri.:n:~. Ft,:r1vd~ (It !lQndinr. r;~ !"!,,"'lV," ~la:.·' :tfiC'laj,.,\~ ;::.r
Jelo:"ltion oalJin pl~:1 d"vclo~ by fhC' -TQUPA 1n OuT "ltl:rll:!ltl"'f~ tJtta!;'~:'~'"

a. Altp.rn:)(iv~ 1\-4 It!c.luJ'1N 4 s~ci1M~mt ~11,;.1"~,;, 1 .. :!C'; t,)CC;U',,' :1t i:" .. t"

Cit:" \·;l&h. ;ir~,.!~) ;JI'<.lw, L1ttl~ In.-can; 1)rall 4nd c~v!' {.r('''t~. ~,,! i:."f'~"l'" .. '., .....

U\" l~c;ttc,t.~l1 Cl05'!: 1:. ... t~:e AC::C AS 16 cvr.£lStcC:l ""it') i':<.()..: !-·'I'dri\tllL.: ,:(';,i.·;.,

'rhe ~41,,1.1\ (;,: (ltV~ Cn..·c~ ~'r.\!1(\ be 1.')Clll(:d j\J£;l ('l(.I ...·l.l~t!"( :.oc·' irc·-: ;".r;r!.1 ....... ~. ',', '.

'(ilitl pint! U:~H:f.rctl n~ il\en:1'l"~~ in t!H! J:il:c of th' :J:;lf; tf) ;;,c(:(),(f',t b.;r ."",.
1nt10-s.'.

• \... I\.l~" rl\Qt lve " p.".>V1G(:. !<IT cif:·.Ii~~l~L it!;' loW' by ,..j,C:,::ni;-':: c ;,C. ;\.1::It ..
c. AltHrr..1t l.v~ C pn.~\f':"~~. t~r sl:lh::u~o)c lDflo'.l by def" ~lC!"I.1,;1':' l jp A.' ;.'. .

•
-I,.. Al.t(!rI.l,'lt iy~ ;'1 r·t{"''''!~lr~ I.:.r tscr..t.rs~!l; 1r.,flQ\; toy " c""Llio"t ien (,i

t :~f' ,~.!;i.IC t)~!:t of C4lV~ CTep.'k ll~<! dl'!~poTl.1 r•.~ it I.le,"-t e.:': ,:",~""<' ~r ~,,'.

•

•
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,,-....

,
i
l

• t

•

e. ;.1.tC,'I';'llt 1v~ '('-~ it. tta jJil\n llrq·C'f':~.d !':~r :'::1' ':U\~:'''' 7''':' ;;~"" ~ ,,(.) ,;. , _.
~t.:t ..nlio!1 h<J:tl:16! "m ';\:,11.1\ Clty l-:tI.:s~ -1nd .1t 'J5tt1 ;:trc.~r. 'In\! .';~l.!::'~:t::l;' :..,::;!·,lr,:·, iI",

l.lr lifo' i"'t't!,,,,,'":.r L'T~·..t. r·t':"':"'~iJ·Y r'rav "':~~ C.csve Cr~~i: .~~ i!"'I ~lr:~!"~./"'_r i.V('...\-il • (.'

.. 11m .toC'! 1o<;lude:t <'I ccv~t'<f:~ ccrx'uH ~ro:'" Cudi.~ City (Jas~l tr; ~,"n! :::re~t .,'
r~gultl'. ill .1 re<lll£(hl (;I, •.loncl Cffpt c. :;<-~[ ~€'(hl 2i.t b St TI;·r.t .... n,J '';':'.li'd, ·C::ct::·:.•

;·,r,clo~.... rc lit;.,: 1'\.)!:,:·.t1fY o~ tl;<, t!,,;;ci;:,;t:,cr] ,~;J;".T!1')r;\"~ :!'Jo".~ r.or~~l:',-·.'. _ .1:,

ot l~~C\1 of U~C ::; a.ll$' l'~(:t tyC!:.!'i arlrylyz.\!J. ::nc..i.c.:::':rfi:: i',r.)<:i,··t;<; !.:,·;,;··.~l·i:-l·('

t!Rth.ate.-" ~11 f,,;;.tl...r~t; :-c.t' C.C'·, 01 tl:..' ~ <!l.tcr;tRtlve~ •

•\r. 1.. ,l;'l,~rt':~l fn.:·'" r':,~, ;$\,:,,::,.1[') r.A';;l~. t:-.c L1r':( ""'Gt (rit ~:.". r;'~~"l\tl"

!)Ilud:1 pl"tlp<JCs;s) (T-l) La .d..,,:,.uGt 1,1,~ntlc~1 tt) r~~· (W~:t l(}lJ~~r.t ;..tc!:rLdiv,·
·vtlr;t1rl.~ ~y ~)J'":.l:t ) .... ;'f'\.: t:o~t ~f:t1r-.b.1.~~ fcr tt,~ ,_t·_jrt7-nti~l:~ ~¥J:'l" ;'l,,,'~ iw;
~rcd1cetftr, tm r ;.. ,-: !ol.l.p",ir..- ~3111J;'~I·l1on@;
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it~~' ~:-'l::,{·.ol (,';lli ~~( f{",·l~·~~) ,'J·t:.; 1"t :l T;:'~I\~; (~ .; f· \." :"t.t,· ..: f:(

l()C~-:t iO~\.

.'\ nc,,", +(L}Jr.vl C;:"\ ~v?, ,-=Cii..;;t I·1\et. Co,:-·: ~:'ld ::irH',,~ r.", .. " ~ ·.~r

vucatln~ the ~~iptin~ fqcilltiec.
':'1 .,t ~ (;.1 ~ r i~-: ~.'
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If :,fly oi t i.e .11:"OVI, ccoc:itio:)l! a4"o! c::>t l'~~[. "i, ::il'1cr.':l (''':'.t ~ i",/",'::' :';.;'

cl1rt'~n( COflt e,.Htl""it~ COvIll b~ incurred. \i~ are .:A'.·;H.~ :~!i".t L~'> :::;:'c:·t 1,n
uus1n !)lin; il'; lL.. ~ll tn I>G ~i!"Jr"uslj' oppo"ed h~: ti,t: tl1:,/lj ::r .,,';;;.,,.-1:\\:.-. \·"ll,'·:
.nd t lit' Plwcnj", C()IJIH: ry 11~Y (;cnV':)~.

Tt,c 8o:.'.c:ond li~Al>t '~'rl,lly pLan iu 1:1A!'l A-4. U',!: st>,iLlf':;l ~,,::d.r: :,l;I:'.

5~(!L~"::I1C l; ... 1I1n iCl;"I~: 1I1.tn ~ntn11Q £crlnu,; C'oafliC"t:ii ~;jti' !! ... .!.!)Cl:-:.: ':;:~;.: :'rc.::',II;:.'
UI?VC'&'Cj1"H,),Ut ~. "~·t:.~ ";·f~~l~~~cnt. t:~atu .at r.:u~ j" Cft j ;:4~~'!': ·.....(n..' 1..; :.~ ~·~y.":,,vnt(..'.\.: .._\~ :.

.:-<)rt1.o1~ uf th!~ n',")-e~ix CG~Hjtry !.\;t~ ~c'~o(:l pro,~~rtJ. Al_ yc·~ r(,.;l:r"t"'·]. ,_< ' •. ~

.-;r\....": ....~ -J' r: ',,: ." '~~:" ~ '''~:'"-!' .. : _:.""2.1 ( ..~rl· i:".; ,. :.'.'~.; "._ ,·~·,-·r",".l ~.',.( '. ~'''''' ." .:""

i.·<)ol.~]-Jo:v:·(\ ,'llld "E<50ciGlcs. Inc. tlll.lt ~Q:.11J pet7!H. the! 1i(':,;!f)l to d'.,·""l(, ,
ntlll(~tic Ilf!lii~ ~:it;..-in lI~~ r;~··ii~~c~,t ~.'1~il;;. A~.sa~1r.~: t~M: .t"1- fl":''''':>':''!>

l·To~>Utlai 16 t i1CI;.:iCull; fCd~1 blot r .l~~i..t -:.Ji-';;J~ ':'II.! rer;;.lII.,!· 1 L"!,il i ~ ~,' ":.: .... ,.~ ·;."d"· ::;~":"'~':
o;otJld 11'"<:'; tr.l ~'lt' <ldl~rch"(!,". :te iJi'P::(.'c1.~lte t,;{" po-:it iv'-, a: f" ••::>.ll-:· r·\~l~,: l' 'J' ,-.,.

/):! till: 5c~~(>ul iJr,·J ",t1.1 !:l.~dly coopcr~t:e "rUti )-r;u {~ d~:'/'!L;i.. ·L~;: ~ ;-:':'l!.!.;l , .. 1.'" ;:::i'J.i";
l t:6l ·v1.l1 u;,t 1.1.',1 .;e t ::.~ '.:~'(: .)f t :,C ~ci)C!cl' r., l.,n,~:,. SI l.;:\~

'ii.*'! ~eC')il;'\ seri'.)u,t> cl);ltlict: <Ji tllC'. ecd1:.:el",t ;Jl.l;,tr. ~1;,:~, ;,-(l i!> 0;; r·n-I··· :;:'.~.:,

t.t"(!...::l.. T~~~ locltr .lor; \i! t:a! hHf~in ~~('HJlu h~ dO~~[i:' !"f-t,~ (.;:--~!::h) i'l:'(~~. •}~·(tT~:1 '~.• t.~.;}_.

A""'tw'l. 'rj;~ lociit1.-.n i~ l>nf' fer \.'llicL the ?ar~.Ii. "'{'crl~fjti(\;~ .~i'< Li~:r";:·1

i,~;)l·.r't~.('Tlt !:t tIll.,' cjt''! of ;>h.;~r;1l: b;:!' Io.~-jl .!·~V·;)':C{··~ 1:1i'\:"11' f~t ,.: rt~::j,)n.," I ::, ' .. T:':
d(!\·E!'l.t'?,:~;lt. 71;ili cnt\( 1.1':t ~\l.t !Xl l'cl'lol"ed N~":'"In: ti :.",.Jj C'l";il Llfd:-; c;,,;; ~~·U···_·

conrii:T·.:<:tc:d Il~ r;:~: 1<lt.·!. fnrJy ctl:"!rL.ill1;1(ica 41t;,,··t:',F ell" P; ",,'.<.:'·:'11Y 'j •., x::7_"··.. /1·;

au~;:·.~~tE'!J. .:(! st :I",: I't'nJy to !',H..t iciplit" in t :l~ c()on:ijr:m i();'). c.-.
It. rt r~r yoe j~~V~ bti.J n C;\~~C,. to (t'V i. C~J t :'1 t'~ 1 ':'t t I; r ~~-l: t r he:'> C.-,!.1 ~ .:: t.t :,

1iH;1t:bu,1. l tlU;~;:('st l!lit: :,;)U contact t~e a~ (2Li) 'S;;r,-.~'::'7(! l., ,:ihC'>;;:' l;,,, ','

ntc;':5 \.0 ~'c l.:li'.('" ('lr 10c.'l-1 cc;on:l.n<Jllon D!ld iin,'\l i,J"," ~,.lprti~..~I.

[:nclof1vt"l!
Copien F'urniahcI1:
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ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL

Flood Control Alternatives A-4. R. C. D, and T-2 10 Nov 19~~_
Summary of Apportioned Flood Control Preliminary First Costs (in thousands of dollars)

July 1983 Price Levels

Item Alt. A-4
(Cave Cr. sed.
basin below

aPeoria Ave.)

Al t. B
(Wider ACDC) b

Al t. C
(Dee~er ACDC) C

Alt. D
(Wider ACDC
E. of Cave Cr,
deeper ACne d
W. of Cave Cr.)

Alt. T-2
(Toup" p.l.an:
flood C0::trClJ

basinH a'ld "
smaller J\CDC)-

FEDERAL

Constructionf ,g

h
Cash contribution

Total

NON-FEDERAL

FOR EXPANDED DESCRIPTION SEE FOOTNOTES a THRU e

$134.990 $132.480 $154,350 $143,130 _. - ~1l7,570d

-3.100 -3,050 -3,550 . -3,290 ~700

131.890
f

129,430
f

l50,800
f

139,840
f

114,870
f

Lands and damages

Relocations i

Bridges

. h
Cash contribution

Total

FEDEkAL AND NON-FEDERAL

Total

119.860

30,150

3.100

153,110i

285,000f.1

125.530

33,590

3,050

162.170
i

291, 600f .i

113,430

29,720

3,550

146,700
i

297.500f ,i

121,030

30,390

3,290

154,710
i

294,550f ,i

130,280

28,950

2,700

161,930
i

276 80(/' I,

a Cudia City Wash, Dreamy Dr. Little Dreamy Dr, & Cave Cr. (below Peoria Ave.) Sediment Basins; Cave Creek CI1[1I1I1('1; & AC
b Wider ACDC, no basins.
c Deeper ACOC, no basins.

d Wider ACOC east of Cave Cr. and deeper ACOC west of Ca ve Cr., no ba~, I ns.

e Same as "a" except Cudia Ci ty Wash flood control basin instead of Sl' I intent basin, addi tion of 35th St. Wash [lood COl}'
basin, and smaller ACOC.

f Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures for ~CDC.

g Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted and I ransferred to bridge costs.
h 2.3 percent of construction cost.
i E'{c]IJdlng utilities and roads.
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",.. ~ -"ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative A-4

Summary of Flood Control First Costs a

July 1983 Price Levels

4 Nov 1983

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

Relocations

Description

Cudia City Wash Sediment Basin

Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin

Little Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin

Cave Creek Sediment Basin
(Site 4 below Peoria Av.)

Cave Creek Channel
(Cave Cr. Sed. Bas. to ACDC)

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Lands and
Construction Damages

$2,570 $1,080

560 70

230 180

7,280 5,500

1,600 1,030

bUtilities Roads Bridges

$1,600

Total

$3,650c

630c

410c

12,780c

4,230C

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek

Cave Creek to Cactus Road

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek

Total

32, nod ,e 28,000 b 4,330 65,100C

32 880d ,e 27,400 b "4,370 64,650c,

38,400d
43,900 b 12,100 94,400c

18,700d
12,700 b 7,750 39,150c

- --
134,990c 119,860 c c 30,150 285,aOOc

a Preliminary.
b Excluded.
c See excluded items.
d Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.
e Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted ~'Id transferred to bridge cost.
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ARIZONA CANAL DrVERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative B

Summary of Flood Control First Costs8

July 1983 Price Levels

~

4 Nov 1983

"

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

Relocations

Description

Cave Creek Channel
(Peoria Av. to ACDC)

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Construction

$3,820

Lands and
Damages

$1,430

bUtilities Roads Bridges

$1.600

Total

$6.850c

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek

Cave Creek to Cactus Road

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek

Total

34 660d •e 31,100 b 5.240 71,OOOc•
32 400d ,e 29,800 b 5,200 67.400c

•

42,900d .
107,200c

50,500 b 13,800

18,700d 12.700 b 7,750 39,150c

---
132,480c 125.530 c c 33,590 291.600c

a Preliminary.
b Excluded.
c See excluded items.
d Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.
e Contributed funds for covered channel street crossing deducted alld transferred to bridge cost.
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ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative C

Summary of Flood Control Firsl Costs a

July 1983 Price Levels

4 Nov 1983

-- .
;t.~

..I ~.
.....

Goats (in thousands of dollars)

Relocations

Description

Cave Creek Channel
(Peoria Av. to ACDC)

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Construction

$3,820

Lands and
Damages

$1,43.0

Util1tiesb Roads Bridges

$1,600

Total

$6,850c

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek

Cave Creek to Cactus Road

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek

Total

40 680d ,e 28,000 b 4,370 73,050
c

38 900d ,e 27,400 b 4,700 71,000c,

49, lOOd
.

105,400c43,900 b 12,400

21,850d 12,700 b 6,650 41,200c

- --
154,350c

113,430 c c 29,720 297,500c

a Preliminary.
b Excluded.
c See excluded items.
d Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.
e Contributed funds for covered channel street croasingdeducted and transferred to bridge cost.
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ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSrr,i-j CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative D 4 Nov 1983

Summary of Flood Control First Costs 8

July 1983. Price Leve Ls

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

I
Relocations

Lands and
bDescription Construction Damages Utilities Roads Bridges Tot.i 1. ---

. \ Cave Creek Channel $3,820 $1,430 $1,600 $6,8,)Oc
(Peoria Av. to ACOC)

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw 35,400d ,e 31,200 b 5,400 72,OOOc

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek 33 360d ,e 29,800 b 5,040 68,200c,

Cave Creek to Cactus Road 48,700d 45,900 . b 11,700 106,300c

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek 21,850d 12,700 b 6,650 41,200c

--
Total 143,130c 121,030 c c 30,390 294,550c

a Preliminary.
b Excluded.
c See excluded items.
d Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.
e Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted and transferred to bridge cost.
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ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative T-2

Summary of Flood Control First Costs 8

July 1983 Price Levels

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

Relocations

4 Nov 1983

Lands and
bDescription Construction Damages Utilities Roads Bridges Total

Cudia City Wash Detention Basin $8,000 $16,850c
$24,850d

35th Street Wash Detention Basin 3,450 2,350t
-. - 5,800d-

Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin 560 70 630d

Little Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin 230 180 410d

Cave Creek Sediment Basin 7,280 5,500 l2,780d
(Site 4 below Peoria Av.)

Cave Creek Channel 1,600 1,030 $1,600 4,230d
(Cave Cr. Sed. Bas. to ACDC)

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw 19 lOOe,f 20,300 b 3,800 43,200d,

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek 26 450e ,f 27,400 b 4,050 57,900d,

Cave Creek to Cactus Road 33,400f . 43,900 b 11,500 88,800d

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek 17,500f
12,700 b 8,000 38,200d

-- --
Total 117,570d 130,280 d d 28,950 27 6, 80Ud

a Preliminary.
b Excluded.
c From Flood Control District of Ma~icopa County, except for additional land.
d See' excluded items.
e Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted and transferred to bridge cost.
f Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.
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[ ICountyDISTRICT of MaricopaCONTROL

December 9. 1974

Colonel John V. Foley
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District,
Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Mr. Vance Carson of your office can provide you with the details of this
meeting. The Town Council adopted a motion not only disapproving the
concept of detention basins within the town, but also disapproving the
proposed extension of the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel within the town
limits.

Dear Colonel Foley:

HPD:s
Ene.

In view of the.objection of the Town Council for detention basins on Cudia
City Wash, it is recommended that no further consideration be given to this
concept. As far as their objection to the ACDC, the Flood Control District
considers that approval ob.tained from the Board of Directors to adopt..
alternative plan SB is adequate authority to proceed with planning in ac­
cordance with the Board's approval.

Sincerely,

On October 10. 1974, representatives from your office and myself met with
·the Paradise Valley Town Council to discuss the flood problems associated
with the Cudia City Hash. The objective of the meeting was to obtain the
viewpoint of the Council relating to the construction of a series of deten­
tion basins within the town limits of Paradise Valley to control the Cudia
City Wash. A copy of the minutes of this meeting is enclosed~

3325 West Durango Street. Phoenix, Arizona 85009 • Telephone (602) 262-3630/262-3639
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- Herbert P; 'Donald,'P.E.
Chief Engineer and General Manager
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asked that the s f inform To~n reside~ts of tl Bicentennial
~r.~ c;;::'o~lr'::Jc 'I'.::;·...·nspeople to participate in the celebration, with
donations of talent or money. Mr. Richard also requested the
Council give consideration to a donation of money from the To~n.
He said the City of Scottsdale had given $2,000. He presented toMayor Tribken a Certificate o£ Recognition of the Town of ParadiseValley as a Bicentennial Co~~unity from the American RevolutionBicentennial. It was agreed the upcoming issue of the Town Reporterwould include an item about the Bicentennial if possible. The TownManager would review the budget and make a recommendation to theCouncil concerning a cash donation.

The Council had reviewed the Audit Report for the Fiscal
Year Ending June 30, 1974, prepared by Lucas and Schwarz, CertifiedPublic Accountants, and the report was approved as submitted uponmotion by Councilman Oscar Palmer, and second by Councilman BarryPalmer.

Mr. Herb Donald, of the Maricopa County Flood Control Districtoutlined for the Council the background of flood control studies bythe Army Corps of Engineers for the Gila River Basin, New River andPhoenix. He introduced Mr. Vance Corson of the Los Angeles Corpsof E:lgineers who ex,t:'lained problems associ.:.ttcd with tht Cudia CityWash and recommended alternatives for flood control in the City ofPhoenix which involved construction within the Town of ParadiseValley. One plan called for the construction of a concrete channelalong the north bank of the Arizona Canal from 40th St. to SkunkCreek, which woul~ cost approximately $34,200,000. An alternative planunder consideration, was the construction of 10 detention basins
along tributaries feeding the Cudia City Wash, eight of which 1V0uldbe in the Town of Paradise Valley. Cost of these detention basinswas estimated at $6,200,000. Mr. Corson said they were presenting theplans to the Council in an effort to get the feelings of the Counciltoward the two projects. A report would be forwarded to the U. S.Army Corps of Engineers in one month and the preferences of the Town wouldbe included in the report. It was ascertained that the proposed con­struction within the Town would demolish some existing homes in ParadiseValley, but \-;ould not provide any flood protection to property wi thinthe Town, as the project was aimed at protecting property in Phoenix.Following a general discussion Councilman Oscar Palmer moved theCouncil go on record to the Corps of Engineers as being opposed toboth of the projects presented, noting that the detention basinsplan was the more objectionable project of the two. Councilman Brockseconded, and Councilman Barry Palmer suggested the motion be amendedto say "strongly opposed." The proposed .amendment was agreed to byCouncilmen Oscar Palmer and Brock, and it carried unanimously.

At 8:50 P.M., the Council recessed for ten minutes.

Camelback Racquet Club had applied for a No. It pirituous LiquorLicense. In accordance with A.R.S. 4-201, the Coune l must enter withthE' State Depart.,~ent of Liquor Licen~c:s Clnd Control, .:..n order rcco:-:-_",~:-,~iIJ']ap:noval or dis·:!'I1roval. /-ir. Bill Tt:.l \;::5 p.-e:sc::t on behCllf of tllCpeti tioner. Councilman Oscar Palmer n,oved the Council express upprovi1lof the l~cense. Councilman Hitchcock seconded. It was determined
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2. Some very cursory calculations illustrate the potential benefits in reduced size
of project. The maximum 6 hour 100-year flood hydrograph volume for the Acne at
its confluence with Skunk Creek is approximately 6000 acre-feet. Introduction of
this quantity of storage at appropriate locations would enable reduction of the
ACDC channel capacity from a maximum of 36000 CFS to less than 10000 CFS.

1. In reviewing some SPF and discharge frequency values computed in the Phoenix
area, the idea occurred to me to compare the volume of the design flood hydro­
graph for the Arizona Canal Diversion (ACDC) to the volume of the proposed ACne
channel itself. The important concept is that although the design flood hydro­
graph~have very high peak discharges, the total volume of the flood hydrographs
are relatively small due to the local (thunderstorms) nature of the design storm.,
The net result is that the introduction of relatively small quantity of storage i
will result in a large reduction in the required channel capacity necessary to I
convey the flood.
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3.- The.~roposed ACDC itself has a channel volume of approximately 1500 acre-feet

4. Judicious location of storage would permit altering the timing of subarea flood
peaks from combining in a critical (maximum peak production) manner, thereby
further reducing the required channel capacity to the final point of disposal.

5. The purpose of this DF is to alert the project manager of the probable viability
of such an alternative approach to the flood problem to which GPe Acne addressed
itself. The potential reduction in costs. required right-of-way, and impact on
the community appear at first glance to be significant enough to warrant further
intensive study.

Joseph B. Evelyn
Chief, Hydrologic Engineering Sectio~
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MAR 091984

Colonel Paul W. Taylor
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Dear Paul:

My purpose in writing is to convey the sense of the Phoenix City Council's
attitude toward the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC) and to point out
an area of potential problems or opportunities, depending on how we, the
Corps and the Flood Control District, handle it.

On February 21, Joe Dixon and I made a presentation to the Phoenix City
Council concerning the Old Cross Cut Canal flood control project, for which
we are working to obtain funding to continue project development beginning
in fiscal year 1985. The Council was very supportive of this effort.

Since the Mayor and many of the Council members are newly elected, I gave
each of them a packet of reference material which included the enclosed
information about the Phoenix and Vicinity (including New River) project as
well as a paper on the Old Cross Cut Canal. Our presentation pointed out
the geographical relationship and functional similarity between the Old
Cross Cut Canal and the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACOC), which drew
some questions and comments about the ACOC.

The Council was very supportive of the ACOC, recognizing its value as a
flood control measure. Some concern was expressed, however, about the
aesthetic aspects of the project. Council members Goode, Korrick, and Starr
(see enclosed map) have all served previous terms, and expressed the desire
to be involved in the planning process.

This Mayor and Council are deeply committed to the principle of continuing
public involvement in public works projects. The opportunity is ripe for a
presentation to the Council on the ACOC aesthetic treatment. We should also
get on with the neighborhood workshops which were postponed a year ago, and
plan for additional public meetings to obtain input from people who do not
live adjacent to the ACOC.
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Colonel Paul W. Taylor
Page 2

I look forward to working with you and your staff in taking advantage of the
opportunities now available and avoiding problems that may arise if we do
not act.

Sincerely,

D. E. Sagramoso, P. E.

Enclosures

Copies to: Joseph R. Dixon, Corps of Engineers, Phoenix
Stanley Lutz, Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
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Flood Control District Expenditures (as of December 1983)

For Projects Affecting the City of Phoenix

$
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*Phoenix and Vicinity (Including New River):

Dreamy Draw Dam (complete)

Cave Buttes Dam (complete)

Adobe Dam (complete)

New River Dam (under construction)

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (under design)

Subtotal

Cost Sharing in Projects Managed by the City of Phoenix

Total

42,000

3,686,000

11,326,000

5,247,000

39,373,000

$59,674,000

2,810,000

$62,484,000

•

•

•

*When completed, total estimated
costs (1982 dollars) are:

Federal
Flood Control District

Total

$219 million
171 million

$390 mi 11 ion
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FLOOD CONTROL IN THE DESERT: A PROGRESS REPORT

The Phoenix and Vicinity Flood Control Project is rapidly becoming a
reality. Authorized by Congress in 1965, the project is being designed and
constructed by the Army Corps of Engineers under the local sponsorship of the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County. The District's job is to acquire
the necessary rights-of-way, relocate affected people and facilities, and to
operate and maintain the completed structures.

The project is an integrated system (see enclosed map) consisting
primarily of four dams, about 20 miles of channelization and 19 miles of
flowage easements. It is designed to protect against floodwaters originating
north of the Arizona Canal, the main water supply canal north of the Salt
River. Outdoor recreational developments are also included.

The backbone of the system is the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel
(ACDC), a 17 mile long f100dway upslope from and parallel to the Arizona Canal.
The Arizona Canal does not have the capacity to handle all the storm run~ff

than can flow into it. Excess runoff has periodically overflowed the Canal at
predetermined spillways and from random breaks in its southern bank. In 1972,
for example, over 2,600 homes were damaged from breaks at 32nd and 40th
Streets. The ACDC will extend from Cudia City Wash (near 40th Street in
Phoenix) to Skunk Creek (about 75th Avenue in Peoria).

As in any large, multi-year endeavor, a certain amount of controversy
and questioning is inevitable. The following questions are those most
frequently asked by people concerned about the ACDC:

Q: How does the project work?

A: The Dreamy Draw Dam and Cave Buttes Dam (Cave Creek)
will store the standard project floods (about 200 year
frequency) and release the floodwater at low rates. The
ACDC will accept these releases plus runoff originating
below the two dams and additional runoff from washes,
streets and storm drains. The ACDC will be large enough to
convey flows from up to the lOa-year storm harmlessly into
Skunk Creek~ These design flows vary from 6,800 cubic feet
per second (cfs) at the eastern end to 29,000 cfs at Skunk
Creek.



•
Adobe Dam on Skunk Creek and New River Dam are designed to store
the standard project flood and to reduce the peak flows on those
streams by the same amount as the diverted flows from the ACOC.

.. Flowage easements downstream from the ACOC confluence with Skunk
Creek will compensate for more frequent or longer duration lower
flows.
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Q: What is the current status of the project and when will
it be completed?

A: Dreamy Draw, Cave Buttes and Adobe Dams are already completed.
Construction on New River Dam is underway and will be finished
about December 1984. Construction of the ACOC will start at the
western end in 1985 and will progress in four increments with
completion in 1991. About 74~ of the land for the ACOC has
already been acquired, and relocation of utilities, bridges and
roads is in progress.

Q: How much does the project cost?

A: In 1982 dollars, total project costs are $390 million, of which
S171 million are non-federal costs. Included are ACDC total
costs of $251 million, of which $96 million are non-federal. To
date, about S40 m~llion of the ACDC non-federal money has been
spent or obligated.

Q: The project was authorized over 18 years ago. Is it still
needed?

A: It is needed even more. Urbanization has increased storm runoff
and city storm drains have been designed and built anticipating
completion of the flood control project.

Q: Are there other (better) alternatives?

A: Seven system alternatives were studied, along with four
alternatives to the ACDC. The authorized project was selected
based on its acceptability to the public and concerned
governments, and because it provided more benefits for the money.

Q: When property is acquired, are the owners.treated fairly?

A: All properties are appraised by an independent fee appraiser.
The District cannot, by law, offer less than the appraised value.
Relocation assistance is also required by law for residential
tenants, owner occupants, and small businesses. For example,
relocation assistance to a homeowner includes reimbursement for
moving costs, escrow fees and payment to offset higher mortgage
interest rates.

2
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Q: Will the ACDC be ugly?

A: Since the channel will be entrenched along its entire length, the
visual impact will be minimal. The ACDC will be concrete lined
from 40th Street to Cactus Road (near 51st Avenue). Relatively
narrow concrete lined channels do not dominate urban areas when
viewed from low altitudes or acute angles at a distance. The
channel will be obvious only from bridge crossings. In addition,
landscaping and channel wall designs will soften the channel's
impact. The channel will be covered at Sunnyslope High School and
near the Biltmore Hotel in order to permit continued use of the
athletic field, parking lot and other facilities. From Cactus
Road to Skunk Creek the ACDC will be wider and unlined to permit
recreational uses of the channel bottom.

Q: Will the diversion of flows cause increased risk of flooding to
certain areas along the ACDC?

A: No. Only flows exceeding the 100-year capacity of the ACDC would
overflow into the Arizona canal and spill out from the Arizona
Canal in the same way that they do now. This is much greater
protection than now exists.

The Phoenix and Vicinity Flood Control Project is an integrated sytem
of project features designed to provide a high degree of flood protection to
the people of the Greater Phoenix Metropolitan Area. It is well underway. We
need to maintain the level of public awareness and support for this project
until it is completed.

3



•

•

•

•

•

•

•

)
!

VAN BUREN ST:

~ ~ (0 SKYct ~ ...... HARBOR
"') IN~AT-
'\J- ~. ---.... rONAL
~ . SAL T R/ VCR IR·PORT

r-

•

•

•

PHOENIX & VICINITY

FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT



•
JUNE 1972 (PHaros lM CORPS OF ENGINEERS FLOOD DA'

• ~

J
• .-
v'

~

~;

• (. ,~
"..,~*(
'/ ,

•

•
This r.mily lI ....ds discontOlOIe in It~'deep lloodw.ten th.t entered their home ..
38th PIKe .nd c.melb«;1t Rood in Phoenix,

•

•

•

•

•

•

VIIII'_' -I'll •· .. 1' "·.11 ,"

1\",.-".". It • ..I ••• · .



..r ;; 0 _A~/) AiJA-S

P £J) II(pJlfJlf/c:A'

7 iJ/IIfAl'fy i'll,," ••n(cc:;¥

~ C.4c.. 'lI1""V C. 6 ..J't!.

tricts

South Mountains

~~~2- ~noenlx

C ~Council Di
Jomax Road

•

•

•
)

-en

• ~
~-

~
(D,..

~

~ ~ 4S 7llVST.

~ OR.A/IV

Interst

• --.. 10

•

•

•

•

•
!l PROJECiS SPONSOR~O~Y ;::LOOD CONiROL. OISTRICT

• CITY PROJECTS COSi SHARED W/TH ;::LOOO CONTROL D/STRICT.

-....iiii;i;;.;;';;;;:;:;;;;;.::;;;;;:::;;;;;::;".4_~""""'iiiiiiiiiiii. ------j

•



•

•

•



•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

CITIZENS' FLOOD CONTROL ADVISORY BOARD
September 28, 1983

Project Update

Flowa e Easements - Skunk Creek, New and Agua Fria Rivers
At a meetlng e on eptem er, , Wlt t e 00 ontrol nistrict,
Corps of Engineers representatives reiterated the position set forth in their
letter of June 22, 1983 that channelization in-lieu of flowage ~asements is
not acceptable. They advised that aerial photography is or will be flown
during September 1983 from which topography and the easement delineation will
be made. They indicated that bridge crossings and protective measures for
crossings will be taken into consideration in producing the delineation which
we can expect in preliminary draft form by July 84. The General Design
Memorandum (GDM) for the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC) will include
the delineation when published in March 85.

Prior to the September meeting, we had met with local Corps' real estate
representatives and agreed upon the wording for a flowage easement to be
acquired over property in the f100dway district of the floodplain where no
structural work will be accomplished.

The phys~c~' wo~k has been completed on filling the gravel pits south of
Indian School Road on the east side of the Agua Fria River in accordance with
the stipulated court settlement. Our consulting engineer is nearing
finalization of the pians for channelization in this area. We anticipate
presenting an intergovernmental agreement between the County Highway
Department and the District for channel and levee work in conjunction with
bridge construction for Board approval at a meeting in mid-October 1983.

McMicken Dam Restoration
The Agreement for cost sharing in the restoration of McMicken Dam between the
FCD and the Maricopa Water Conservation District has been signed and
recorded. The Agreement provides for the Water District's share to be paid
on the basis of 50% upon completion and acceptance of the work with the
remainder paid in three (3) equal annual installments.

Bids were opened for the restoration on September 8, 1983, at 2:00 p.m.
Eight bids were received ranging from a high of $3,190,000 to the low bid
submitted by James Kraus, Mesa, at $1,849,628.57. The second low bidder was
B. L. Gustafson at $2,518,117.97. We are currently checking the low bidders
qualifications and waiting for his performance bonds before awarding the
contract.
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Indian Bend Wash Collector and Side Channels. Phase II. Reach 4
The construction is approximately 30 percent complete. Work ;s progressing
along the west side of the Arizona Canal northeasterly of the intersection of
SCottsdale and Camelbac~ Roads. Wor~ has also been started near the China
Inn Restaurant at that intersection. We are continuing to work with the City
of Phoenix concerning installation of their 12 inch waterline in Camelbac~

Road so as to minimize the disruption to traffic.

S~un~ Creek Channelization
Lufk;n Construction tompany is continuing to place toe rock protection and
levee rock protection upstream of 1-17. This contract is currently 97t
complete and it is expected that the contractor will finish in September•.
Construction of asphalt service roads has been completed. .

New River Dam
Bids were opened for this project August 2. 1983. M&MSundt Construction
Company was the low bidder of seven bids on the Corps of Engineers $10.2
million construction contract. The contract was signed and the notice to
proceed was given to the contractor on August 25.

Adobe Dam Sewer Line
A sewer line is belng constructed from the State Detention Center
above Adobe Dam to connect to the City of Phoenix sewer. This line passes
through Adobe Dam at the easterly end. A section of this dam has been
removed and encased lS" sewer line is being installed. The dam will be
reconstructed to original Corps of Engineers standards. This job is about
40t complete and should be done within the next two weeks.

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC)

Temeorary Bridge East of Slst Avenue
Brelnholt Construction Company was the successful bidder for this small
project. The work is lOOt complete. This bridge was built in order to
permit Salt River Project construction equipment to cross the Arizona Canal
with heavy construction during the construction of a relocated section east
of the Arizona Canal easterly of Slst Avenue. SRP is proceeding with their
relocation efforts.

Thunderbird Floodwat Bridge
C &S Constructlonompany has completed at of the work to date. They have
constructed a lS" temporary sewer line. detour. and placed temporary concrete
and steel drain pipes and have begun excavation for the bridge footings (SOt
complete).

S9th Avenue Floodway Bridge
Artcraft Construction Company was the successful bidder for this project. It
is anticipated that construction began September 12. The start of
construction was delayed to allow the City of Glendale to continue to use a
well adjacent to 59th Avenue through September 15 rather than installing a
costly temporary waterline •

2
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Extracted from Phoenix Urhan Study Final Report- Plan Formulation Appendix,
p3ges VIII-7 ~nd VTTT-P.

01 d Cross Cut Canal

The Old Cross Cut Canal was constructed the late l880s to transfer water
between the Arizona Canal and the Grand canal.

The Old Cross Cut Canal begins near 48th Street in Phoenix. and courses
south from a gated outlet in the Arizona Canal to the Grand Canal. a
distance of 3.6 miles. The canal is an earth channel. deeply incised. much
of which is unimproved. Culverts at the major street corssings vary in
size. shape. and corrbinations an~ are of limited capaci~. The canal is
no longer used by thP. Salt River Project as a water supply transfer system
be~een the Adzona and Grand Canals. but it is used for wasting from the
Arizona Canal during rainstonns or floods. The canal also receives local
storm drainage from the eas t throu~ overland flow and from eas t and wes t
storm sewer conduits. Gates in the Grand Canal with an outlet to the
Salt River assist in dumping storm flows in the Old Cross Cut Canal and
the Grand Ca na1.

The drainage area contributing sto~ater·runoff to the headgate of the Old
Cross Cut Canal cOlTl>rises nearly 4 squa.re miles and;ies between Camelback
Mountain aod the Arizona Canal from 40th Street to 68th Stree.t. Runoff fro..
Carrelback p.tJuntain-Arcadia area resul ts in sheet flow and ponds behi nd the
north levee of the Adzona Canal. Runoff from floods exceeding the 2S-Year
event overtops the north levee at various locations and is intercepted by
the Arizona Canal. During such events. the Arizona Canal is emptied into
the Old Cross Cut Canal. Floo~aters eventually fill the Arizona Canal aneS
overflow its south banle. Floodflows then disperse into sheet .flow through
developed ar~as below the canal. Some of the sheet flow will be intercep~

by the Old Corss Cut. The remaining flows will pond along the north bank of
the Grand Canal.

The standard project flood il1iTlediately north of the Arizona Canal would
resul t in a ponded area about 300 feet in widttl. Depths of ponding would
vary from 0 to 5 feet. Below Arizona Canal. an estimated 3,000 acres of
res i dential property woul d be flooded to depths varyi ng from 0.5 feet as
sheet flow to depths 3.5 feet in ponded areas adjecent to the Grand Canal.

A preliminary estimate of the costs and benefits for a flood control project
(see Figure VIII-6) consisting of improved channels indicated a favorable
benefi t/cos t ratio for 25-year protection. The project. however. was
withdrawn from further consideration by the Phoenix Urban Study on July 18.
1978. This action resulted from the policies and guiaance contained in
Engineering Regulation 1165-2-21 which provided criteria for Corps of
Engineers participation in flood control projects in urban areas.
Accordi ng to this regula tion. ttle Corps can parti ci pate only in flood
control projects associated with natural streams or rrodified natural
waterways. It was determined that the Old Cross Cut Canal project did not
conform to these cri teri a. .
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OCE REVIEW COMHENTS

Pboenix, Arizona, and Vicinity (Including New River)
Memorandum for the Record

Milestone 08 Meeting, 15 December 1976

1. TIle comments below respond to the MFR. Comments 2 and 3 require
sunmission u[ supplemental information before the Phase I GOM can be
approved .

2. TIle selection of the 1% chance flood as a basis for design along the
Ari~ona Can~l Diversion Channel should be better supported. The information
presented in the Gmt indicates the absolute. minimum acceptable design to be
a 0.5% chance flood. The data indicate that a 0.2% chance design flood
would be economically feasible. The proposed channel could cause floodin~ in
urb.:m areas where flooding would not otherwise occur. Accordingly, we suggest
th~t you consider providing a higher degree of protection unless there are
compelling reasons for adoption of a lesser degree of protection. We request
that you submit <lddition<ll information substantiating the selection of the
d2~;i~n f1. .. ,'·d. In .:v3ditio:" t!,,-, local ,,;- :>n!' ',.: ,":12,lld lk ;,'£1de fL:··. ,".':;:',' c':'

the hold-and-save responsibilities as they pertain to areas where the project
could induce flooding in the event that the project design flood is exceeded.

3. Hazardous conditions created by spillway flows should be considered
c~refullY. In general, spillways should be located in such a way as to m~nDn~ze

hazards to people and property. A real estate interest should be acquired
amvnstreQIll of spillw.:lys to a location where "with project" conditions essential­
ly equ.:ll "without: project" conditions, or. where hazards caused by inundation,
velocity or debris would be acceptable. Review the criteria in the attached
EC 1110-2-183 to determine their applicability to this project. After you
determine the imp.:lct of this EC on the Phoenix project, submit information to
either support the original decision not to acquire lands below the spilh.'ays
or to expl~in and define areas in which acquisition will be necess~ry. Local
interests should be made aware of the risk of project-induced damages in these
~re~s•.

4. The proposed levees should be designed for the standard project flood, as a
minulum, where overtopping or failure would create hazardous or catastrophic couC~­

tions. The information presented indicates that design of at least three, and
perhaps four, of the levees should be predicated on SPF floods.

5. For future projects of this type, you should use the modified-Puls routin~

method, with the same routing method for both pre- and post- project conditions.
Using Muskingum routings for nntur~l channels and Tatum routings for modified
ch~nnels m~y result in different answers caused by the use of the methods them­
selves r~tbe= than by different physical conditions in the channels. Using
different routings may result in lack of confidence in the answers.

J... / 1
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on 1~L.'" ..H'_.I., ~;,uw, ~l.o,;",K. and Cave Creek by flood plain zoning and regubtion
up to Lit,- "'0 I.:ll':.m...:(.; iiood is acceptable and necessary for a complete project.
The report should specifically describe the stream channels as part of the
projcc:. ~~ m~~t insure that local interests do maintain the channels properly
in order to assure adequate capacity for possible prolonged reservoir releases
and a functional project. The information presented at the meeting indicate
·th.:lt the Flood Control District h.:ls adequate powers to achieve the required
m.:lintenunce .:lS required by the terms of the 221 ngrccment.

7. TIle Phase II GDl'l's should address tha following comments:

.:l. We note th.:lt you will provide ranges throughout the project area with
costs for these r.:lnges included in the project first costs. The Phase II
GDX's should contain discussions of the locations of these ranges, the water­
surface profil6s, and the maintenance requirements as ~ell as a diacussion of
the time intervals between the surveys which local interests must perform.
Over time and in the .:lbsence of major flood events, the survey interval may
be longe~ Channel design and maintenance requirements should be based upon a
re.:lsonable amount of channel aggradation and the increased "n" values expected
to develop between maintenance periods. Water surface profiles should not
be based on clean channels.

b. The Phase II GD}1's should describe more fully the assumptions and
results of flood routings. Include flood hydrographs at key locations such
lJ.ci ........ _l,.;.~t~ co._fluen\,;t;:,s ...i·L.~ .:>ide dl'(~~4"cJ.O\.:~.

c. The Phase II GDX's should address whether or not loss of valley storage
because of landfill effects is an important consideration.

' ..
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SPLOC
SUBJECT:

E'j(· ~",~~...--.' j NE -,1;" _ .:.
(17 Dec 84) A 11""" ..... "· s: 3 Jan 85Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (Including New River)
Liability for Diverted Flows - Construction of ArizonaCanal Diversion Channel

1. With regard to your inquiry concerning the liability of the United Statesfor flood damages. 33 U.S.C. 102c provides a statutory immunity for the UnitedStates from any liability for damages arising from floods or flood waters.The immunity protects the government from liability even when it has actednegligently in the design, construction or operation of a flood controlproject. The Courts have interpreted this statute to apply only to activitiesinvolving flood control projects. The Courts have also interpreted thisstatute to protect the government from liability where flood watershave been diverted to areas that might not have received flood waters butfor the construction of the flood control project. Based on the Court'sinterpretation of this statute. therefore. we would conclude that the UnitedStates would not be legally liable for any flood damages that might occuralong lower streams as a result of the diverted flows caused by incompletechannel construction on Skunk Creek and the New and Aqua Fri. Rivers.

•

•

•

TO Chief. Engineering.,/' FROM District Counsel
Division

DATE 28 Dec 84 CMT2
Mr. Karquez/ar/5393

•

•

•

•

•

2. It should be noted. however. that the immunity discussed above onlyapplies to intermittent flooding. If the diversion of water caused frequentor prolonged flooding so as to deny the downstream landowners of anyreasonable use of their property, the government's actions would probablyconstitute a "taking." The government would have to purch~se such property •

3. The immunity provided by 33 U.S.C. 102c only applies to the UnitedStates. The local sponsor. therefore, may be liable for damages to suchdownstreaa landowners under the laws of the State of Arizona. In addition.our agreements with local sponaore provide that they save .and hold the UnitedStates harmless from all claims arising from the construction of the project •The Flood Control District of Maricopa County should consult its own counselregarding its potential liability under state law and any agreement it haswith the United States.

4. Please note that the foregoing discussion only addresses liability fordamages. Real Estate Division should be consulted to determine whether ourregulations allow us to proceed with Cou.truction prior to completion offlowage easement acquisition.

-?~A~
~STE~EN t ~L , if
,- District Counsel

.__._- ~--._--~- --- ........... ~. ~._--• '401 • .. -.#., • C\I •• I-
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Very truly yours,

Biltmore Development Flood Control Channel R/W

Adjacent to Arizona Canal

~. -,.:.
" .. '...~

L.:-=.:-~=-------

~.

.' .

,---'-

I,--

11. 1974 '. q
P I r j'J\ -r j .__ I_~·' '.'

.
. '.:.//,. .. ._- -- . -\i . r- , ... ~

1--' .

~'-=l
-1

December

County

J. E. ATTEBERY, P.E., City Engineer

.-.- --)

I /:~~/~~~..........:-

'--Ro~er ~illim, P.E.
Deputy City Engineer

Dear Herb:

Mr. Park

Mr. Herbert P. Donald. P.E.
Chief Engineer and General Manager

Flood Control District of Maricopa
3325 West Durango Street
Phoenix. Arizona 85009

We appreciate receiving this information. however verbal agreern~nts had

already been reached betyeen the City and the Bilt~ore Developers based

on the 65 bot \,oid th as iudicated by the Corps of Engineers. April. 1974.

Report of Alternative Plans for Flood Control and Recreation Development.

c: Mr. Attebery
1~=. Cl:i'r:~r

~'~":". G! '.4:1 ~~ -? n i n ~

As the Biltmore Developers reluctantly agreed to give the 65 foot drainage

easement. it yould appear totally untimely to reopen negotiations for

additional right of way. Such action could indicate uncertainty of require­

ment and might allow the Developers to seek a court determination for

giving any right of way.

WRG:nl

Your letter of November 7. 1974. advised us that you had received recent

infornation from the Corps of Engineers that the minimum right of yay

needed for the flood control channel north of the Arizona Canal should be

incrensed from 65 to 120 feet in areas yhere cuts are required between

the Biltmore Hotel and 24th Street.

r -------------
I
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251 WEST INASHINGTON • PHOENIX, ,A8IZ0NA. 85003 • TELEPHONE (602) 262-656
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I V For us. of ..ni, ferm, Ie. AR 18-1: tJ-. proponent 0geney I,

(' OHic. of tn. Alli,tont Vic. Chi.f - ,11. I
I TITLE/FILE IDENTIFiCATION Gila River Basi~ "SOFO",E. DATE OF SHIP"ENT

New River and Phoenix City Streams, Ariz. DAY I MONTH IY;;R.

DAY

I
M;)~lI

5 t\o\' 5 K0V. ~

AUTHORITY FOR SHIPMENT NO. OF' RECORDS BEING TYPE TRAHSM'SSIO";
TRANSMITTED

PUNChED CARUS

MAGNETIC TAPE

REPORTS CONTROL SI'MBOL (II .ny)INO. BDXES IHO. iT EMS/RE E L 2 HARD COpy

SP T Fn- nr X OTHER

SHIPPED TO.
METHOD OF SHIP"EHT

REGULAR MAIL RAIL EXP.,ESS

~lr. Herbert P. Donald -, REG t'.P IL REC;!:TERED ,t.IR ExpnE~~

Chief Engineer & General Manager REG MAIL CERTIF'IED FFEIGHT

Flood Control District of Maricopa CO. AIRMAIL AIRFREIGHT

3325 West Durango Street AIRMAIL REGISTERED COU'lIER

Phoenix. Arizona 85009 AIRMAIL CERTIFIEO AIR COURIER

L --1 PARCEL POST

FOR MAGNETIC TAPE SHIP"..ENTS

TAPE HAS HEADER LABEL

TYPED NAME AN" TITLE OF SENDER OAT'" "";RITTEN BEYOND EN-=> OF R~EL R::~L==CTIVE ~~::..-

GARTHA. FUQUAY TAPE MARK o PRECEDES o "OLLCWS f'EADER L-

CH 0~ E:~ :'i:1CL~ring- Di \'isi nn R!": ~.i--':~ AOlE o PA,:or:!:rJ , r, ..... f ::- • : =.:." ~f _'

SIGNATURE OF SENDER
_.. - n ::V-~-;l------

PARITY IS I':J<)D

YY~~7du£cLfku
TAF'E IS DSEYEH DNINE CHAN!---:.

RECORDING MODE IS IIBCD n EBCDIC n31~""'(

vD When checked here, acknowledgment of r~Oi,Pt is DENSITY ',O,OFTAF'E "o.C".".c,c~o."ccc
requested. Sign and return cine copy of thi rMsmittal

MARKS PER RECORD PER BLOC,

to address below.

REMARKS FOR MULTI-REEL FILES. LIST REEL NU"3~FS. TOTAL BlO::'
EACH. AND FILE SEQUENCE (1 of4,;) of4, ETC)

attached are 2 prints of a
(For inuIt I-III. f ••1., Indicate no. tllee and recOI'de).

Per your request.
map showing the preliminary rights-of-way
requirements for the proposed Arizona Canal
Diversion Channel through the Arizona
Biltmore Estates extending eastward from
24th Street. -

SIGNATURE OF RECEIVER OATE RECEIVED

SHIPPED FROM:

rue s. Army Corps of Engineers I
Department of the Army
P. o. Box 2711

PERSON TO CONT ACT

Los Angeles. California 90053 SIMON LIGHT
Chief., Channels Secti on

L ~
TF.lE?HONE IT Y, ' ,:c" ' ..... ::,..., T l.':- ~ U
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FLOOD •CONTRr.".

,

~

" ~ C TRICT 0 f ft ~ ry r;( c- ,... 0 C0'.I~h,

3325 West Durango Street • Phoenix, Arizona 85009 • Telephcne (602) 262.3630/262.3639

De ar Mr. Fuquay:

"Q':'~;'-.... ,; I

~ 'l­
I \ ~~>
b~-

.. .l ~ ~_ ~.

ATTENTION: Mr. Garth A. Fuquay

Enclosed is a copy of a letter from the City of Phoenix concerning
dedication of rights-of-way for the proposed Arizona C~lal Diversion
Channel through the Biltmore Estates properties. The City of Phoenix
and the Biltmore developers have previously agreed that a 65 foot "idth
right-of-way would be required as indicated in the enclosed letter.

Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

December 13, 1974

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The Flood Control District will acquire all lands in excess of the
65 feet in accordance with sketches submitted to this office by
Transmittal Record dated November 5, 1974, copy enclosed.

This office will work closely with the City of Phoenix to prevent
developments within the maximum right-of-way requirements as indisated
on the above mentioned sketches.

Sincerely,
.

,(/! /~/;)'7/1}7~t J II
~erbert P. Donal~, P.E.
Chief Engineer and General Manager

HPD!ly

Enclosure~ 1 letter
1 Trans~~ttal Record

•

•



•

•

•



3325 West Durango Street. Phoenix, Arizona 85009 • Tet"phone (G02) 262·3G30/262·3639

t
CountyCONTROl.Ff.OOD

,........•

•
September 4, 1975

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

City of Phoenix
Development Coordination Office
251 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

RE: Biltmore Estates Total Project

Gentlemen:

We h?ve reviel.,ed the preliminary plat for the :Ibove referenced project with
respect to the proposed Arizona Canal Diversion Channel.

Our most recent information from the Corps of Engineers indicates right-of-way
requirements shown on the preliminary plat have been altered.

The red shaded area near 24th Street will be required because of the backslope
from channel excavation into the hillside in that area.

Near the east plat boundary we anticipate relocation of the Arizona Canal to
the south thus requiring the additional area shown in red, but reducing the
requirement north of the canal shown in green. This should be to the advantage
of all parties since no existing Biltmore Hotel buildings will be affected by
the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel. As you are aware the right-of-way re­
quirements for the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel are preliminary. However,
we feel that further revisions in the right-of-;.,ay requirement in this area
are unlikely.

Consequently, we request that the reV1Slons shown be added to the plat in
coordination with the Flood Control District and the Corps of Engineers prior
to approval by the City of Phoenix.

Please feel free to contact Bob Gehle of this office for further coordination.

Sincerely,

HERBERT P. DONALD, P. E.
CHIEF EKGli\TEER AND GE~ERAL MANAGER

.: liPD:RVG:det

•

•

Enclosure

CC:, Toups
" Cliff
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E~~vr~bla El~n Rcdd
ik>~e of r..ci'rc$~t!lt1.ves

Hcshinttcn, DC 10510

i)e... r iir. tudd:

-::Lis l.ctt:.r ~s to s-":~'t!·,:~ "jl..';j .. it1l t~e c~rr(,;~t ",t.:tus of cur ~l&-:~ir..S for the
Ar~o~~ ~~ Dlv~rgion Cl~~nccl prcj~ct (!CVC) •

-y'OiJ Dr~ c-..:~re t:'e.t one of t.ha Thoc:Ju City Coun~ib~.:.;\ r,;,cc~tly h.cv:J 3 i=e:",.)r,-:~.1·~

\;it~~rc.;.--rc& l-.U s~;;~'ort fer tita proji:ct. This ect1o:1 ""'<:~ t ...LCll in £iite of tbe
5tro~ sup;cr~ for the ~roj~ct by ~he Fho~nix Ci~ Lo~i~c6r ~~d tte cprerc~t l~ck

of o;>?~s1tion by the r!::c.3irdnc: City Co~.::11 £.~~!'s. As the local G?c·~or. the
:~ricofa Couuty nc·o:i wLtrol l)iscr1ct COr.t!:l"H~& to &trvuSly ;;;UPi,nt the froject~,

b~~.er•

Re~ntl1. at the r~~~est of local iutarests, our Los J~~lea District eo~?leted an
~101s of feder~l ioter~st in providing a eov~r~ cha~n~l for Sectio~9 of the
AClJC above Druq DrAtV Da.."2. T~ £~alyd.s ~<!::.onstrzc~c1 that a c.overed c.h~el cecil!
~ c.on.struet~d. I:'OI'e chu.?l,. in ter-~ of overall C-:)st 1ncl\.~g r1~ts-c~-Y4YJ t!l.B.:1
a.n eli~ oaJ:;..uel bE:t\r'c;n 24th Str{:et ~d t~~a ugt~rn prv-;'Ht1 lbe of the EUteUre
llctel. a 61st~ce of G~~~t ~.l~J !e~t. Pres~Gbly. tt1~ .~l ellc~iate co~~erns

of tba Blltuorc llu:l!l ab.:>u.t 1r:?c.cta or th.Q J.£DC 0:1 t~e1r 02~rAtlOA.

C>Lrrently•• sra.ll trOltp of b~C"\o-r.~t's 1.a the !.ilbQCe ut.tes aru 1;ave exrr~s..ad

coz:.cet"3 abogt the esthetic. of elle project And the disruption frc::a its CO~3troctlon.

l;a shall c:ot)t1L~ to ;,;ark c:losc.1J' v1.th the Flood Centrol District as they r~.clv.

proble.... of th1a =.ature. ~ IO\l_~_Q1~~~6 Id.!.e lC:i i:1ternl of the J.CDC
ft"04 12th Stree~ to Cuida l:aah was addad a.a .t.n extensl.Oa "&ftar ttit ·proj~c-tvu
.utho~ at the re~uut ot di.-local s~aor,,!-- Alt~ou&h ~ eertaic1y dC1l1'C
r~n(t1.t~-~~!.~tervai--eoufd be "e.l.kiOstC!d 11 desired by tbl! lcc:~l s-pon~r,

and the r~&er of tho projact ccll14 b. cksis;ned to fU!2ct!,Q:\ rltho~t the C?~r
? ._- .'-' -- - . - -._.__ • __•.•• - •••• -- - -_.- - •••••• - •
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U'DLIi-rc
H¢r.orab1e t.1bn ~d
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•

~_tena1. It is 1t::;>orte.nt to ~te, hO\;ev~, tbu tbe are.. t·~tJtb of upi'cr i::;tend t

1.r:.cl~!n~ U.e tiltu>u Est~tes, vould ~ot have flood proteCt1ollJro::! Cd.~~ ~:.:~~ •
• e .~11 cont1n~ to ~ork clos~11 ~iLh the ~~r1cop~ Co~tl Flood Co~trol D1strict
•• th~l r~501ve public 1~orn~t1o~ qu~'t1o~, £uch sa tb~~e.

I tr~t tL.t Clo (Clrc~obg is or btcrcst J:-...nd bc::;:;!1t to you. S~:);;1d )'.:>:J L:vc ~.-::.y
q~stlo~5 ~t-~"t thi9 ;-roj0Ct or ot.~~r Cot"f3 of I:=1iil;~ers l'roj02cts i..""1 t;-l~ B,~(::d.x
araa, ~w-se lct u.s bO\l.
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SfLDE (Col P. T~ylor)

~TC w. Gre~ (Pboenix Azea Office)
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EXhUUT__

August 12, 1985

Office of the Chief
Design Rranc:1

Honorable Eldon Ru~d

ilouse of S.epresentatives
!:ashington, D.C. 20515

Dear Hr. Rudd:

•

This is in response to your letter of July 22, 1985,
of the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC), as part of
and vid.riTty-(inCiudrn-g--fTew-llive-iTJr6O<f c·ontrol project.
past support of this project is very much appreciated.

concerning ~each 4
the Phoenix, rrrizona

Your interest and

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

I share your concern over the substantial opposition to Reach 4 of the
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel. The ACDC is a major feature of the overall
Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity project. Reach 4 is the segment of the ACDC
extendine from Dreatly Dra\,;, just ~vest of 12th Street, to Cudia City 17ash, near
40th Street. This part of channel was added in response to a local request to
provide flood protection through this reach after the occurrence of a severe
flood on Cuciia City Hash and neighboring smaller washes in June of 1972. That
flood caused about $4.0 mil~ion in economic losses (1972 dollars) by damaging
2,600 hones, 15 apartnents and other property. The channel extension was
added, after appropriate studies, under the Chief of Eng{neers authority for
post-authorization chan~es.

Opposition to Reach 4 first surfaced about 1932. At that time, He :Jade
an economic determination that the channel should be covered through the
Arizona Biltmore Estates, and we believed that this determination had resolv2d
most of the issue. The more recent upsurge of opposition has shown the issue
to not be completely resolved.

The Phoenix City Council recognizes the need for flood control of the
washes that would be controlled by rreach 4. However, responding to the
concerns of the opposition, the Council has established a citizens committee
to review alternatives for providing the necessary flood control. TI1e
coDDittee is now in operation, is holding weekly meetings and has scheduled a
series of public hearings. The committee has 11 members and appears to have G

good mix of opponents, proponents and nembers with a neutral opinion with
re6ard to the presently proposed design of Reach 4. Technical support for the
CODL;ittee is being provided by Phoenix city staff, the Flood Control ristrict
of Haricopa County (the local sponsor for the Phoenix and Vicinity project)
and the Los Angeles District of the Corps of Engineers. The current schedule
calls for t~e committee to complete its work and report to the City Council by
the end of September. ':he cOlnI:littee has latitude to support Reach If as
presently designed or to recommend some other alternative. The folloHin?,
responses are keyed numerically to the issues raised in your letter:
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I. 7he Los Anfcl~~ District can ~rovlde a neu cng(-~cne~lt r~tio analyqistor }-~edd, 4 by end of Fiscal 'iefiT 1986. ::nrk '.Jlll COE;t:JenCe e'c.eoter 1. H~5.loIieh ?y 1()~6 fllllds. Th~ nelO' econonic analysis ...111 Rlso require C0;"l([t:Cti:Jg
r'a~ic !lJc1r~lo~.ic ,Jnd r.ydr:lUl1c analyr-is to rl?f1ect currC:'lt conCitiol1:;.

2. The estt'etic trcatl'lCnt concepts heir..9. c'ev~loped are based or: bufferini:and 30fteniL1g the hnrd. line..1r ~~eor.etrlc. for~ of tf~e cbu,:nel. 'rrtt~ plana arl~desipned to intcRt'Rte the channel. insofar as possible. into the urbanne i2;h borhoods t hrolJ,',iI ~!hic:h 1 t pa6t>cs. Reach 4 extends f rou Dr cany ~.'rm. '';as h(...eat of 12th ~treet) to Cudla City ~la8h (\fe~t of 40th Street). It if!
aprroxi~~t€ly 4.2 cfles lon~, of ~hich about 4.5RO feet will be coverrd. Thecovered portion ~tll eli~inAte the n~ed for esthetic desi~n sincp. the areawill be rcst()re~, eS5entially. to its original concUt1on. The remainingportion ~ill C~ a r~ctangular concrete channel, van'in~ in ~1dth fro~ 3~' to50'. and ~pproxi~~tcly 22' deep. The esthetic desi?n conr.p.pts for Peach 4consint of two ~ajor design ele~~nts:

(I) LanJscapln~ th~ strips of land bordering the channel; and(2) Architectural enhancement of the channel 6tructure.

I. L;\.::nSCAPE r,;':SIGN - PLAnnlG

LAndscapin~ alooR the strips of land adjacent to the ACOe is neceSf.aryto control solI erosion and lessen the j'lroject's visual IMfl8ct. WhereprActica 1, vegetation ey.istinR ;along the project J'll1gn:!lent \.1ill he SIl.Vf!rl.
L.qnch,capin~ ill planned for hoth the north and south !Sf~ten or the Acnc. Thenorthern barrier of the ch'lOnel alhnet'!nt adjoi!\8 hou8in~ develop1nent&,
gchool~, find corn:;ercial/lndustrial csta!)!1shv.ents. The lat'dsc3plnp, '.1111huffer vic,""s of thr. chanr.el froe! the8e urban neighborhoods. I.'here sufficiEntproject l:mu re!>Jl1ns following channel construction, limdscsj.ted n(\dl'~ ,·dll beb:.ilt to help divert views ;way frol't the concrete channel. The Beath ddc oftlle ArnC is adjacent co tht!. Salt River Pn>jeet (St!P) el!jbtlnk~ent. !,andscopingalong this strip will Alleviate the visual ic!"sct of cut slopes as seen fro~the north. Plantings viII prOVide 8 huffer between the channel and the
~alntenance road/trail 6yste~, flnh~ncln~ the recreational 8~pcrience of trailusers. On t>oth sides of the ACne, the landacapit'~ will brell~ the visualroonotony of t~c linear concrete channel. Tvo different pl~ntln~ designcOnCp.pt3 have teen developed In responRe to variations 1.0 (Hlt.hetlc-treatr:ient
reqtllr('~'entB Rnd aVllilahle r1ghta-of-wlly. n,e "~oder8tc-Vf5ibllity" de!51gnconcept 18 employed Rlong lllost of. th@ AClC alb;nment; the "!;fgh-Vis1.bllity"concept is used only in the areas with the ~ost severe visual i~pac:tg.

A. ~'~oJerate-Vtfdh1.1HyL8nrlsr-api.n~. ihh ~e~ign concept is \!5pdbet\.lcen thp. N::r:·C and the ArL~cna C'lt!ul '!long the cut slopes adjacent to the
exi~till~ Stln CIrcle ';r:111 alon·f. the Ar1r.ona Canal an<! .also Or! those 5tr~tc~,esalong the north nide of the channel IJhere '!!xpor.ure of t~e l.CDr. 1 fl lo,.'C~t. An
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asse~bla~e of low~iater cecanding, cultivated plants will be installed to
rrovidc var~7ing colors, textures, and heights "Thich tiill break tl]) the hnrd,
linear fOri!1 of the channel The cut slopes vJi11 be hydroseeded '-lith ground
cover plants and irrigated. The plantings t"1ill not only subdue the visual
iupact of the cut slopes on hoth sides of the channel, but also will control
soil erosion. '·ihere sp<:'.ce is available, the cut slopes on the north siee also
Hill be graded to create an undulating appearance Hhich t-lill provide
additional visual relief. Trees, shn'bs, and ground covers were selected for
their ability to stabilize the slope, ease of maintenance, and lmv-Hater
reouirernents.

B. Eigh-Visibility Landscaping. This design concept aims to enhance
project esthetics in the spots Hhere the .A_CDC is IDOSt exposed; the need is
greatest on the north side of the channel. }lore extensive esthetic treatment
is proposed for these critically visible places: residential areas facing the
channel, busy intersections, and the Netro Center retail complex. These
planting plans consist of a selection of low- and moderate~vater de~anding

trees, shrubs, vines and ground covers designed to furnish a tvide range of
colors, textures and heights. No land was acquired specifically for
nitigation of esthetic impacts, but since the width of the project's ri~ht-of­

way varies, construction of the channel will leave SOUle excess parcels of land
too snaIl to resell. ~~ere possible, this hieher-density landscaping sc~eme

will be used as a buffer between the channel and visually-sensitive
neiehboring areas. At selected locations and some street crossings, the
leftover rights-of~7ay are wide enough to allow development of landscaper,
nodes. These nodes Hill accentuate and enhance the visual quality of these
areas, divert vieus from the channel and provide counterpoint to the channel's
linear geometry. vfuere enough land is available, the landscaped nodes will be
graded to obtain topographic variety. Small earth mounds have been designed
to provide a ~iore esthetically-pleasing environment. The grading treat~ents

of the cutislopes described above also will be used t as soace permits, in the
high-visiHility areas. As in all of the landscaping pla~s, the criteria for
plant se;J:~ction tvere the plants' ability to control erosion and to minimize
requirenents for maintenance and water.

II. ..AllCHITECTURAL AESTtlETI C TPEATNEPl' S

Enhanced architectural treatments will be eoployed either Hhere the
available rights-of-way are insufficient to develop landscaping adequate to
mask areas of high visibility or in conjunction with landscaped nodes. Three
types of structural enhancemen~s are planned in Reach 4 to reduce the
project's esthetic impact: a) channel tinting and/or graphic design;
b) esthetic safety fences; and c) other textural features. Innovative
architectural use of the limited available rights-of-way is planned in order
to provide maximur:l visual relief from the monotonous concrete channel ~vhile

enhancinG si~)ultaneously the recreational e1:perience of trail users.



•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

-4-

A. Channel Tinting ann/or Graphic Deisgn. The ACDC at intersections
of major streets and selected other exposed reaches of the project. These
will acd visual interest and diiJdnish the massive scale of the concrete
channel. THO different me thods v;ill be employed to achieve this ef feet:

1) The application of graphics based on Indian motifs; and
2) The incorporation into the structure of a light tan tint. The

graphics ~~ill be applied by stencils; the designs v;ill e~ulate glyphs and
other motifs appropriate to the desert Southwest. Concrete stains will be
applied to obtain the darker colors needed in the graphic design patterns.
Tinting the channel walls will be accomplished by means of an integral color­
concrete mix, or by staining, and will create a mellm'7er, earth-tone channel
appearance by reducing reflection and glare. These methods have been employed
successfully by the Arizona Department of Transportation on the Hohokam
Expressway and by the Los Angeles District on the inlet works at Indian Bend
Wash.

B. Esthetic Safety Fences. A standard, galvanized-steel chain-link
fence was planned for both sides of the channel for safety and security
reasons. However, at highly visible locations, chain-link fence will be
inappropriate for the purposes of i~proving the ACDC's visual impacts. He are
now planning to replace at least some sections of the chain-link fence with
more esthetic safety fencing constructed from such architectural materials as
square tubular steel. These fences will be designed to provide safety
barriers v;hich are more esthetically-pleasing while retaining views into the
channel necessary for emergency flood control observation.

C. Other Textural Features. Within the landscaped nodes developed at
some locations, other architectural enhancements "7ill be used to reduce the
visual impact of the ACDC. These will include walls of differing heights
which will function as visual-relief barriers. Some landscaped areas also
will incorporate pavement, stonework or other hard multiple-use surfaces
designed to add textural variety to the project. This textural relief will
result from finishing the concrete surfaces with any of the following
methods: exposed aggregate, stamped patterns, brooming, etc.

The follm07ing 1s an itemized estimate of the esthetic desisn costs for
Reach 4 of the ACnC:

P-EACE 4

,,' . ~

EGTIIETIC FENCE 11800' $14.10 $166,000.00
(Tubular Steel 2" posts 6' High) - Chainlink

•

•

•

LL.l.'WSCAPING
Trees
Shrubs

990 x $110.00
4467 x $ 30.00

$109,000.00
$134,000.00



•

• ctl.<\t;r':F:L COLC~ING & CP.APHICS
Integral Mix 13,680 cy x 33.GO/cy
Stain 57,500 x $. 60 S.F.
Pictographs 336 x 100
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$460,000.00
$ 35,000.00
$ 34,000.00

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

EROSION CONTROL
Native Vegetation (Hydroseeded) $.10 S.F. = $ 38,000.00
DecoBposed Granite 720 cy $33.00 c.y. = $ 24,000.00

$1,000,000.00

The above nentioned esthetic design concepts were a result of public
Ivorkshops, each held at a different location affected by the project, so that
local residents could express their concerns. The cost of the esthetic
neasures is about 1.5 percent of the estimated cost of construction and
rights-of-way for Reach 4. In addition, a special esthetic design task force,
conposed of landscape architects representing local interests and the Corps of
Engineers was established to review individual elements of the plan. The
design which emerged from these discussions is based on the concept of
relieving the monotonous linear geometric appearance of the project features
through the use of varying forms, colors and textures without acquiring
additional rights-of~vay for esthetics.

3. One principal public concern with regard to the ACnC is that someone
may fall into the 20 to 24 feet high, concrete, vertical~alled channel. The
concern is a reasonable one, however, the danger can easily ~e exaggerated.
Security fencing has been an integral part of ACnC design for safety
reasons. From a series of local workshops and coordination with the Phoenix
City Council; hO\07ever, we learned that chain-link fencing, \vhich the Corps
normally uses, is esthetically distasteful to the local residents.
Investigating other types of fencing, we have learned that metal, simulated
wrought iron fencing, although more expensive, is not only more esthetically
acceptable, it is more secure because it is more difficult to climb. We plan
to recommend this type of fencing at highly visible areas. No one will be
able to fall into the channel without first climbing the fence. Anyone
climbing the fence will have to be quite strong and agile. Uith this physical
ability, they would probably not fall into the channel if they successfully
climb the fence, unless they commit some additional foolhardy act. Obviously
IJe cannot state categorically that no one will ever fall into the channel. We
do feel, however, that the likelihood is small •

4. Elimination of Reach 4 as a part of the ACDC would have no effect on
the ability of the rest of the channel to function as designed. Without
alternative flood control of the major washes in TIeach 4, the area belo\oT the
Arizona Canal would remain vulnerable to serious flooding such as that which
occurred in June of 1972, in which 2,600 homes were damaged. If a local
decision is made to reject Reach 4 as presently designed, a decision IVould
have to be made whether or not to downsize remaining portions of the channel.

,. :
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Unless a viable alternative with a strong chance of implementation is
ic.entified, dmmsizing might not be \'lise because it uO\lld preenpt a future
decision to i8plement Reach 4 as designed should loc~l opinion be changed by d

recurrence of a flood event similar to 1972.

5. Changed physical cODditions or public support can lead to a revie~ at
any time in the course of a project. If the approved plan is not presently
acceptable, then study of other alternatives can be undertaken. This will
generally cause delays in implementing a solution, and invariably there will
be the iI:lpact of increased cost. However, this may be acceptable in order to
provide full opportunity for public participation and decison making. Fro~ a
technical viewpoint, ,;e believe the plan formulation process has so far
produced the best solution to the flooding problem that can be attained.

I hope this inforillation will prove useful to you and the subcop®ittee. A
copy of this reply is being fo~arded to your local office, and to the
Department of the Army, Civil Harks.

Sincerely,

Dennis F. Butler
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
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- ./ {LDON RUDD
4TH DISTRICT, ARIZONA

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

(!Congrtss of tbt 1tnittb ~tatts

j!}OUSt of l\tprestntatibes
Masbington, 19(( 20515

July 22, 1985

Colonel Fred D. Butler
District Engineer
u. S. Army Corps of Engineers
300 N. Los Angeles Street
Los Angeles, CA. 90012-3375

Dear Colonel Butler,

WASHINGTON OFFICE.

2465 A."YBURN BUllOI"G

WASHINGTON, DC 20515

(2021 225-3361

DISTRICT OFFICE:
6900 E. CAMELBACK RO"o

SCOTTSOALE. AZ 85251
(602) 241-2801

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Of great concern to me, is the ever-increasing opposition to
construction of the Reach 4 portion of the Arizona Canal Diversion
Channel, as part of the Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including
New River) Flood Control Project.

A number of issues have been raised with regard to the Reach 4
segment, and I am respectfully requesting that you provide me with
the following information:

1. A new cost-benefit ratio analysis, using current Federal
guidelines and policy directives, for Reach 4 (contained
in the FY86 Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee
Report is a directive to conduct such an undertaking ­
express Report language is enclosed for your reference);

2. What steps are being taken to enhance the aesthetics of the
ACDC, and what are the projected increased costs of such
improvements;

3. What steps are being taken to enhance the safety features
of the ACDC to avoid injury and possible loss of life to
humans or animals;

4. What impact would a possible re-routing or elimination of
the Reach 4 portion have on the ACDC and the project as a
whole;

5. Any other existing or future consideration which would help
justify continuing construction and planning as originally
conceptualized.

Your kind attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. Please let
me know when I might expect the above-requested information.

With every good wish,

Sincerely,

~~
Eldon Rudd
Member of Congress

ER:dd
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FY86 ;~ark-up, House Appropriations Subcommittee for Energy and
Water Development;

The Committee directs that the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

conduct a cost-benefit ratio analysis, using curr~nt Federal

guidelines and policy directives, of that portion of the

Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including New River) Flood

Control Project known as Reach 4 from Dreamy Draw to Cudia

City Wash, and provide this analysis to the Committee for

its review.



•

•

•

•

- ./ {LOON RUOO
4 TH DISTRICT. ARIZONA

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

(!Congress of tbe ~niteb !etates
~OUSt of jRrpresrntatibrs

Masbington. Iht 20515

July 22, 1985

Colonel Fred D. Butler
District Engineer
u. S. Army Corps of Engineers
300 N. Los Angeles Street
Los Angeles, CA. 90012-3375

Dear Colonel Butler,

WASHINGTON OFFICE.
2465 RAYBURN BUilDING

WASHINGTON. DC 20515

(2021 225-3351

DISTRICT OFFICE:
6900 E. CAMELBACK Ro",o
SeOnSOALE, AZ 85251

(6021241-2601

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
I

Of great concern to me, is the ever-increasing opposition to
construction of the Reach 4 portion of the Arizona Canal Diversion
Channel, as part of the Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including
New River) Flood Control Project.

A number of issues have been raised with regard to the Reach 4
segment, and l,am respectfully requesting that you provide me with
the following information:

1. A new cost-benefit ratio analysis, using current Federal
guidelines and policy directives, for Reach 4 (contained
in the FY86 Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee
Report is a directive to conduct such an undertaking ­
express Report language is enclosed for your reference);

2. What steps are being taken to enhance the aesthetics of the
ACDC, and what are the projected increased costs of such
improvements;

3. What steps are being taken to enhance the safety features
of the ACDC to avoid injury and possible loss of life to
humans or animals;

4. What impact would a possible re-routing or elimination of
the Reach 4 portion have on the ACDC anu the project as a
whole;

5. Any other existing or future consideration which would help
justify continuing construction and planning as originally
conceptualized.

Your kind attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. Please let
me know when I might expect the above-requested information.

With every good wish,

Sincerely,

~~
Eldon Rudd
Member of Congress

ER:dd
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FY86 Mark-up, House Appropriations Subcommittee for Energy and
Water Development;

The Committee directs that the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

conduct a cost-benefit ratio analysis, using curr~nt Federal

guidelines and policy directives, of that portion of the

Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including New River) Flood

Control Project known as Reach 4 from Dreamy Draw to Cudia

City Wash, and provide this analysis to the Committee for

its review.
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Office of t~e Chief
J~si;;n Z;r~,c.'l

::r. ~'1!l Sagrat:108O
Cdaf Engineer
::a.ricops County Flood Control District
3335 ~est Durango Street
?hoen1x. Arizona 35009.

Dear Mr. Sag;ramoeor

This is in reply to yoar edl to !!lIl! Oft JUDe 19. 1985 !'@questing 8

9tatellll!Dt Oll tlla necessity for a resolut1.oll from the city of Phoenix SU}>­
,orting the Arizona Canal i>i.ersion ChanMl (Acne).

'The only f~ require!le1St we asn to initiate coatnetion is for
s local cooperstion agretment to be signed by the local sponsor. th43 Flood
Control District of Hsr1c:.opa County. Tho ClSreeBeftt for this project was
9i~ed in l:Jn. !3eyond that there ia no requireant. citller by rego.lution
()r vritten :,ol:1cy, for any resolutions by Haricopa County, the city of
Phoenix or any other enttty.

ITove-fer, it is cus·tomary for us to roquest resolutions" of support
from local sponsors and other political entities ~pected by our projacta.
The resolutions are then used to demonstrate support for the projec~.

Fretlucntly fundins is provided only after such re:rolut.ions are received.
Occasionally resolutions are used to formalize tho local sponsor's position
on an issue.

The ACDC projact benllfiU primarily the city of Phoenix. 'I'he city
also carries the burden of 1mpacta of tha Acne. A resolution of support
for the entire project by the c.tty of Phoen.:f.x W8 last prOTided in 1974.
The City Council vas aaed to prond& ~ current resolution on the ACX
in part to alert tne. to the start of this very significant project and
in part to assess tho current Council t 13 position on the channel. As 3

result of oUt" requut the Council has passed a reeolution of :rupport for
reaches 1, 2 and 3. and has deferred II dcdsion on Reach 4 •

Strictly speeking, we Deed nothing further fro:!! tho city or the Flood
Coatrol District to continue ond construct all of the ACDC. On the other
hand. ~hould the city of Phoonix talc!! a atalld against any portion of the
ACDC, it ~:ill be v~ry difficult to obtain fundinS to COl13truct th..'lt portion.
I don't helic.,e that 1s true for the other cities .1l!1pacted by the r,roject.
They rccciv(l very little in di~ct benofit from the ft.CDC. but ~sica1l1

h3ve acceptad ~~ project as neccs~ary for t~e c~~n ~ood.



• I hope this letter clarifies the situation regarding the ACDC. If I
can be of further assistance or can elaborat~ on any of these points, please
don't hesitate to call me.
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Sincerely,

Dennis F. Butler
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
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