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DESCRTPTION (F PROPOSED ACTION

U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (DHUD) provides
mortgage insurance to approved lenders for eligible homebuyers in the
purchase of one-to-four family dwellings, This insurance assures the
lender against losses on mortgages. Insuring of these mortgages by
DHUD creates an availability of homes under a segment of the market
for persons who otherwise would be unable to obtain housing.

The actions of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to
enable the Phoenix Insuring Office to meet DHUD's statutory responsi-
bilities concerning environmental matters, While DHUD has no control
over decisions to build subdivisions, they are a party to the environ-
mental consequences of this subdivision to the extent that the avail-
ability of DHUD mortgage insurance en'coura.gesl the development. There-
fore, this evaluation of cumulative impacts of past and future actions
has been prepared to aid in attaining harmony between man and his
environment and to determine whether or not to make their insurance

program available within the Maryvale Terrace 53-A subdivision,



DESCRIPTION OF SUBDIVISION

Maryvale Terrace 53-A subdivision is located within the City of
Phoenix in Maricopa County, Arizona. Phoenix, capital of the State
of Arizona; lies 420 miles east of Los Angeles, California, in a
valley surrounded by lowlying hills in the central part of the state.

The proposal is on the west side of the city and is bordered by
two major arterial streets, Camelback Road to the north and 83rd Ave-
nue to the west. It is nine miles from the downtown corridor, seven
miles from the one existing freeway traversing the city and will be
approximately three miles from a proposed freeway entering from the
west.

The site covers 1Ll acres with a proposal of 618 units to be
constructed; zoning is R1-6 which is a minimum of one single family
unit per 6,000 square feet. The land was irrigated farm land for
many years before the builder acquired the different segments com-
prising this subdivision between 1972 and 1976. |

When an Environmental Impact Statement (BIS) is made on a proj-
ect, processing of the first segment may begin and be completed prior
to the completion of the EIS processing if the first segmenf would
form a project which would be financially and functionally separate
and complete, without regard to whether the total project is developed.

Maryvale Terrace 53-A met the criteria required to be eligible
for fhis "early start" processing. This has enabled the developer to
qualify for our mortgage insurance program for 199 units prior to com-

pletion of this EIS, Construction has now started on several of the

-5-



units,
The developer of this subdivision is John F. Long Homes, Inc,
This developer is among the largest single family builders in Maricopa

County and has had this distinction for many years.

SOURCES
Federal Register, Volume L3, No. 2 - Wednesday, January L, 1978

DHUD Handbook 1390.1
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ECONOMIC IMPACTS .

The proﬁosed subdivision project is located within Census Tract
1096 of the Phoenix, Arizona Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
(SMSA). The Tract is part of the City of Phoenix Maryvale Planning
District. This District is considered to be the relevant submarket
area within the broader Phoenix, Arizona Housing Market Area., A gen-
eral description of the Phoenix Market Area is to be found in the
Appendix,

The site consists of the Northwest quarter of the section of land
bordered on the north by Camelback Road and on the west by 83rd Avenue.
There are 141 acres to.be developed into 618 single family detached
units. Approximately 27% of the units will be two bedroom, 70% will
be three bedroom, and 3% will be four bedroom. Prices will range from
$21,000 to $35,000 (current dollars).

This proposal lies within the historic path of West Phoenix
growth and represents contiguous rather than leap-frog development.
The area is predominantly residential family in nature and appears to
be compatible with the proposed development. Although agricultural
land is interspersed with residential development in this District,
the clear pattern of development is in the direction to residential
conversion, No dislocation of existing families or demolition is con-
templated.

In 1976, the median household income of the Maryvale Area was
about $13,800 per year. The overall County median income was $13,100.

Given the expected price range of the proposed housing development, it

w1 O



would appear that such a project could be supported by household in-
comes in the $9,600 to $1L,000 annual range. Based upon previous
sales experience in the area, it is expected that nearly 60% of po-
tential buyers will be first-time owners.

The 1975 Census indicates a total of 28,500 dwelling units in
the Maryvale Planning District. The 2,700 dwelling units in Census
Tract 1096 accounted for about 9% of the District housing stock,

This Tract is typical of the district in relation to the proportion
of owner-occupied units (70 to 80%). Nearly 70% of the single family
units in the Maryvale area range in value from $20,000 to $35,000,
About 75 to 80% of housing currently under construction are single
family detached units. Metropolitanwide, the Phoenix area can expect
to absorb at least 12,000 to 16,000 new single family residential
units annually to meet housing needs generated by natural population
increase and in-migration. Maryvale has, historically, absorbed 7%
of total additions to the metropolitan new sales inventory., This
would represent an absorptive potential of about 800 to 1,000 units
annually, The project sponsor ccatrols about 35% of the Maryvale
single family housing market with six other major builders éontrol—
ling the remainder.

Based upon the above annual absorption rates and the sponsor's
share of the market, the proposed subdivision would likely be absorbed
within 18 to 20 months., Currently, the number of units coming into
production in the Maryvale area is less than maximum absorptive capac-

ity, In the first half of 1977, only 346 single family units were
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pemitted compared to 329 units permitted in the first half of 1976.
Evidence of production less than absorptive capacity is reflected in
single family vacancy rates currently being under 2%, New sales are
reported tq be very active - about 20 sales per week.

With an estimated household size of 3.2 to 3.5 persons per dwell-
ing unit, the project will generate a population base of 1,970 to
2,150 persons at full absorption. A population of 122,778 persons by
1985 for the Maryvale District is projected by the City of Phoenix.
The 1975 population of the District was 92,778, The projection rep-
resents a 30,000 population increase (32%) over the 10-year period.
This Maryvale growth will require the construction of about 8,600
housing units to accomﬁodate the anticipated growth. The subject
proposal represents only 7% of the anticipated housing requirement.

Commuting time is well within L5 minutes to major employment and
shopping centers in the West Phoenix area. Fmployment centers in
close proximity include Luke Air Force Base, Honeywell, Goodyear Aero-
space, Nuclear Dynamics, Western Electric, Revlon Company and Reynolds
Metals, Heavy industry along Grand Avenue and industrial parks along
Buckeye Road provide good access to potential employment. Numerous
convenience, neighborhood and regional shopping centers abound through-
out the area.

Residents of the proposed development will generate about $8.5
million in gross household income annually in current dollars. Most
expenditures for consumer items will be spent within the Maryvale Dis-

trict and will represent only a slight increment to the Maryvale annual
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household income of $385 million,

Maryvale Terrace 53-A subdivision is located within School Dis-
trict No. 83 (Cartwright). Net assessed valuation, which is a crude
measure of overall economic growth, increased from $60.8 million in
1974 to $70.3 million in 1976, This overall increase of 15,6% is
about equal to the increase in overall tax rates experienced in this
District from 1974 to 1976. The Cartwright School District reports
that adequate physical facilities will be available to accommodate
the anticipated increase in school children expected from the devel-
opment.

Household heads will likely seek housing in close proximity to
existing employment, Mény of the residents in the Maryvale District
work in the local area., White collar and skilled employees constitute
the bulk of Maryvale employment, In 1970, about L3% of persons resid-
ing in Census Tract 1096 were employed in clerical, white collar, crafts
and skilled labor categories. The overall county ratio was 32%.

An examination of the proposed subdivision in relation to its com-
patibility with area economic chsvacteristics reveals that economic
impacts of this project upon the area will be minimal., It also repre-
sents a continuation of existing residential development and appears
éompatible in relation to existing demographic and housing market char-
acteristics, The economic conditions of ﬁhe surrounding area do not
appear to adversely affect the proposed project. The proximity to
local sources of major employment and shopping centers and the avail-

ability of adequate school resources should have a salutary impact on

S



potential residents.

SOURCES

Arizona Republic/Phoenix Gazette
Ingide Phoenix - 1977

Valley National Bank of Arizona
Annual Statistical Review for Arizona - September, 1976

City of Phoenix, Arizona
Urban Form Directions-Phase II - June, 1976

Arizona Tax Research Association

Arizona Property Tax Rate & Assessed Valuations - 1226 Supplement

City of Phoenix Planning Department
Schools in Phoenix - September, 1972

U. S. Department of Commerce

1970 Census of Population & Housing for the Phoenix, Arizona SMSA
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SOILS

Soil properties on a parcel proposed for development are
of concern because these properties affect the
construction and future maintenance of buildings, streets
and utility systems. Among the properties of soils
commonly evaluated prior to construction are, strength
compaction characteristics, shrink-swell potential,
permeability and grain size.

Soil information included herein is from the report
prepared by the consulting soils engineer (Construction
Inspection and Testing Co., January 19, 1977) and data
assembled by the U. S. Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service (Soil Survey of Maricopa County,
Arizona Central Part, September 1977).

The soils at the Maryvale Terrace 53-A subdivision were
formed through time from alluminum deposited on alluvial
fans, flood plains and terraces. The Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) map indicates the presence of deep,
well-drained moderately permeable, fine to coarse, sandy
loam soils of the Gilman - Estrella - Avondale association
and normally includes about 55 percent Gilman soils.
According to the SCS "loam" is a soil material that
contains 7 to 27 percent clay, 28 to 50 percent silt, and
less than 52 percent sand.

The water table is at such a depth below the land surface
that there is no effect on housing projects. Similarly,
the soils are deep enough over bedrock so that ordinary
grading and construction for housing is not affected by
rock materials.

Owing to the previous use of the land for agriculture, the
near-surface soils will require reworking and recompaction
to provide suitable bearing capacity for housing
construction. Subsoils at shallow depths of 1.5 to 2.5
feet are reported to be appropriate for spread footings
supporting single family houses.

Grading and trenching in the near-surface soil material
should be possible with conventional equipment.

<15



Shrunk-swell potential at final grade is expected to be
low to moderate. This characteristic can be determined at
the completion of rough grading. Heavy reinforcement of
ground supported slabs and foundations is not anticipated
as a result of shrunk- swell test results following the
rough grading operation.

Legislation prohibiting or restricting housing
construction because of special topographic features or
soil conditions is not applicable to the Maryvale Terrace
parcel.

The SCS indicates the Gilman - Estrella - Avondale
association of soils will support vegetables, citrus and
small grains among other crops. Accordingly, normal
subdivision landscaping will be possible.

=216~



SOURCES

Construction Inspection Testing Company, January 19,
1977. Preliminary Soil Investigation Maryvale Terrace
53-A 83rd Avenue and Camelback Road, Phoenix, Arizona.

U. S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation

Service, "Soil Survey of Maricopa County, Arizona, Central
Part," September 1977.
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GEOLOGY

Geology is a science concerned with the earth materials below a
normally thin surface soil veneer. All structures are dependent on
the load sﬁpporting capability of either the soil horizon or the geo-
logic materials which underlie them,

Phoenix is in a region described geologically as the Basin and
Range province, This particular site is in the basin part which com-
prises broad, sloping to relatively flat valleys or plains from which
rise a number of hills and mountains of only moderate height. The
valleys and plains are underlain by alluvial deposits eroded from the
higher areas., The alluvium ranges in size from clay to boulders and
ranges in thickness to more than a thousand feet.

With respect to the geology, the land proposed for the Maryvale
Terrace development appears favorable. The alluvial deposits below
the thin soil mantle can be worked with conventional earth-moving
equipment so grading and trenching problems are not anticipated,
Bearing capacity of the subsurface geologic materials is adequate
for the proposed construction,

At the Maryvale site the surface soils extend in depth to about
6 feet below existing grade. Sandy clays and silts are present just
below the surface soils to the depth explored, which was about 9 feet.
Alluvial deposits consisting mainly of clay, silt, sand and gravel ex-
tend to a depth in excess of 1,200 feet.

Certain geologic features can be of special interst for educa-

tional, aesthetic or scientific purposes. Examples of these could be

=17-



exotic rock outcrops or the ;irobability of significant fossil occur-

yences, or the earth materials may be of value in themselves for con-
struction or #.s a source of mineral deposits. Building construction

is likely to foreclose the possibility for the use or the recovery of
such deposits from the site in the future.

Mineral deposits of commercial value other than ground water are
not known to exist. Isolated fossil occurrences or vertebrate remains
are possible, but none are known to exist in the vicinity. The site
geolégy is similar to that found throughout the Salt River Valley.
Unique geologic features or valuable mineral resources are not of sig-
nificant environmental concern in this proposed project.

Geologic structures such as the attitude of bedding planes, joints
and geologic faults are normally discussed with the topic of geology
because these may affect site layout, grading procedures, building lo-
oations or construction details. However, at the Maryvale Terrace site
there are no known éeologic structures of significance relative to the
construction as planned. Geological faults capable of rupturing the .
land surface on the parcel are not believed to exist.

Surface rupture may result from land subsidence. This 'phenonienon
. is kmown to exist in the greater Phoenix Area and is believed to result
_in Arizona from the heavy production of ground water. Surface subsi-
dence can cause distortions of the land with fissures or cracking and
can lead to problems with fluid transport facilities such as drainage
systems and canals, Surface subsidence has been identified in the area

of the Maryvale Terrace parcel. The magnitude of the settlement at the
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present time is not precisely known, but it is thought to be not more
than a foot or so. This was reflected in 1970 by earth fissures in the
general vicinity of Luke Air Force Base,

Land subsidence is a geologic hazard known to exist and one that
could affect the use of the Maryvale Terrace parcel. (The reference
here is to deep subsidence; that originating at same depth below the
ground surface and caused by the withdrawal of water from the subsur-
face natural reservoir and leading to a sinking of the ground surface.)

Between 1923 and 1976 ground water levels were drawn down 150 to
200 feet in the Maryvale Terrace vicinity. While no precise levels
have been run recently in the region westerly of Phoenix, it is prob-
able that land settlement amounting to a foot or so exists., This set-
tlement could be expected to occur over such a broad area that it tends
to be fairly uniform within areas covered by a single structure or even
a subdivision, Problems related to subsidence, particularly ground
fissures, do not now exist in or immediately adjacent to the Maryvale
development.

Subsidence and the related problem of earth fissures can be pre-
vented by stabilizing ground water levels, but this is unlikely in the
Phoenix area, Accordingly, continued settlement can be anticipated
and new surface fissures may develop as a result. There is a remote
possibility that fissures could occur within the Maryvale Terrace 53-A
within the expected useful life of the development, Housing is not
normally built to accommodate such a feature without a significant loss

of function and probably the loss of the house and lot as a building
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site.

Arizonans in Maricopa County are overdrafting or mining their
ground water at a rate estimated to be about 902,000 acre-feet per
year, Whi;e the combined impact of population growth generally may
be great with respec; to the subsidence problem, the impact of a single
subdivision is not. This is particularly true since the Maryvale con-
struction replaces agriculture. In general, urban development in the
Phoenix area will result in a substantial reduction in agricultural
acreage. This in turn will yield a decrease in annual water depletion.
The decrease should lead to a corresponding decrease in the general

subsidence rate; nevertheless, surface fissures may develop in time,

SOURCES

Arizona Water Commission, July 1975. Inventory of Resource and Uses.,
Phase I - Arizona Water Plan,

Arizona Water Commission, February 1977. Alternative Futures, Phase
II - Arizona Water Plan,

Bureau of Reclamation, September 1972, Final Environmental Statement,
Proposed Central Arizona Project. U. S. Department of the Interior.

Construction Inspection & Testing Company, January 19, 1977. Prelimi-
nary Soil Investigation Maryvale Zerrace 53-4, 83rd Avenue and Camelback
Road, Phoenix, Arizona.

U. S. Geological Survey, 1973. Thickness of Alluvial Deposits, Phoenix
Area, Arizona, Map I-845-C, U. S. Department of the Interior.

U, S. Geological Survey, 197Lh. Land Subsidence and Earth Fissures in
Alluvial Deposits, Phoenix Area, Arizona, Map I-845-H, U. S. Depart-
ment of the Interior.

U, S. Geological Survey, February L, 1947. Geology and Ground Water

Resources of the Salt River Valley Area, Maricopa & Pinal Counties,
Arizona., Open file report - U, S. Department of the Interior,
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U. S. Geological Survey, 1963. Electrical Analog Analysis of Ground
Water Depletion in Central Arizona., Water Supply Paper 1860. U, S.
Department o_f the Interior,

U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, Phoenix, Arizona. Mr. Richard Raymond.
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SEISMICITY

In general, earthquakes in the western United States are related
to known major geologically active faults., When movement occurs along
such a fault, an earthquake may result.

In the greater Phoenix area geologic faulting has significantly
affected the land forms and the Salt River Valley probably exists be-
cause of a trough formed by faulting., This activity is thought to have
happened prior to geologically recent time (11,000 years before the
present).,

Most of Arizona is in Seismic Risk Zone 2, according to the risk
map of the nation in the latest issue of the Uniform Building Code.
This number sets an estimated maximum for future shocks in the moderate
damage range. Very few earthquakes have originated on faults in south-
ern Arizona during the last 100 years or so of recorded earthquake his-
tory. It is likely that the strongest shaking would result from earth-
quakes centered in California or Mexico. Damage from these events in
the historic past has been minor. Therefore, the potential hazard from
earthquakes to single family housing in the Phoenix area is not consid-
ered to be serious.

The severity of earthquake-induced ground shaking at a particular
site is commonly measured by maximum acceleration., It is a term useful
for engineering purposes and is generally expressed in terms of the
acceleration of gravity - "g".

A fairly recent study (Algermissen & Perkins, 1976) indicates there

is a low probability that earthquake-induced rock accelerations in the
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Phoenix area will exceed L% of gravity during the life of the Maryvale
construction. Considered on a national basis, this figure implies that
the Phoenix area is a safe place with respect to the earthquake danger.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development's (DHUD) experience
with California earthquakes and recent studies on shake tables at the
Triversity of California, Berkeley, have demonstrated that wood-frame
and even concrete block single family dwellings of conventional con-
struction will survive the anticipated earthquake-induced shaking in
the Phoenix area without being severely damaged. It is unlikely that
loss of life would occur as a result of a single family housing per-
formance if construction is in accord with DHUD and local standards.

Other earthquake-induced hazards such as liquefaction and land-
slides are such remote possibilities in the Maryvale development that
discussion seems unwarranted, Thié opinion stems from the fact that
the parcel is essentially flat and the liquefaction phenomenon (loss of
strength of water saturated material) probably requires ground shaking
in excess of 0.20 g and a high ground water table among other factors.
Neither of these requirements are expected in the area of the subdivi-
sion,

The earthquake damage potential to single family dwellings in the

Phoenix area is believed to be small,

SOURCES

Algermissen, S.T. and Perkins, D.M. 1976. A Probabilistic Estimate of
Maximum Acceleration in Rock in the Contiguous United States. U. S.
Geological Survey, Open File Report 76-416. U.S. Dept. of the Interior.

Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona. Professor Péwé.
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GROUND WATER

Ground water in a general sense is all free water below the surface
of the land. Housing development may affect ground water quality or
quantity by changing pumping rates or patterns, runoff or percolation
characteristics, Application of fertilizers, herbicies and pesticides,
end other human activities may polluts recharge water and cause deteri-
oration of the ground water quality. Near-surface water may cause con-
struction problems, Ground water is included here as an area of poten-
tial concern.

Maryvale Terrace is located over a ground water reservoir which is
extremely large relative to the size of the proposed subdivision., Static
water levels, that is the top of the water table, are several hundred
feet below land surface, but the effective water-yielding sediments range
to a depth in excess of 1,200 feet. The total underground reservoir
known as the Salt River Valley Basin contained more than 150 million
acre-feet of water in 1970, (An acre-foot of water will supply a family
of |} or 5 for a period of about one year).

The chemical quality of ground water is normally expressed in total
dissolved solids (TDS). In the Southwest, domestic users commonly ac-
cept an upper TDS limit of about 1,000 milligrams per liter (mg/l). The
chemical quality of the ground water in the Salt River Valley Basin is
diffe:ent for different localities and depths. It is likely that the
composite quality in the vicinity of the Maryvale Terrace area is about
1,000 mg/l or near the upper limit with respect to acceptability as a

source for domestic use.
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Near-surface water either in a "perched" condition or as part of
a water table can present construction difficulties, influence design
and construction of housing elements - foundations, ground-supported
slabs and utilities are examples. Generally speaking, water below a
depth of abbut 10 feet would not constitute any significant problem
relative to single family housing except for construction requiring deep
excavations such as a major sewer project. Ground water in the Maryvale
Terrace region is substantially below 10 feet. Therefore, subsurface
water will have no important influence upon the development either during
the construction phase or during the life of the development.

A subdivision can affect a ground water reservoir by contributing
to water withdrawal at a rate greater than the replenishment rate (over-
drafting) and may also affect ground water quality through the applica-
tion of fertilizers, for example.

This subject has been covered at some length in preceding section
titled "Geology" because it is closely related to the subsidence issue.
Agriculture consumes nearly 90% of all water used in the State; munici-
pel and industrial uses amount to only 10%. Maricopa County ground
water is being depleted at a rate greater than 30 times the rate of
natural recharge. Against such a backdrop even a cursory analysis of
a single subdivision hardly seems justified, though the combined impact
of urbanization may be great. It is immediately apparent that the phys-
ical, economic and political aspects of ground water are substantial and
not within the scope of this impact statement. Choices relative to the

ground water resource are being made on the basis of regional priorities
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being arrived at by the State.

To some degree mitigation willioccu.r in the future because falling
water levels will increase pumping lifts and costs; therefore, the
amount of ground water pumped will probably decline, The Arizona Water
Commission .notes that, "Arizona's supply/use imbalance is so severe ...
that all opportunities to conserve water must be given serious consid-
eration,” A number of methods are suggested; among these are the use
of desert landscaping; also urban water use can be reduced through the
use of widely known in-house measures., Water reclamation and artifi-
cial recharging of the ground water reservoir are projects under con-
sideration, Irrigation practices are expected to improve as water
production costs increase. |

The Maryvale Terrace 53-A development is located several hundred
feet above the main ground water body. It will obtain approximately
half of the water it receives from the Salt River Valley ground water
basin., As noted previously, the reservoir to a depth of about 1,200
feet contained more than 150 million acre-feet of water in 1970, An
average family of four or five will receive about one acre-foot of
water per year, The effect, if any, on either the quantity or the

quality of the ground water must be considered minox,

SOURCES

Arizona Water Commission, July 1975. Inventory of Resource and Uses,
Phase I - Arizona Water Plan.

Arizona Water Commission, February 1977. Alternative Futures, Phase
II - Arizona State Water Plan,
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U. Se. Geologica.l Survey, 1973. Thickness of Alluvial Deposits,
Phoenix Area, Arizona, Map I-8,5-C, U, S, Department of the Interior.

U. S. Geological Survey, 1973. Depth to Water in Wells in the Phoenix
Area, Arizona, Map I-8.5-D., U. S, Department of the Interior.

U. S. Geological Survey, 1974. Chemical Quality of Ground Water,
Phoenix Area, Arizona, Map I-845-F, U. S, Department of the Interior.

U. S. Geological Survey, 1974. Dissolved-Solids Content of Ground

Water, Phoenix Area, Arizona, Map I-8L45-G, U, S. Department of the
Interior,
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HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE

The studjr area is not in a defined flood plain., However, it is
subject to a heavy sheet flow during severe storms., Houses within
the subd.ivision will be afforded protection from this runoff by com-
plying with the recommendations given in the approved storm drainage
study such as (1) the finish floor grades will be set at or above
the 100-year frequency runoff, (2) finish grades at foundations will
be at or above the 50-year frequency runoff, and (3) streets will be
designed to carry a 10-year frequency runoff,

The City of Phoenix requires that all storm water be retained
on site of each development. Streets are generally used to transport
storm drainage. Subsurface drainage systems are rarely used within
developments in the city.

Some land will be removed from cultivation as a result of the
development, but the effect on storm runoff will be no more detrimen-
tal than any other subdivision. During storms, all irrigation and
storm water in the Grand Canal, east of L6th Street, empties into
the Salt River. There can be sufficient street runoff west of L6th
Street to cause the Grand Canal to overflow in the Maryvale Area,

All developments adjacent to the Grand Canal should consider the
flood hazard caused by possible overflow or breaks resulting from the
accumulation of flood water above the canal, Maryvale Terrace 53-A
is % mile from the canal.

The City of Phoenix is aware of this problem and is currently

installing stom drains. It will be several years before drains will
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be installed in this avea, [ven then, this will not completely
alleviate all the flooding during major storms.

SOURCES

City of Phoenix Grading & Drainage Section
Municipal Bldg. - 251 W. Washington
Phoenix, Arizona

Leon Este, Civil Engineer III

Salt River Project

P, 0, Box 1980

Phoenix, Arizona

Frank T, Darmiento, Environmental Division
U, S Engineer's Flood Map 196

Phoenix Flood Insurance Administration Map
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FATNA

This proposed project did have definite wildlife wvalues before
the land use was agricultural, The wildlife species capable of being
supported in the general area were White Wing Dove, Mourning Doves,
Gembel's Quail, Cactus Wren, Elf Owl, Desert Tortoise, Desert Kangaroco
Rat, Gila Monster, Tiger Rattlesnake, Desert Iguana, Javelina, Desert
Mule Deer and Antelope Ground Squirrel.

With the cultivating of the land for producing as many as four
crops a year, many of the animal's habitats were substantially destroyed
or displaced to undeveloped land nearby. More will be destroyed or dis-
placed with the completion of this subdivision., This would upset the
animal population and create an impact on the surrouhding area until the
carrying capacity of the adjoining land and the number of animals comes
into balance.

Certain birdlife, who have moved on during construction, will mi-‘
grate back within the project after it is fully developed.

There was no evidence submitted of rare or endangered animal or

bird species within the subdivisioun,

SOURCES

Arizona Game and Fish Department

2222 W, Greenway Road, Phoenix, Arizona
Robert A. Jantzen, Director

Bruce R, Duke, Project Evaluation Specialist

Maricopa County Planning Department
111 S. 3rd Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona
Frank A, Schuma, Principal Planner
Greg Marek, Advance Planning
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‘FLORA

The proposed development of Maryvale Terrace 53-A encompasses
141 acres of farm land. An investigation by Arizona Commission of
Agriculture and Horticulture revealed no growing protected plant
material, and that it meets the requirements of the Native Plant Law.

The types of vegetation found in the surrounding areas are
Creosote Bush, Cacti, Bag Galletta, Ironwood, Bush Muhly, Sand

Dropseed and Saltbush.

SOURCES

Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture
1688 West Adams, Phoenix, Arizona
R. A, Countryman, Assistant Director

Maricopa County Planning Department
111 S, 3rd Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona -
Frank A, Schuma, Principal Planner
Greg Marek, Advance Planner



CLIMATE

Phoenix is located in the center of the Salt River Valley, a
broad, oval-shaped, nearly flat plain, The Salt River itself is im-
pounded in reservoirs upstream and is usually dry in the Valley. The
climate is of a desert-type with low annual rainfall and low relative
humidity., Daytime temperatures are high throughout the summer months.
The winters are mild, Nighttime temperatures frequently drop below
freezing during the winter months, but the afternoons are usually sun-
ny and warm., Occasionally the Valley is subjected to killing and land
freezes in which no area escapes damage. Snowfall occurs very rarely,
while light snows sometimes fall in the higher surrounding mountains.

Phoenix is at an elevation of 1,117 feet. Avefage annual maximum
temperature is 85.1 and average annual minimum temperature is 55.4
with an average annual precipitation of 7.05 inches.,

There are two separate rainfall seasons., The first occurs during
the winter months from November through March when the area is sub-
Jjected to occasional storms from the Pacific Ocean. The second rain-
fall period occurs during July and August when Arizona is subjected to
widespread thunderstorm activity with considerable blowing dust. The
Spring and Fall months are generally dry,

Tornadoes between 1955 and 1976 were widely scattered throughout
Maricopa County. A total of 34 were sighted with ma.ny never touching
ground, Of these, six occurred on the west side of the Valley. Two
within a 5-mile radius of the site doing some damage. Most of the

funnels appeared between the months of May and October. Overall, the
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Valley floor is rather free of strong wind., Throughout the year there
are many periods in which winds remain under 10 miles per hour,

Sunshine in the Phoenix area averages 86% of possible, ranging
from 77% in December to 9L% in June. During the winter, skies are
sometimes cloudy, but sunny skies predominate and the temperatures are
mild, Skies are also sunny in the Spring with warm temperatures during
the day and mild, pleasant evenings. Beginmning with June, daytime
weather is hot. In July and August there is an increase in humidity
with occasional evening thunderstorms. This hot and humid period occur-
ring during the summer months is the so-called "Arizona Monsoon"., There
are often periods of hot, dzy.weathér interspersed with hot,' humid days.
The sources of the moist ﬁa.ritime tropical air are the Gulf of Mexico
and the Pacific Ocean off the west coast of Mexico., The monsoon mois-
ture, combined with strong solar insolation, creates uncomfortable hea.t-
and humidity.

The State of Arizona Climatologist has identified two important
changes in weather patterns affecting Phoenix:

l. Most weather stations in the state show a continuing downwaxrd
trend in the amount of precipitation recorded. For the most part
this is due to lower amounts of precipitation in the winter sea-
son.

2. The influence of urbanization on local climatic patterns is evi-

. denced by the upward trend of minimum temperatures in the metro-

politan Phoenix area.

The change in land use from farming to the construction of housing
in Maryvale Terrace 53-A will cause a slight decrease in the diminishing
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water supply. Adverse precibitation trends should be taken into con-
sideration in water resource plamming, It will also cause a slight,

but cumulative contribution to "urbanization dome" that even increases
nighttime temperatures in the Phoenix Valley., This results in an in-
creased energy demand for air conditioning, but lower requirements for
heating purposes. Proper insulation in the homes would aid in allevi-

ating the discomforts of summer heat and reduce energy consumption.

SOURCES
Arizona Statistical Review - 9/77

National Weather Service

Department of Commerce

Mr., Ingram, Chief Meteorologist
Skyharbor, Room 135, Phoenix, Arizona
Climate of Phoenix - 1976

State Climatologist
Arizona State University
Tempe, Arizona

Dr, Durrenberger



ALTITUDE, ANNUAL TEMPERATURE AND RAINFALL FOR ARIZONA CITIES

Average Average Average

Elevation Maximum Minimum Precipitation

City (Feet) Temperature Temperature (Inches)
A0 % s R v h @a s wh 1,736 84.0 58.3 9.10
Alpine . . . . ¢ ¢« ¢ e ¢« o o & 8,000 61.9 24.8 20.73
Bished . « v o« 5 ¢ o 5 & & & s 5,350 74.0 48.7 18.44
CasaGrande . . . . . . «. « . & 1,405 873 52.2 8.20
Clifton . . . . . ... .. .. 3,465 81.0 52.5 1254
Coolidge: . = « « « « % w & & = 1,419 86.8 50.9 8.74
Douglas . . . v = = s 5 & @ « s 4,020 79.2 46.3 12.25
Flagstaff . . . . . .. ... . 6993 60.2 303 . 1931
GilaBend . . . . ... .. .. 737 89.5 54.4 5.69
Globe. < s « ¢ o« 5 5 © = = & 3,540 71.6 47.2 15.75
GrandCanyon . . . . . . . . . . 6,965 62.4 34.9 15.81
Holbrook:  ». &« o = & 5.5 & o w @ 5,069 71.9 37.8 8.64
Kingman . . . .. ... ... 3,345 764 46.4 10.63
Mesa. . . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢« v« o« 1,225 84.6 51.6 8.06
Miaml < & v 5 o % & » s w w e 3,603 76.4 50.9 18.98
Nogales. . . . . . .. .. .. 3,800 79.5 45.0 15.60
Parker . . . . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ . 425 88.2 52.6 4383
Payson . . . . . . . .. .. . 4810 70.9 348 21.48
Phoenix ., . . . . . . o % . ___é‘
Prescott. . . . . . . . . . . . 41 69. 35.8 19.3
Safford o & o « « 5 & o w w4 2,900 80.3 46.1 8.95
Springerville . . . . . . . . . . 6,964 65.8 315 1211
Tempe . . . . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ & o 1,150 84.8 52.2 7.66
TJueson . . . . . ¢« ¢ v ¢ e . . 2,410 81.5 54.1 11.05
Wickenburg . . . . . . . . . . 2,070 82.7 46.8 10.99
Willeox . . . . . ... . ... 4,200 76.6 40.8 11.76
Williams . . o o i s & & & o 6,750 64.2 328 21.88
Winslow . . . . . .. .. . 4,880 70.6 399 733

60.4 2.67

Yuma . o & 55 52 5 B[ oe 5 G 138 86.9
’ Source: U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.

ANNUAL RAINFALL IN PHOENIX SINCE 1910

20 — TOTAL INCHES PER YEAR — =120
15 ¢ <15
sl |
|
|

25

'30 '35 ‘40 45

TABLE 1
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Al
CLIMATE COMPARISON

Average Percentage of Possible Sunshine for Selected U.S. Cities

Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Deec. Avg.

PHO%NIX,Arizona . . . J8 8 8 89 93 34 85 %5 g; %ﬁ gg ﬁz gG
,Arizona . . . 1 9 85 80 86
Boston,Mass. . . . . . 53 57 57 56 59 63 65 66 64 61 51 54 60
Chicago, ill. . . . . . 43 47 51 53 61 66 69 68 64 61 41 40 57
LosAngeles,Calif. . . . 71 72 73 69 66 65 8 8 79 73 74 72 73
Miami, Fla . . . . . . 68 74 74 72 68 62 62 63 58 59 66 65 66
NewYork,NY. . . ... 51 5 5 59 62 65 65 64 63 61 52 50 59
St. Louis,Mo. . . . . . 51 S50 53 56 63 68 71 68 65 62 50 44 58
Portland, Qre. . . . . . 24 36 41 47 53 50 68 63 58 39 29 20 47

Source: U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Local Climatological Data.

MONTHLY TEMPERATURE RANGE IN SELECTED ARIZONA CITIES

Average Maximum Temperature

Month Flagstaff hoeni Tucson Winslow
January .. . . . . . 414 ] 63.5 45.6
February . . . . . . 440 69.3 67.0 53.3
March. . . . . .. 479 74.5 715 60.2
April . . . . . .. 56.9 83.6 80.7 70.1
My < o = = & @ = 66.6 929 89.6 79.9
June . . ... .. 76.0 1015 97.9 89.8
y . .. .. . . 80.8 104.8 98.3 93.6
August . . . . . . 779 102.2 95.3 90.6
September . . . . . 73.7 98.4 93.1 85.4
October . . . . . . 62.9 87.6 838 73.2
November . . . . . 50.9 74.7 722 58.2
December . . . . . 432 66.4 64.8 46.7
Ampual . . . . .. 60.2 85.1 815 70.6
Average Minimum Temperature
Month Flagstaff Phoenix Tucson Winslow
January . . . . . . 144 5’5 38.2 19.6
February . . . . . . 17.0 40.8 39.9 24.8
March. . . . . . . 204 448 43.6 294
April . . . . . . .23 51.8 50.3 373
Mly . o = o & s s 335 59.6 57.5 455
June . .. . .. . 404 67.7 66.2 53.7
oy ... .. . . 504 71.5 74.2 62.9
August . . . . . . 493 76.0 723 61.5
September . . . . . 41.2 69.1 67.1 535
October . . . . . . 3Ll 56.8 564~ 413
November . . . . . 21.8 448 448 28.2
December . . . . . 163 385 39.1 209
Annual . . . . . . 30.3 55.4 54.1 399

Source: U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Local Climatological Data.

Yuma

674
726
7.6

934
100.8
106.0
104.4
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ENERGY

Salt River Project is currently supplying electrical service in

the area.

Impacts to the north and south of the subject were considered in

this environmental assessment. Salt River Project is currently oper-

ating the following facilities withir +the areca:

1.

2,

3.

5.

Three 69/12 kV distribution substations: Grasmoen, Sheely and

Sunset (see attached map).

Two 69/12 kV distribution substations adjacent to the study area:
Christy and Fowler (see attached map).

Ten miles of overhead 69 kV tmssion lines,

Fifty-seven miles of overhead 12 kV distribution lines.

Sixty-two miles of underground 12 kV distribution lines,

The electrical facility additions projected to serve the fully

developed area consist of:

1.

2.

.

L.
5.

One new 69/12 kV distribution substation within the area at 3E-6N
(see attached map).

Four new 69/12 kV distribution substations adjacent to the study
area (see attached map). |

Three miles of new overhead 69 kV transmission lines.

Five miles of new overhead 12 kV distribution lines.

One hundred twenty miles of new underground 12 kV distribution

| lines,

The longrun outlook for energy availabilities for metropolitan

Phoenix is favorable., The Salt River Project is participating in the
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construction of giant coal-fired generating plants in Northern Arizona
apd adjoining states where an abudance of coal exists. During 1976,
60% of the energy delivered to Project electric customers was generated
by coal-fired stations (suoh as Navajo at Page, Arizona, and Four
Commers at Farmington, New Mexico). This compares to 48% in 1975, 0il
use decreased from 18 to 12%, The project will continue its program of
converting to coal-fired power generation to replace higher cost ojl-
fired generation, They are also participating in the Palo Verde Nu-
clear Station 40 miles west of Phoenix, which should be in service by
1982,

Salt River Project has a forward looking conservation program,
including load management which encourages customers to change some of
their electricity use to off-peak periods. They also have a watershed
management agreement with the U. S. Forest Service which protects the
forested wilderness water sources that provides hydro-electric energy.

The Arizona Corporation Commission requires that extensions of
single phase electric lines necessary to furnish permanent electric
service to new residential buildings within a subdivision, in which
facilities for electric service have not been constructed and tor ap-
plications made after October 6, 1970 (Amended General Order U-48),
shall be installed underground except where unfeasible from an engi-
neering, operational or economic standpoint.

Salt River Project has received a request for undergrou.nd power
to serve Maryvale Terrace 53-A subdivision.

Natural gas is not available to the site. A moratorium on gas
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connections has been in effect since 1975 due to declining gas supplies.
All current new residential construction in the Salt River Project ser-
vice area is total electric.

Studies by the Salt River Project were made of energies used under
average weather conditions in the greater Phoenix area for air condi-
tioning units, heat pumps and varied electrical appliances. The re-
sults of these studies are indicated on Tables 1, 2, 3, and L attached.

The appliance configuration in the typical home will include an
electric range and refrigerator, dishwasher, washing machine, and, for
the vast majority, a heat pump heating and cooling unit. An electric
dryer will be included in about two-thirds of the homes,

It is estimated that the thermal standards of the typical home for
construction in this project would develop a peak summer coincident
demand of L.15 KW, The peak summer demand can occur during any of the
prime summer cooling months from June through September. This peak
sumner demand can also be expected to occur most frequently between the
hours of 3:00 to 8:00 PM,

The actual capacity needs fo.: these units could be reduced if the
homes were built to higher thermal energy standards, A homé of approx-
imately 1,400 square feet would be expected to consume 21,711 kilowatt-
hours per year. If the thermal standards for this same home were up-
graded in the ceiling from R-19 to R-22 insulation, and in the walls
from R-ll to R-13 insulation, and if all east and west facing windows
were shaded at least 50%, consumption of energy would be estimated at

19,813 kilowatt-hours per year or a reduction in kilowatt-hour

=10~



consumption of 8,7%. The added thermal insulation and proper window
shading is a viable cost-effective alternative that is available to
the builder,

Remarkable Energy Value (REV) homes are frame constructed homes
with R-19 insulation in the side walls, R-22 insulation in the ceilings,
shade screens on the windows, plus other energy saving features,

When considering the 1,898 additional kilowatt-hours that will be
consumed by a home built to the proposed standards versus a home built
to REV home standards as peaking-type energy, a direct relationship
between that peaking energy and barrels of oil consumed can be deter-
mined, The 1,898 kilowatt-hours of energy provided by peaking turbines
would burn 3.8 barrels of oil per year, Thﬁs, the total 618 units in
this proposed development would burn an additional 2,348.lL barrels of
0il each year if they were built to the proposed thermal standards
instead of the REV home standards. This would amount to 70,452 barrels
of oil over the life of the 30-year mortgages that would be placed on
these units,

There would also be a reduction in the kilowatt demand of each
home built to the REV home thermal insulation and shading standards.
This reduction in needed peaking capacity would amount to .45 kilowatts
per unit, or 278.1 kilowatts of peaking capacity for the entire pro-
posed subdivision, This additional peaking capacity would mean a

greater use of capital resources to provide this type of equipment.



SOURCES

Salt River Project

P, 0. Box 1980

Phoenix, Arizona

Frank T, Darmiento, Chief, Environmental Division
Lee Athmer, Manager, Consumer Services Department
Jim Grady, Consumer Affairs

Mike Webb, Environmental Division

Arizona Public Service Company

111 N, Central Avenue

~ Phoenix, Arizona

Dave Folz, Senior Customer Service Representative

Salt River Project Annual Report - 1976

Arizona Public Service Company Annual Report - 1976

The Story of the Salt River Project - 1975
The Power Saver Diet - Salt River Project

Appliance Ownership Data - Republic and Gazette Consﬁmer Surveys
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May
June
] uly
! August
September

October

Approximate daily kilowatt-hour use (range and average) of air
conditioning units under average weather conditions in the
greater Phoenix area*

*Actual amounts vary according to operating efficiencies of individual units, insulation and use characteristics.
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'SRP - SALT RiVER PRUJECT APPLIANCE UwwERSIiP Dala FROM REFUBLIC & GAZLITE CONSUMER SURvVEYS
APS - ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE
PMA - PHOENIX METROPOLITAN AREA

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
SRP APS PMA | SRP APS PMA | SRP APS PMA | SRP_APS PMA | SRP_APS PMA | SRP APS PMA| SRP APS PMA
%) (%) ! (%) %) (%) (%) (%)

Central Air Conditioning 55 40 47 | 58 42 50| 62 49 56| 64 51 58| 72 60 66 | 73 62 67| 72 61 66

Heat Pump 24 12 18| 25 11- 18| 31 17 24| 28 17 22| 33 18 26 | 33 21 27|33 21 27

Refrigeration Only 31 29 30| 36 346 35| 33 33 33| 40 38 39| 40 41 40 | 40 41 40| 39 40 39
Principal Heating

Electric 26 13 19| 27 12 19| 34 16 25| 35 19 27 | 42 25 34 | 42 26 34| 42 26 34

Gas 73 8 80| 72 87 80 | 65 83 74| 64 79 71| 57 74 65| 58 73 65|58 73 65
Evaporative Coolers 41 56 49 | 39 53 46 ) 34 46 40 | 31 42 37 | 27 37 32 | 27 37 32|27 38 34
Room Air Conditioners 10 12 11} 10 13 12 9 10 10 9 7 8 7 9 8 6 10 8| 7 9 8
Clothes Dryers 38 26 31| 43 29 36| 46 33 39 | 52 39 45 | 54 43 49 56 47 51| 58 50 54

Electric 26 15 20| 29 18 24| 32 21 26| 36 27 31| 39 28 33| 39 32 35|43 33 38

Cas . 12 11 11| 1% 11 12| 14 12 13| 16 12 14| 15 15 15 17 15 16| 15 17 16
Cooking Ranges 100 100 100 {100 100 100 | 100 100 100 |100 100 100 |100 100 100 |100 100 100 {100 100 100

Electric 59 36 47 | 61 38 49| 61 41 51 | 62 45 53 | 64 48 56 | 62 53 57|65 S1 58

Gas . 41 64 53 | 39 62 51 ) 39 59 49 | 39 56 47 | 37 52 44 | 38 48 43| 35 49 42

Microwave Oven : 2 1 1 3 3 3 6 6 6| 7 7 7
Dishwashers

Automatic 32 22 26| 346 21 27| 36 27 31| 39 34 36 | 44 35 39 | 42 38 40| 48 41 44
Food Freezers

Home 29 21 25| 28 20 24| 26 18 22 | 27 23 25| 30 22 26| 30 24 27|30 23 26
Refrigerators 100 100 100 {100 99 99 |100 100 100 |100 100 100 [100 99 100 |100 100 100 |100 100 100
Television 98 96 97 ' 99 98 98

Black & White - 77 75 75| 74 74 74 | 69 70 70 | 66 65 66 | 63 64 64 | 61 61 61|60 60 60

Color © 50 42 46 | 55 48 51| 61 52 57 | 70 61 65| 73 64 68 [ 73 68 71|76 72 74
Trash Compactor NA NA NA | NA NA NA [0.50.3 0.4 L 1 & 2 2 2 2 2 213 3 3
Washing Machines )

Automatic 73 62 67 | 72 63 67| 72 63 67 | 73 64 69 | 73 64 68 | 74 68 71|77 70 73
Water Heaters 97 96 97 | 96 97 97 | 96 96 96 | 97 98 97 | 97 97 97 | 96 96 96 (96 97 96

Electric 23 9 16|23 9 16| 29 11 20| 30 13 22| 34 18 26 | 34 19 26|34 19 26

Gas 76 87 81| 73 88 81| 67 85 76 | 67 85 75| 63 79 71 | 63 77 69|62 78 70

NA - Data Not Available :
SURVEYS MADE IN OCTOBER OF EACH YEAR INDICATED

Consumer Services Department



SRP - SALT RIVER PROJECT APPLIANCE OWNERSHIP DATA FROM REPUBLIC & GAZETTE CONSUMER SURVEYS
APS - ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE
PMA - PHOENIX METROPOLITAN AREA

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1§83
SRP APS PMA | SRP APS PMA SRP APS PMA SRP APS PMA SRP APS PMA SRP APS PMA SRP APS PMA
%) %) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Central Air Conditioning 74 66 69 . ‘
Heat Pump 29 20 24
Refrigeration Only L5 46 45
Principal Heating
- Electric Ls 28 36
Gas : 55 72 63
Evaporative Coolers 25 32 29
Room Air Conditioners 7 7 8
1 E Clothes Dryers 58 53 55
= Electric : 4y 35 39
> Gas ok 1B 16
= Cooking Ranges s 100 100 100
Electric 69 55 62
Gas . 31 45 38
Microwave Oven : 9 11 10
Dishwashers )
_ Automatic 51 L6 L8
Food Freezers
Home ) 27 26 27
Refrigerators 100 100 100
Television 99 97 98
Black & White ’ 55 57 56
Color ‘ 80 76 78
Trash Compactor NA NA NA
Washing Machines
Automatic : 73 73 73
Water Heaters 96 97 95
Electric 39 22 30
Gas 57 75 65

NA - Data Not Available
SURVEYS MADE IN OCTOBER OF EACH YEAR INDICATED

CONSUMER SERVICES DEPARTMENT
RHK 5/78



THE KILOWATT COUNTER

Typical Licctric Uses of Common Appliances Hours used  Typical
(Based on data compiled by the Salt River Project.) ) Load per day daily
Category Appliance (kilowatts) (Average) Use (kwh)
Remeniber: One kilow att-hour is 1,000 watts of electricity used for one hour. Other Use g -
(laundry) Washing machine . Varies .-
Hoursused  Typical Clothes drver 49 Varies .-
Load per day daily Iron (hand) 10 \aries --
Category Appliance (kilowatts) (Average) Use (kwh) * Other Use
Basi: s Water heater. (entertainment)  Radio 07 Varies .-
quick recovery 4.5 29 13.1 . Record player A Varies --
Refrigerator. freezer ST Kie raries o
(it T P 8.1 49 Television. color (Ill’T\) 3 \.Irfnb
R ] Television. color (solid state) - Varies =i
efngerator! freezer . .
14 u. ft. 3 96 29 . Television. b&w (tube) 16 Varies --
Relrigerator; freezer Television, b&w (solid state) 0s8s Varies --
frostless. 12 cu. ft. 3 10.4 31 Other Use
Retrigerator!freczer : (housewares) Clock 002 240 0.048
3 12 cu L 2 8.3 1.7 Vacuum cleaner .6 Varies .-
1 E II [cuc;_.l frostless . —_— 2% Floor polisher 3 Varies --
u. ft. : K :
g .) ¢ . Sewing machine 075 Vares .-
E; Freezer. 1S cu. ft. 3 9.6 29 . . . N
[} Other Use s Cooling Use (Varies according to outside temperatures)
ul tkitchen) Range (each 87 ¢lement) 20 Varies .- Air conditioner. S ton 93 Varies --
Range (each 6 element) 1.5 Varies -- Air conditioner. 4 ton 74 Varies .-
Oven, standard 4.2 Varies - Air conditioner. 3% ton 6.5 Varies --
Oren. microwave 1.4 Varies -- Air conditioner. 3 ton 5.6 Varies --
Fry pan 1.2 Varies .- Air conditioner, 2'4 ton 4.6 V' aries .-
Toaster 1.1 Varies .- Air conditioner. 2 ton 37 Viries .-
Wattle iron 1.1 Varies -- Air conditioner (room) 19 Varies .-
Coffee percolator 9 Varies -- Motors (evaporative cooler or swimming pools)
Broiler 14 Varies .- 1% hp 1.43 240 343
Deep fryer 1.4 Varies -- 1% hp 1.43 16.0 229
Blender 4 Varies .= . 1 hp 98 24.0 238
Waste disposal 4 Varies .- 1 hp 98 16.0 15.7
Mixer B Varies - ) %hp 80 240 19.2
Carving knife 09 Varies .- ° % hp 80 16.0 128
Roaster 13 Varies .- vihp 55 240 13.2

Trash compacter 14 Varies .- % hp .55 16.0 88



WATER SUPPLY

The proposed 618 unit subdivision for one story single family
dwellings will be supplied with domestic water by the City of Phoenix
Department 'of Water and Sewers, This service was anticipated and had
been included in their long-range planning,

There are two sources supplying the City of Phoenix, One of the
sources consists of approximately 130 wells owned and operated by the
Phoenix Department of Water and Sewers. The other source is from four
filtration plants that treat the water from the Salt River Project
storage reservoirs before beiqg pumped into the Phoenix water system.

The filtration plants that treat the water from the Salt River
Project are located on the Salt and Verde Rivers., Their capacities are
as follows: Val Vista - 80 million gallons per day (MGD); Verde - 4O
MGD; Squaw Peak - 111 MGD; and Deer Valley - 100 MGD,

The present capacity of all above sources exceeds the peak demand
by 100 MGD.

The City of Phoenix is planning to construct an additional filtra-
tion plant (Union Hills Filtration Plant) to increase the capacity of
the water system to accommodate the expected populati'on growth,

The water distribution system within the subdivision will be con-
structed by the developer and dedicated to the Department of Water and
Sewers for maintenance and operation, The minimum size of the water
maing in the water distribution system required by the City of Phoenix
is six inches, The distribution system will be connected to an exist-

ing 12-inch trunk lines in Camelback Road and 83rd Avenue. The grid of
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trunk lines in the area whe:::é the subdivision is located is supplied by
an existing Sh-inch trunk line in Indian School Road to assure adequate
pressure,

The subject development will not have an adverse impact on the
water system of the City of Phoenix or the surrounding area, The water
supply sources have sufficient reserve capacity to satisfy the demand
due to population growth until the City of Phoenix develops additional
sources. The existing trunk lines have been designed for sufficient
capacity to supply the subject development,

The bacteriological and chemical quality of the water supply is

satisfactory,

SOURCES

Arizona Department of Health Services

Division of Envirommental Health Services

1740 W, Adams Street, Phoenix, Arizona

Robert L, Munari, P.E.,, Environmental Engineer - Planner

Arizona Water Commission

222 N, Central Avenue, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona

Philip C, Briggs, Chief Hydrologist

Maricopa County Planning Department
111 S, 3rd Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona
Frank A, Schuma, Principal Planner
Grey Marek, Advance Planning

Department of Water and Sewers

Gerald Copeland, Engineering Superintendent
Art F, Vondrick, Water and Sewers Director
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SEWERAGE

The subject subdivision is served by a public sewerage system
owned and operated by the Phoenix Department of Water and Sewers.

The sewage collection system within the subdivision will be con-
structed by the developer and dedicated to the City of Phoenix for
maintenance and operation. It will discharge into an existing 12-inch
trunk sewer in 83rd Avenue. The capacity of the trunk sewer is 1.1
million gallons per day (MGD) and the present flow is approximately
0.22 MGD.

The sewage from this area is treated in the 9lst Avenue Sewage
Treatment Plant on the Salt River., This sewage treatment plant is of
the secondary type utilizing the activated sludge process and has the
capacity to treat 95 MGD of sewage; the present flow is approximately
85.7 MGD., The effluent from this plant is disposed of in the Salt
River, essentially a dry watercourse, where it percolates into the soil,
The remainder of the effluent is used for irrigation of agricultural
land where such crops as alfalfa are grown. None of the crops irrigated
with sewage effluent are of the kind which would be directly uc=d as
food for human consumption that would result in exposure to disease
organisms that may be present in effluent from a secondary sewage treat-
ment plant.

To provide for population growth, the City of Phoenix plans to in-
crea.sé the capacity of this sewage treatment plant to 125 MGD by the
year 1980 or later, depending on the availability of EPA grant funds,

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has filed a lawsuit
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against the City of Phoenix for failure to comply with EPA requirements
for chlorinatiop of the effluent, It has been the position of the City
that chlorination is an unnecessary expense as the effluent from a sec-
ondary treatment plant does not constitute a significant health hazard,
A second lawsuit has been filed by EPA alleging that some of the plant
equipment is in need of replacement or repairs to increase the effi-
ciency of the treatment process and the capacity needs to be increased
to eliminate the cause of fly breeding in this unit, which is over-
loaded, The City Council has appropriated $500,000 to bring the plant
up to EPA requirements.

The subject subd.ivisj.on will not have an adverse affect on the
City of Phoenix sewerage system., The trunk sewers and the sewage treat-
ment plant have sufficient capacity to accommodate additional sewage
flow from the subdivision, The funds appropriated by the City Council
will be used to correct deficiencies in the plant equipment to produce
effluent of improved sanitary quality and increase the capacity of the
sludge drying beds to eliminate the fly nuisance and a possible health
hazard,

The sewer service to this development was anticipated by the City

of Phoenix and has been included in their long-range planning,

SOURCES

City of Phoenix Water and Sewer Department

215 E, McDowell Road

Phoenix, Arizona

Art, R, Vondrick, Water and Sewers Director
Gerald Copeland, Engineering Superintendent
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Arizona Department of Health Services

Division of Environmental Health Services

1740 W, Adams Street

Phoenix, Arizona

Robert L, Munari, P.E., Environmental Engineer - Planner

Maricopa County Health Department
1825 E, Roosevelt

Phoenix, Arizona 85006

Bureau of Public Health Engineering
Harry T, Crohurst, P.E., Chief
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SOLID WASTE

Maryvale Terrace 53-A is located in the Northwest District. Con-
tained refuse is collected in this area twice weekly on Monday and
Thursday by City Sanitation forces. The area has been implemented with
the mechanical loading collection system, whereby each individual home
serviced by street collection receives from the City, a 90-gallon con-
tainer for solid waste. Homes in the area, serviced in the alley,
share a 300-gallon container., The average number of residential units
per container at present is 3.5 units.

Uncontained refuse, such as tree limbs, tree trunks and general
yard and garden waste which cannot be placed in the container due to
size and weight, is collected on a four-week cycle. .

All remaining bulk items, construction and demolition waste are
not collected by City Sanitation forces and must be taken to the City-
operated landfill by the owner .or occupant of thé unit,

The nearest city sanitary landfill is approximately 13 miles from
this project at 19th Avenue and the Salt River, They also operate two
other landfill sites. These sitec have sufficient reserve capacity at
the present time.

The City is also exploring the feasibility of disposal of solid
wastes by incineration to generate electric power and recovery of
metals, such as aluminum and steel, Negotiations are being conducted
with the Arizona Public Service Company and the Salt River Project,
which at the present time use gas, coal and oil for electric power gen-

eration,

.



No impact from the disposal of solid wastes generated in the
development is anticipated as the capacity of the facilities for dis-
posal of solid wé.stes is adequate, Additional suitable sites are

available in or near the subject area.

SQURCES

Arizona Department of Health Services

Division of Environmental Health Services

1740 W, Adams, Phoenix, Arizona

Robert L. Munari, P.E.,, Environmental Engineer - Planner

City of Phoenix Maintenance and Sanitation Dept.
Phoenix, Arizona
We Co McSpadden, Assistant Director

City of Phoenix Engineering Department
Phoenix, Arizona _
Thomas Wesas Batten, Senior Sanitary Engineer

City of Phoenix

Phoenix, Arizona
Jim Wong, Disposal Engineer
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NOISE

The Depé.rtment of Housing and Urban Development (DHUI)) has found
that noise is a major source of environmental pollution. It represents
a threat to the serenity and quality of life in population centers,

DHUD aircraft noise policies and standards are currently expressed
in Composite Noise Rating (CNR) and Noise Exposure Forecasts (NEF),
Both CNR and NEF are rated in three categories: acceptable, discre-
tionary and unacceptable, Although other metrics are not listed under
DHUD aircraft noise policies and standards, they are acceptable if
generally equivalent. "For example, noise contours identified as Ldn
65 are generally equivalent to CNR 100 and NEF 30, the acceptable
categories,"

Maryvale Terrace 53-A is located approximately 17 miles northwest |
of Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport, 7 miles southeast of Luke
Air Force Base and L miles south of the Glendale City Airport. The
site falls in the "acceptable™" categories of all three airports being
in CNR Zone #1 and outside NEF 30,

By utilizing the HUD Noise Assessment Guidelines, an evaluation
was made on the following:

1, Railroads - the nearest railroad is five miles from the develop-
ment and will create no impact from railroad noise.

2. - The Papago Freeway proposed for completion in 1985 will pass
three miles to the south and should have no adverse noise impact.

3. There should be no adverse influence from industrial land use,

which is five miles to the east,
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L. City of Phoenix and Micopa County Zoning Maps and Land Use
Planning Maps indicate only residential, agricﬁltu.ral and scat-
tered commercial land uses for the area surrounding the subject

" gite. These would cause only a minimal noise impact.

The only significant noise element affecting Maryvale Terrace 53-A
is street traffic. Major arterial streets are Camelback Road abutting
the north side and 83rd Avenue the west side. Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) projects an average daily traffic count for 1997 will
be 18-25,000 vehicles on Camelback Road and 10-15,000 vehicles on 83rd
Avenue, The noise generated from these two streets will be attenuated
by a 6' solid masonry wall and site planning with setbacks, Noise from
collector and local streets will also be ameliorated by normal measures
such as block barriers, setbacks, etc.

HUD noise standards for general external exposures uses the mea-
surements of decibel values (dB(A)) as a guide. These noise exposures
are as follows:

Acceptable - does not exceed L5 dB(A) more than 30 ninutes per 24

hours.

Discretionary - Normally Acceptable - does not exceed 65 dB(A) more
than 8 hours per 24 hours. |

Discretionary - Normally Unacceptable - exceeds 65 dB(A) 8 hours per

2l; hours or having loud repetitive sounds on site. This would re-
quire noise attenuation measures.
Unacceptable - exceeds 80 dB(A) 60 minutes per hour or exceeds 75

aB(A) 8 hours per 2l hours. Development is strongly disooura.ged
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with this noise exposure,

A study using the projected daily traffic count for 1997 was made
by the Arizoﬁa Department of Transportation. This revealed that
Camelback Road would fall in the Discretionary - Normally Unacceptable
area without the 6' so0lid masonry wall, With the required wall, the
noise exposure corresponded to HUD measurement of 61 d_'B(A) or within
the Discretionary - Normally Acceptable area,

Noise occurring during construction can be expected to be minimal,
as the development is programmed over an extended period and the resi-
dential character will not require any extensive use of heavy noise

producing construction equipment,

SOURCES

Federal Aviation Administration
Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Department of Transportation (Environmental Planning)
205 S. 17th Avenue, Room 240, Phoenix, Arizona

Mario Saldamando, P.E., Supervisor

Richard Thurman, P.E., Civil Engineer

Maricopa County Planning & Zoning
111 S, 3rd Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona
Frank Schuma, Plarmer (noise)

City of Phoenix Traffic Engineering Department
251 W, Washington, Phoenix, Arizona
Dan Morgan, Acting Chief Traffic Engineer

City of Phoenix Planning Department
251 W, Washington, Phoenix, Arizona

City of Glendale, Glendale, Arizona
Ray Morse, Airport Manager

City of Glendale Airport NEF Contour Map
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Land Use Plan 1990
City of Phoenix Planning Department

Maricopa County Land Use Plan - MAG 1973
Noise Abatement and Control Policy - HUD L/77

Noise Assessment Guidelines - HUD

Noise Abatement and Control - HUD Circular 1390.2
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(Excerpt from Arizona Department of Transportation letter dated December 20, 1977)
We are not able to estimate future sound level values which are dircctly
comparable to the standards set forth in HUD Circular 1390.2.

Circular

1390.2 establishes a level of 65 dBA not exceeded more than eight hours

per day as an upper limit for the "discretionary-normally acceptable"

range.

Our sound level estimation procedures, based on extensive research

done for the Federal Highway Administration, produce an estimate of the
sound level not excceded more than six minutes during the hour of heav-

dest traffic flow.

Analysis of our data indicates that a sound level

- .of approximately 75 dBA not excecded more than six minutes during the
.moisiest hour correspoands to the Circular 1390.2 limit of 65 dBA not
exceeded wore than eight hours per day.

Arizona Department of
Highways Division
206 South 17th Avenue

Transportation

Phoenix, Arizona 85007



ATR QUALITY

The Code of Federal Regulations LO CFR 51,12(e), published in
1975, requires all states to identify areas which, due to the a.ir\
quality at -that time and/or projected growth rate, might have the
potential for exceeding any national standards within the subsequent
10-year period.

After the State of Arizona determined that the national standards
were being exceeded in Maricopa County, Phoenix Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area was designated as an Air Quality Maintenance Area
(AQMA), In May 1976, an AQMA Task Force was formed to develop an Air
Quality Maintenance Plan to assure compliance with the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), The 1977 Clean Air Act amendments re-
quire attainment by 1982,

Of the pollutants for which there are NAAQS, the Phoenix Air Qua.lé
ity Maintenance Area presently violates the one-hour primary standard
for particulates and photochemical oxidants and the eight-hour primary
standard fo&: carbon monoxide, Violations of one or more ofv these stan-
dards have been recorded in 1977 at all of the continuous monitoring
sites (Figure 1). The exact locations of these sites and the pollu-
tants monitored are described in Table 1,

Violation of the particulate standard in Phoenix occurs as a re-
sult of the high level of desert dust in the ambient atmosphere. The
major sources of particulate emissions are unpaved roads, resuspension
off paved roads, construction activities, wind erosion, undisturbed

desert and off-road vehicles, Maricopa County is currently preparing
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an Air Quality Maintenance Plan (AQMP) for particulates which will be
submitted to Environmental Protection Agency by January 1, 1979. All
developers will have to comply with any dust control regulations adopted
by the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors as a part of this plan., The
development of streets, curbs and sidewalks and the completion of resi-
dential construction will aid in reducing future particulate levels in
the area.

The other two pollutants (carbon monoxide and photochemical oxi-
dants) which presently violate the NAAQS in Phoenix are primarily the
product of traffic emissions, Carbon monoxide is emitted directly by
vehiéles, while oxidants are formed by a complex interaction between
non-methane hydrocarbon and nitrogen oxide vehicle emissions in the
presence of sunlight. |

One-hour violations of the carbon monoxide standard have not been
recorded in Phoenix since 1973, The eight-hour standard is violated
frequently, however, due to ground-based inversions occurring at sunset
on two-thirds of the winter evenings, Prevailing wind currents usually
dilute the pollution and blow it out of the Valley, and the only un-
pleasant effect may be a haze, However, wind decreases in the winter
months, and a temperature inversion layer forms over the Valley like a
1id during the winter evenings. These inversions trap the carbon mon-
oxide emissions produced after sunset which often causes eight-hour
average violations after midnight during the winter,

In contrast, high photochemical oxidant concentrations are caused

by a.m, traffic emissions which react with morning sunlight to produce
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violations during the mid and late afternoon. Most oxidant violations
occur during the spring and summer months in Phoenix,

Since the subdivision will be all electric, ﬁhe major contribution
to future carbon monoxide and oxidant levels will be made by vehicles
owned by the project residents.

Assuming 80% of vehicles associated with Maryvale Terrace are
light-duty autos and 20% are light-duty trucks, the predicted emission
rates of carbon monoxide of 14.8 grams for 1980 are expected to de-
crease 8,0 grams per mile by 1985 on the primary system and 12.2 grams
on the local system from 23.2 grams. The non-methane hydrocarbon rates
of 3.1 grams per mile for the primary system and 3,7 for the local sys-
tem should decrease 1,6 and 2,0, respectively, during the same period,
The primary system is the network of major streets and freeways includ-
ing improvements programmed into the Maricopa County "Transportation
Improvement Program, FY 1978-1982" by the Maricopa Association of Gov-
ernments (MAG). The local system is composed of the collector streets
which feed into the primary systen.

The project will also contribute approximately 27% of the traffic
emissions in 1980 and 20% in 1985 in the one-square-mile grid contain-
ing the proposed development., This emissions decline will be due to
the impact of the Federal Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program and
the ongoing Maricopa County Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance Program,

With the continued use of these programs plus vépor recovery (vapor
recovery controls hydrocarbon vapcrs from fuel handling operations), the

entire Phoenix AQMA will attain the eight<hour carbon monoxide standard
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in 1982 and one-hour photochemical oxidant standard in 1985,

Agsuming a 2,600 person population increase between 1975 and 1985
in the area containing Maryvale Terrace 53-A, the project does not and
will not violate the eight-hour carbon monoxide primary standard and it
is likely éxidant air quality standards will achieve attainment several
years earlier than downtown Phoenix,

The proposed Papago Freeway passing three miles south of the sub-
Jject site would make no significant contribution to air pollution at
the subdivision. However, according to the Draft EIS on Interstate 10,
some pollution could be 1ocaiized within the transportation corridor of
the Papago Freeway.

Zoning and land use maps indicate only residential, agricultural
and commercial uses for this area.

Maryvale Terrace 53-A will not be a source of significant air pol-
lution, Once construction is completed, the subdivision will have a
positive impact in reducing particulate concentrations in West Phoenix,
With the continued implementation of the Federal Motor Vehicle Emission
Control, Maricopa County Vehicle Emission Control and Vapor Recovery
programs now in effect, the carbon monoxide level will meet the NAAQS
in compliance with the 1977 Clean Air Act amendments and the oxidant

level will be attained by 1985 or earlier,
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SOURCES

Maricopa County Health Department
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Site

-10

PHOENIX CONTINUOUS MONITORING STATION LOCATIONS*

Name d Address
Central Phoenix 1845 E. Roosevelt
Station . Phoenix
South Phoenix 4732 S. Central Ave.
Station Phoenix
Arizona State 1740 W. Adams
Station Phoenix

Glendale Station 6000 W. Olive

Glendale
West Phoenix 3300 W. Camelback
Station Phoenix
North Phoenix 8531 N. 6th Street -
Phoenix

North Scottsdale/ 13665 N. Scottsdale Rd.

Paradise Valley Scottsdale
Station

Scottsdale Station 2857 N. Miller Rd.
Scottsdale

Mesa Station 3rd Place and Center
Mesa

Sky Harbor Inter- - Sky Harbox Blvda.

national Airport Phoenix

* As of February 1, 1978

®®MCDISs Maricopa County Department of Health Sexvices

ADHS Arizona Department of Hcalth Services
*NWS: National Weather Serxvice )

Oierating
gency*

MCDHS

MCDHS

ADHS

MCDHS

MCDHS
MCDHS

MCDHS

MCDHS

MCDHS

Components
Monitored

CO, CHy,, NMHC, THC,
NO2, 03, Part.,
WS, WD .

co, 0;, Part.,
WS, WD

CO, CHs, THC,
NMEC, NOz2, SO02a,
03, Part., WS,
WD

co, 03, Part.,

° WS, WD

CcoO, WS, WD

Co, 03, Part.,
WS, WD .

CO, Part., WS, WD °

Cco, NO:; O3, Part.,
WS, WD

CcO, Part., WS, WD,

Surface Weather
Observations



-7, PARTICULATE EMISSION& FROM MAJOR SOURCES* IN THE PHOENIX STUDY

Fing B
' ~.—  AREA, 1975 AND 1985.
=
Y-
D B .
fe") : ‘
.. PARTICULATES, TONS/DAY _
1975 1985 T
EMISSIONS SOURCE CATEGORY 0-10u 10-20u 20-100u ‘ TOTAL 0-10u 10-20y 20-100y TOTAL
1. Unpaved Roads . 5§37 144 600 1281 637 171 745 1553
2. Resuspension off paved roads 164 - 57 27 248 213 74 35 322
3.  Construction activities 66 23 n 100 169 59 28 256
4, HWind Erosion-undisturbed 200 65 - 29 294 58 19 8 85
Desert -
Off road vehicles _ 29 8 23 VAl 44 12 50 106
. A1l other categories 258 70 49 386 105 16 19 140
Sub-total for 5 categories 996 - 297 690 1974 1121 335 866 2322
Total emissions 1254 : 367 739 2360 1226 351 885 2462
Percentage of all emissions 79.4 81.0 93.5 83.7 91.5 95.5 98.0 9..
generated by 5 fugitive dust ’ . )
categories
5

* The five sources listed above are the largest emittihg sources of pafti;ulates projected to exist in 1985.
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MARYVALE TERRACE VEHICLE TRAVEL ASSUMPTIONS

Number of proposed dwelling units = 615
Regional average vehicles/dwelling unit = , 1.L

Total vehicles = 860
Regional average work trips/vehicle = 1.2
Average work trip length on primary system = 10 Miles
Work trip vehicle miles of travel on primary system = 10,330
Regional average home-based other trips/vehicle = 2:s3
Average home-based other trip length on primary system = 7 Miles
Other trip vehicle miles of travel on primary system = 13,860

Total vehicle miles of travel on primary system = 24,190
Regional average work and other trips = 3,010

Average trip length on local streets = .25 Miles

Secondary vehicle miles of travel = 750



TRAFFIC EMISSIONS ASSOCIATED WITH MARYVALE TERRACE VEHICLES

Assuming 80% light-duty autos and 20% light-duty trucks
from Maricopa County registrations:

(grams/mile)
Emission Rates . _Co NMHC
1980 Primary System ' 14.8 3.1
' Local System 23.5 37
1985 | Primary Syétem . 6.8 1.5
Local System _ 11.3 ) 1.7

; (kilograms/day)
Total Emissions co NMHC
1980 Primary. System 358.0 75.0
Local System B 17.7 . 2.8
1985 Primary System 164.5 ‘ 36.3

Local System 8.5 1.3

AN

TABLE 10
=76~
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TRAFFIC EMISSIONS IN ONE SQUARE MILE GRID CONTAINING MARYVALE TERRACE

Maryvale Terrace

Traffic Emissions Total Traffichmissions
co NMHC ' co NMHC
(kilograms/day) (kilograms/day)
1975 ' = - 703 86
1980 68.0 13.0 ' 259 46

1985 31.8 6.2 185 - 30



CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS
AT RECEPTOR NEAREST PROPOSED SITE

Eight-Hour Average
CO Concentration

1975 9.07 ppm
1980 | 4.57 ppm
1985 ' 3.29 ppm

National Ambient Air Qﬁality Primary
Standard for Eight-Hour CO = 9 ppm.

TABLE 12
—78-



NMIC (Tons/Day)

TOTAL NON-METHANE HYDROCARBON EMISSIOUNS
WITHK INDIVIDUAL CONTROL. STRATEGIES-

* (PHOENIX PRIMARY PLANNING AREA)

2507 _
No AQMP Control Strategies

Carpooling®

Inspection/Maintenance?®?®
4P Vapor Recovery, staga I

Vapor Recovery, Stages I and II

150

1004 Maximum Allowable EMHC to
Attain Oxidant NAAQS = 119 tons/day

50—

1 : 1 - ] R} k|

1978 80 82 85 90 9s 2000
Year

*Assuming maximum effectiveness of a carpoolirg=program

**Imperceptible differences between .2, .3. and .4 stringency factors.
Stage I. Controls vapors escaping during transfer of fuel from

main storage tanks tc delivery trucks and delivery trucks

to station storage tanks.
Stage II. Controls vapors escaping during transfer of fuel from
station pumps to vehicles.

FIGURE 14
=79=-



" TOTAL NON-METHANE HYDROCARSON EMISSIONS
WITH. CONTROL STRATEGY COMBINATIONS

(PHOENIX.PRIMARY PLANNING AREA)

A
250 S
No AQMP Control Strategies
" Inspection/Maintenance* (I/M) and Carpooling®#
I/M and Vapor Recovery, Stage I
Carpooling, I/M and Vapor Recoverv, Stage T
; 200 4 I/M and Vapor Recovery, Stages 1 and II
Carpooling, I/M and Vapor Recovery,
Stages I and II

EE.
a
Py
5 150 -
E: .
<
2 * e

100 o Maximum Allow.ble NMBC\\//

to Attain Oxidant
NAAQS = 119 tons/day
S0 <
=~ T L s T RE
1975 80 82 85 90 95 2000
Year '

*Inperceptible differences between .2, .3, and .4 stringency Zactorcs.

**aAssuming maximum effectiveness of a carpooling program.

Stage I. Controls vapors escaping during transfer of fuel from
main storage tanks to delivery trucks and delivery trucks
to station storage tanks.

Stage II.Controls vapors escaping during transfer of fuel from
station pumps to vehicles.

FIGURE 15
=80~
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CARBON MONOXIDE

HIGHEST HOURLY CONCENTRATION
(Milligrams per Cubic Meter)

¥Encompasses Maryvale Terrace 53A

CENTRAL PHOENIX " NORTH PHOENIX SOUTH PHOENIX GLENDALE #*
MONTH
1977(1976 1975'1974 197711976 |1975 (1974 {1977 |1976 | 1975 1974 1977|1976 {1975 !19710 J

san. |24.1]26.3]32.1030.0010.5 21,8 ]27.5] - [13.7019.5 | 12.6 - l12.6l17.2]16.00 -
Feb. |24.1]19.5|22.9136.7]24.1 14,9 |16.0] - |11.5]16.0 | 11.9 - 111.5!12.6 e -
March Izo.a 17.2 18.3i28.6§12.6!11.5'16.0 - |10.3]12.6 1 12.4 - | a.o! 9.2]11.5| -
april |19.5]13.7]23.9] 17.2310.3;10.3|18.3| - |1a.0l12.6] 6. - | 9.2 9.2,12.6i -
May 11.5| 14.9 19.5! 17.2! 8.0 12.6' 6.9 - 8.0 i0.3 9.{ - 4.6! 10.3'10.3' o
June |10.3]14.9 19.5! 17.2,10.3 11.5!12.6 - 8.0,12.6 12.6| - 3.4' 6.9' 9.2' -
sy | 8.0 69| 6.9 1.4 s.7| 10.3 4.6 -] 5.7 5.7| 8.0 - 6.9' 46 3.4 -
aug. | 11.5 12.6 10.'3! 16.9 9.2| 9.2, 1.5 = 11.5' s 9.2 - 5.7] 8.0 8.0 -

‘ Sept. | 12.6/ 8.0 18.; 14.410.31. 11.5) 14.9 - 9.2'.i l3.7|11.5 - l 9.2| 6.9 1().3! =
Oct. 17.2 21.8 22.4 21.8‘13‘74 12.6| 13.7|16.0 11.5‘: 13.7113.7 13-'7 9.2l 10.3 12.64i 8.0|
Nov. 22.9 28.6 34..4 29.418.3 27.5/ 17.1420.6{13.7| 13.7}22.9/16.0{14.9| 12.6 14.9! 17.2
pec. | 30.9 27.5|3.426.3] 24.1] 18.9 20.6}25.2[ 19,5} 17.2]24.1] 13.7)13.7] 13.7] 17.2] 1409

;;:al '30.4 28.6]34.4]39.0] 24.1{ 27.9 27.5 - |19.5| 19.5/24.1 - |14.9] 17.2 ~17_2L-
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CARBON MONOXIDE

HIGHEST EIGHT HOUR AVERAGE CQNCENTRATION "
(Milligrams per Cubic Meter)

CENTRAL PHOENIX | NORTH PHOENIX - | SOUTH PHOENIX GLENDALE ¥
MONTH
1977| 1976|1975 1974] 1977|1976 [1975 1974|1977 1976 1975 11974 [1977 |1976 [1975 1974
aan.  |18.3]20.5|23.2024.9] 9.2] 8.7] 8.5| - | 8.2 9.6]7.0| - |'6.2] 8.7] 9.5] -
FEBR. |[15.8)10.5|13.9] 21.5] 6.6] 7.4| 7.9 - | 4.7] 7.9] 5.6] - | s.2]-6.4] 5.2] -
[ marcw |11.7]11.5|11.719.2) 5.2 s5.7] 7.0) - | 5.9] 5.9] 6.7] - | 4.4] 5.0 7.0] -
arriL | 14.3 7.6[14.2 20.9 8.9 5.7] 9.6 - | 7.3 6.4 34| - |43 s.0] s.2] -
MAY 6. 9.0/ 15.d10.2] 3.7| 7.2] 42| - |3.9]'5.7| 54| - | 3.2 4] 700] -
swe | 7.9] 9.6[10.9117.2] w.o] 7.4 6.3 - |a2]63] 77| - | 2.9 3.3]6.3] -
qy | s.0| 3.6] 42| 6.7] 2.3] 5.7] 2.2| - | 3.6] 1.7] 34| - | 5.d 2.4] 2.4 -
ave. | 7.2] 9.2| 8.2] 8.6 44| 4| 52| - | 7.4] s.0] 62 - | 52 2.6 s.6] -
“seer. | 8.2| s5.3|13.311.0] 6.7] 5.9] 8.5 - | s5.2] 6.6] 8.9 - | 7.0 3.0 47| -
ocr. |12.]16.2|15.6|17.0] 6.0 7.6] 7.2| 6.6] 6.4] 6.2] 8.7 6.6] 5.7 4.4] 7.9] 5.0]
Nov. |22.9|20.9]23.9|22.5| 8.6|10.7|10.7[11.3]10.6| 8.0[12.3]10.0| 8.2] 7.3[10.5] 8.0
pEc. |24.2|17.9|25.6|17.510.3] 9.3[10.5|11.0]11.5] 9.013.2]13.3] 7.7] 6.2] 9.2] 9.3
s wr. | 24.2] 20.9]25.6 24.9 10,3 10,7 10.7] - |11.5] s.6f13.2 - | 8.2| s.720.9] -

¥Encompasses Maryvale Terrace 53A -
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VIOLATIONS OF THE EIGHT HOUR

CARBON MONOXIDE STANDARD OF 10,000 ug/m3

1977
CENTRAL ~oRTH SOUTH- NORTH WEST
PHOENIX PHOENIX PHOENIX | GLENDALE | SCOTTSDALE | MESA SCOTTSDALE | PHOENIX
MONTH B 2 i ﬁ . é . 9 . é . § . ' 2 ' - 2
3 | Bl E|2 |84 2Bl (B |28 |&218) 2 | &
JAN. 8 9 ' 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 o] o 0 0 o 1o = .
FEBR.' 10 13 { 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! NR : NR 5 5
MAR. 2 g 0 0 0 ol o 0 0 0 0 0 o | o 2 2
APR. 5 5 0 0 0 0o} o 0 0 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 0
MAY 0 0 0 0 0 ol o 0 0 0 0 0 0 % 0 0 0
JUNE 0 0 0 0 0 } ol o 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘ 0 0 0
JULY 0 ,l 0 0.} o 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0o i o0 | o 0 0
AUG. 0 | 0 0 0 0 0] o 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 0
SEPT. 0 Y 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 ; 0 0 1 1
OCT. 4 ‘ 4 I 0 0 0 0] o f 0 1 1 0 0 ’ 0 0 3 3
NOV. 14 ‘ 16 | o 0 i 1} o0 l o | 10 | 10 2 2 NR | NR 11 17
DEC. 1 | 20 1 i 1 ; 1) o0 0 8 9 5 5 0 0 20 32
rora |57 fes |1 | 1|2 2| o o s 20| 7] 7 o | o |4 |]eo

*Encompasses Maryvale Terrace 53A




VIOLATIONS OF THE TOTAL OXIDANTS
FEDERAL PRIMARY STANDARD °

OF 160 ug/m>

1977

CENTRAL NORTH SOUTH

PHOENIX PHOENIX PHOENIX GLENDALE¥ | SCOTTSDALE
P g8 | gl Bl 8|8 g8

28 | sl E| | E) 28] 2@
JAN. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEBR. 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 0
MAR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
APR. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MAY 2 6 1 2 | NR | NR 1 3 3 4
JUNE 6 19 3 3 2 3 3 5 2 4
JULY 6 15 2 2 0 0 NR NR 3 4
AUG. 7 | 12 5 8 1 1 {10 {17 1 2
SEPT. 4 9 2 5 1 1 3 5 1 1
OCT. 2 3 1 1 0 0 5 | 13 0 0
NOV. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
DEC. 0 0 0 0 0 0 o'} o 0 0
TOTAL 27 | 64 15 | 22 4 5723 |45 10 |15

*Encompasses Maryvale Terrace - 53A

TABLE 16
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SUMMARY OF CONTROL STRATEGIES

WHICH ENABLE FUTURE ATTAINMENT OF THE
NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

IN PHOENIX

Carbon Monoxide

Carpooling, I/M @ 30 or 40% SF,
and Modifieé Work Schedules

Carpooling, I/M @ 20% SF,
and Modified Work Schedules

I/M @ 20, 30, or 40% SF
and Modified Work Schedules

Carpooling and I/M
@ 20, 30, or 40% SF

Inspection/Maintenance (I/Mf

2 20% Stringency Factor
@ 30 or 40% Stringency Factor

Carpooling and Modified Work Schedules

Oxidants

Carpooling, I/M
@ 20, 30, or 40% SF
and Vapor Recovery, Stages I and II

I/M @ 20, 30, or 40% SF
and Vapor Recovery, Stages I and IIX

Vapor Recovery, Stages I and II
Carpooling, I/M

@ 20, 30, or 40% SF,

and Vapor Recovery, Stage I

I/M @ 20, 30, or 40% SF
and Vapor Recovery, Stage I

Maintenance
Attainment Throucgh
1981 2000
1982 2000
1982 2000
1982 2000
1983 2000
1982 2000
1994 1995
1984 2000
1985 2000
1988 2000
1991 1994
1993 1993

Stage I. Controls vapors escaping during transfer of fuel from
' main storage tanks to delivery trucks and delivery trucks

to station storage tanks.

Stage II. Controls vapors escaping during transfer of fuel from

station pumps to vehicles.

Stringency Factor (SF) is based on the Federal Certification
Standards with allowances for deterioration and local conditions.

TABLE 17
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TRANSPORTATION

In the Maryvale Terrace 53-A area, the predominate method of trav-
el is by automobile--now and in the foreseeable future. The network of
major streets and highways now serving Phoenix is a basic grid system,
with a major street designated along almost every one-mile section line.
A Jack of freeways has put an excessive amount of traffic on this street
system. Two major arterial streets, Camelback Road and 83rd Avenue ad-
Joins the subdivision to the north and to the west, respectively. Cam-
elback Road makes direct comnections with the Black Canyon Freeway,
which by-passes downtown Phoenix, seven miles east and the Central Bus-
iness Corridor, nine miles east, At one mile intervals, 83rd Avenue
connects with arterial streets leading to business, employment and
shopping centers,

The average daily traffic as reported by Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) for 1977 at the site on Camelback Road was 8,400
vehicles and 4,500 on 83rd Avenue, Continued extensive growth to the
jmmediate west and north of this project is predicted, throwing an even
heavier traffic load on Camelback Road and other arterial streets. The
six-year major street improvement program prepared in 1977 ‘by the Phoe-
nix Public Transit Department does not include either Camelback Road
or 83rd Avenue.

At the present time, 83rd Avenue has not developed beyond two
la.nes-, but Camelback Road is a fully constructed four-lane street from
the east to 75th Avenue, Further expansion to four lanes will be re-

quired of present and future developers by the Governmental bodies

-87-



having Jjursidiction. The developer of Maryvale Terrace 53-A is pres-
ently expanding the half of both streets abutting this subdivision,

Projection for the year 1997 is for fully developed four-lane
streets with an average daily traffic of 18-25,000 vehicles on Camel-
back Road and 10-15,000 on 83rd Avenue.

The regional average of 1.l vehicles for each dwelling will gener-
ate an average of 3.5 automobile trips a day per unit. The 618 units
will cause some impaction on the streets, but with the completion to
four lanes of the arterial streets, this should alleviate most of the
impact, Some adverse impact on air quality and noise may be expected
due to this increased traffic,

The only public tranéit available is bus route #58 which leaves
7hth Avenue and Camelback Road (9 blocks from subject site) every half
hour and connects to all other bus lines, This line will be extended
to 83rd Avenue within several years., However, the existing and pro-
jected low densities of land use, anticipated high levels of auto own-
ership and present trends in transit do not suggest a greatly expanded
role for public transit in the Phoenix urban area.

Considerable relief of traffic congestion will occur upon comple-
tion of the Papago Freeway, which will pass three miles south of this
site and will connect to the Central Business Corridor, downtown Phoe-
nix and other freeways. Anticipated opening of this freeway is in 1985,

Some short-run amelioration may come form car pooling, which is

being actively promoted by MAG,

=88~



SOURCES

Arizona Department of Transportation

205 S, 17th Avenue, Room 240, Phoenix, Arizona
Mario Saldamando, P.E., Supervisor

Richard Thurman, P,E., Civil Engineer

Maricopa Association of Govermments

1801 W, Jefferson, Phoenix, Arizona

Dave French, Chief

Tom Ford, Engineer

Nickolas Reachmack, Transportation Planner

City of Phoenix

Bryce Rose, Right of Way Supervisor

Don Herp, Advance Plamning

Dan Morgan, Acting City Traffic Engineer
T, J. Ross, Planner

Mr, Arthur, Engineer

Maricopa County Highway Department

3325 W, Durango Street, Phoenix, Arizona

R. C., Esterbrooks, P.E., Ass't County Manager & County Engineer
Joseph D, McNulty, P.E., Assistant County Eng:.neer

Ed Snyder, Operations Supervisor

Phoenix Transit System (Buses)

Traffic FEngineering Handbook

Six-Year Major Street Improvement Program
City of Phoenix

Regional Development Guide 1977 (MAG)

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan 1990

Arizona Department of Transportation

Transportation Planning Division

206 S, 17th Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona

Ronald D, McCready, Manager, Program Evaluation Section

Cathy D, Arthur, Senior Planner, Modeling and Research Section
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MARYVALE TERRACE VEHICLE TRAVEL ASSUMPTIONS

Number of proposed dwelling units = 615
Regional average vehicles/dwelling unit = 1.4

Total vehicles = 860
Regional average work trips/vehicle = 1.2
Average work trip length on primary system = - 10 Miles
Work trip vehicle miles of travel on primary system = 10,330
Regional average home-based other trips/vehicle = 2.3
Average home-based other trip length on primary system = 7 Miles
Other trip vehicle miles of travel on primary system = 13,860

Total vehicle miles of travel on primary system = 24,190
Regional average work and other trips = 3,010

Average trip length on local streets = .25 Miles

Setondary vehicle miles of travel = : 750
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CITY OF PHOEWIX TR

DERUATION: 257 - T-1-C-0 TTECTIVE:  &/29/77
(8-4-2-6) SZVISED: 10/5/77
LIE 58 - INDLAN SOH00L CROSS-TOMM REVISED: 3/27/78

MODAY THRU FRIDAY
EASTEOUND TO 40TH ST. § CAMELEACK OR THOWAS MALL

i
§2

3
L

Re

EASTROUND BOUTES
FROM SIRD TO 44TH:  From 83rd Avenus § Indian School - East on Indian School; north on ¢dth Street; west om Camelback to
40th Street. ¥
™ From 83rd Avenue § Indian School - East on Indian School; south on 44th Street; esst on Thomas Road;
00 10 scuth on 48th Strect; west on Mchowell; north on 44th Street to Thamas Mall hus stop.

FROM_73RD TO 32D: Froz 75rd Avenue § Camelback - East on Camelback; south on 6°th Avenue; east on Campbell; south oo
= S1st Avenue; east on Indian School; north on 31nd Street; east on Camelback to 40th Street.

FROM “SAD TO 44TH:  Prom 73rd Avenue § Camelbsck - Fast on Camelback: south on 67th svemus; east on Caspbell; south oa
S1st Avenue; east on Indien School; north on 44th Street; west on Camelback to 40th Street.

START OF SECOND IONE -=--- S9TH AVENUE

FR A, § P.M, TVROUGH BUS SERVICE TO DOWNTORN PHODNIX TO SCEMULE FR ROUTES 19 OR 23

WESTBUUAD TO 73RD AVENUE OR 83RD AVENLE
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2: 2:54 3:00 06

31 3:09 3:15 21
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(To Dnmtown Via Central)
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L P.M JUGH $ frigg
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EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

Maryvale Terrace 53-A is located in the Phoenix Union High School
System and Cartwright School District #83. Elementary schools and ju-
nior high schools are under the control of Cartwright School District
#83. |

At the present time, elementary students will be bused to Star-
light Park Elementary School at 7960 West Osborn, approximately one
mile from the subdivision. Current enrollment is 1,429 pupils, which
exceeds the maximum determined capacity of 1,000, Assigned to the
school are 58 teachers, including 10.5 special teachers.

A 4,3 million dollar school bond was approved by vote of the peo-
ple on Decémber Ts 1977, Resulting from this approval, the proposed
school, Penrod Elementary School, could be completed within a year.
Present planned location is % mile from Maryvale Terrace 53-A,

Cartwright School District #83 also has a school site within the
project. It is not included in their immediate development plans.,

Estrella Junior High School (7th and 8th grades) is located at
3733 North 75th Avenue, It is about one mile from the site so students
will be bused. Estrella has a current enrollment of 908 pupils with a
maximum cagpacity of 1,000, Any overcrowding problems will Be met by
redistricting the subject development into Desert Sands Junior High
School at 6303 West Campbell, two miles away,

Phoenix Union High School System has jurisdiction over high
schools in this area. Busing will be provided to Trevor Browne High

School, 7402 West Catalina Drive, two miles from subject site., Current

G-



enrollment is 2,741 with capacity of 3,200, The impact of Maryvale
Terrace 53-A would be delayed as the typical family units, composed of
smaller children, will be reaching high school ages at a future date.
No new high school is planned, but sites have been acquired for new
construction when needed.
Location of Colleges:
1s »A.rizona. State University, Tempe - 22 miles
2. Grand Canyon College, 3302 W, Camelback, Phoenix - 5 miles
3. Phoenix Jr. College, 1202 W. Thomas, Phoenix - 10 miles
L Glendale Jr., College, 6000 W, Olive, Glendale - 5 miles
5. Maricopa Technical College, 106 E, Washington, Phoenix -
12 miles
This subdivision of 618 units should generate around L,95 more
students, creating an impact on the existing schools., The impact will
be alleviated with (1) the construction of an elementary school, and
(2) redistricting, if necessary, this area into another Junior High
School District, There will be no impact, at the present time, on the

High School.

SOURCES

Cartwright School District #83

3401 - 67th Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona

L.L. Foley, Director, Administrative Services
Byron A, Berry, Jr,, Ed, Dir., Superintendent

Phoenix Union High School System
415 E, Grant, Phoenix, Arizona
Dr, Kenneth Garland, Assistant Superintendent for Administrative

Services
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Phoenix Union High School System
2526 W, Osborn, Phoenix, Arizona
Ivan J, Kinsman, Specialist Attendance and Residence

City of Phoenix Comprehensive Land Use Plan 1990
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.SCHOOLS-EXISTING and PROPOSED
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CARTHRIGHT DISTRICT SCHOOLS

g e L Starlight Park School, consisting of thirty-
' Ewo classrooms and office, was built in 1962-63.
ARG T PAR S Bt O . rom 1963 through 1970, eighteen additional class-

Y ‘&Wm‘;_a E.umim rooms, music room, library, multi-purpose room,

-%.t; . t. . o5 B - ¢ ., were added. The cafeteria was built in 1976-77.

Starlight Park serves children in grades K - 6. |
There are forty-three teachers for K - 6; six
teachers for art, music and P.E.; one special
reading teacher and four L.D. teachers.

The school has an approximate enrollment of
1400 students.

STARLIGHT PARK SCHOOL ) d
7860 West 0sborn Road ™ g T
Phoenix, AZ 85033

. The first phase of Estrella Jr. High School -
was built in 1972-73. The final phase of the
school, and the cafetorium, were completed in
1975-75. Estrella has twenty-eight regular
classrooms, ten open, and one band room. The
school has a teaching staff of forty-four tea-
chers: Language Arts, 10; Math, 5; Social Stu-
dies, 5; Science, 5; Home Ec., 2; Industrial Arts,
2; Band, 1; Vocal Music, 1; Art, 1; P.E., 4;
%.D.. 5; E.H., 1; Special Reading, 1; Electives,

Estrella has an approximate enrollment of
920 students.

dams ESTRELLA JR, HIGH_ SCHOOL
S==="3733 North 75th Avenue =
Phoenix, AZ 85033
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Gartwrinht Hchool District No. B

H

3

ELEMENTARY & JR. HIGH SCHOOL MAPS - 1977-78

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BOUNDARIES, GRADES K - 6

[:g??:jAcx RS
12

INDIAN SCHOOL RD,

!

5 Campbell

s

1o

Ave. |3

SCHOOLS-PRINCIPALS-ADDRESSES
£ LEMENTARY SCHOOLS, Gr. K-6:

[6))

-

OMAS RD.

\'canaJ
6 E

/,55 h

sborr?.

#5.

43rd |j

#6.

16

5th

E3 - 83rd Ave.

DOWELL RDA

Encanto
13
18

o/ th

H9th
15t

F

To N

VAN _BUREN

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL BOUNDARIES, GRADES 7 & 8

CK RIS

INDIAN SCHOQL RD.

93ANDS

Campbell Avd.

55th

Virginia

- §7.

8.

1.

fia.

f13.

ns.

16.

STRELLA

THOMAS RD.

17

10BORMAN

CARTWRIGHT SCHOOL

Charles George, Principal
5833 W. Thomas Road,85031
GLENN L. DOWNS SCHOOL
James Tussey, Principal
3611 N. 47th Ave., 85031
JOHN F. LONG SCHOOL

Donald Thrasher, Principal
4407 N. 55th Ave., 8503)

. JUSTINE SPITALNY SCHOOL

David L. Wells, Principal
3201 N. 46th Dr., 85031
HOLIDAY PARK SCHOOL

Ray Zehr, Prinicpal

4417 N. 66th Ave., 85033
SUNSET SCHOOL

Evelyn Johnson, Principal
6602 W. Osborn Rd., 85033
STARLIGHT PARK SCHOOL
George White, Principal
7960 W. Osborn Rd., 85033
CHARLES W. HARRIS SCHOOL
Paul Dobash, Principal
2252 N. 55th Ave., 85035
JOHN W. POWELL SCHOOL
Martin Longseth, Principal
5480 W. Campbell Ave.,85031
HEATHERBRAE SCHOOL

Lynn Butler, Principal
7070 W. Heatherbrae, 85033
C.A.S.P. SCHOOL

Margaret Friesner,Hd.Tchr.
6339 W. MonteVista, 85035
PALM LANE SCHOOL

Hubert Patton, Principal
2043 N. 64th Drive, 85035
PERALTA SCHOOL

William Titus, Principal
7125 W. Encanto Blvd.

Osborn gd.

43rd

ISCHOOLS-PRINCIPALS-ADDRESSES
JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS, Gr. 7-§

45th

#9.

83rd Ave

75th

McDOWELL RD

Encanto
=

b7t

29th
Blist

VAN BUREN

X MARYVALE TERRACE 53-A

FIGURE
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Virginia

18

10.

fa.

nz.

DESERT SANDS JR. HIGH SCHOOL
Jerry H. McCoy, Principal
6308 W. Campbell Ave. ,85033
FRANK BORMAN JR. HIGH SCHOOL
Emil Goimarac, Principal
3637 K. 55th Ave., 85031
ESTRELLA JR. HIGH SCHOOL
Stuart Zink, Principal

3733 N. 75th Ave., 85033
CARTWRIGHT DISTRICT OFFICE
B.A. Barry, Superintendent
3401 N. 67th Avenue, 85033



PROENIX UNION HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

OPEN SCHOOL GUIDELINES

All schools in the Phoenix Uniom High School System are open schools,
subject to the conditions listed below.

1.

..66_
6T TUNOTI

~N
°

Prior to April 15 of each year, (or if April 15 falls

on Saturday or Sunday, the Friday prior to April 15), a
student must complete his registration at the high school
of his choice. If he does not register prior to April 15,
he will be expected to register at the school in his own
attendance zone. Any student wishing to transfer to a
different school in the District, or any incoming freshman
who wishes to attend a school outside his residence zone,
should obtain the R-55 (Registration Transfer) form.

These forms are available at the Registration Office at
either school or from counselors who register students at
elementary schools. The form should be completed, signed
by the student's parent or legal guardian, and returned
prior to April 15 to the school the student expects to
attend. A copy of the R-55 is sent to the school in whose
attendance zone the student resides.

Once a student has committed himself to a high school by
registering, he will be expected to attend that school for
the entire year.

PHOENIX UNION HIGH

District

No.

SCHOOL

SYSTEM MAP
210

3. 1t is assumed that a student moving into the Phoenix Union
High School District for the first time will attend the school
ia his own attendance zone. However, he may choose any other
school in the District depending upon available space.-

4, Students moving their place of residence from one attendance
zone to another may transfer to the high school in their new
attendance zone.

If there are any questions regarding Open School Guidelines, residency
or tuition, please call Mr. Jim Kinsman, at 257-3084.

Questions regarding Athletic Eligibility should be referred to
Mr. Edwin Long, at 257-3034.
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RECOMMENDED SCHOOL PLANNING STANDARDS %

Elementary High School
Distance - Home to School (Miles) 1/2 2
Enrollment 500-1,000 1,500-2, 500*
Clossroom Size ~ 8- 25-%0
Site Acreage (Acres) 10-15 (5 acres 40-50 (25 acres
. n g'us 1 acre per plus 1 acre per 100
- 100 pupils ultimate |pupils ultimate
enrollment) enrollment)
Street Access Access to Collector| Access to Major
Type Street Type Street
Service Area A V Neighborhood Communiry
Population Served 4,000-7,000 16,000- 32,000

* The enrollment standard for Phoenix Union High School District is 2,000-4,000

pupils per high school . p -

Objectives

There are three basic kinds of educational goals — cultural, economic and
civic. The cultural objectives are aimed at enabling a person to acquire information
to lead a full life. The economic obje:tives are concerned with one's preparation
to make aliving. The civic objectives are related to developing a degree of under-
- ~standing of the political, economic,and social problems in order to participate in
their solutions. V

Physical facilities designed to inspire the young and to offer a variety of opp-
ortunities for educational develcpment are important goals to follow. Proposals for
location and distribution should be based on standerds calling for convenience, mul-
tiple use, and good design.

¥*These standards compare very closely with practices followed in the
Phoenix Union High School District. (Statement issued by Dr. Kenneth
Garland, Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services, Phoenix
Union High School, in telephone conversation with DHUD June 21, 1978.)

TABLE 21
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Cc ARTWRIGHT SCHOOL DISTRICT

#soistee montn no. 10

STUDENT ENROLLMENT AND STAFF ASSTGNMENT

sou seatoe anoine 6/2/78
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~ fruid - . 3 3 s s o Usgretad 7 e TOrAL
\ -
cHILDREN 116 121 169 142 .1 151 | 188 147 1004
MM yeacwes [T [2.5 | 5 | 6 5 5 5 5 44.5
. CHILOREN 79 83 53 68 54 53 71 48 509
POt suacwas T 51,5 3 | 2 3 2 | 2 2| 6 27
cmoaen 107 82 | 73 62 67 1 50 92 | 104 667
il TeACHERS 7 2 3 3 2 2 3 ! 3 9 34
CHILOREN R9 92 98 89 87 108 98 30 688
e VEACHELS 8 2 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 35
St CHILDAEN 101 131 118 129 126 136 145 30 917
HotioAy 5
Teacners g 2 5 5 5 4 4 5 3 41
| cHLoReN 108 | 133 | 106 g4 | 110 | 118 | 114 | 45 818
: TeacHers 8 2.5 5 4 3 4 4 4 2 a 36.5
i e
e i 212 208 | 217 | 209 171 | 197 215 1429
’ FEACHERS 10_5 4.5 8 8 7 6 7 75 58 9
aszis cuiLoren 160 | 190 | 211 | 164 | 140 | 171 158 1194
. TEACHERS 10 3.5 7 -8 6 5 5 .5 49.5
powetL CHILOREN - = 44 41 40 46 56 63 27 317
TEACHERS 5 s 5 9 2 9 2 2 2 3 20
M“"“";!s’:"'w“"- 106 121 112 89 85 107 91 711
TCACHERS 7 2.5 5 4 3 3 3 3 30.5
PGy, o _154 152 | 154 | 126 | 111} 111 86 894
L . wacwas [ g 5] 3.5 6 6 5 4 4 3 41
- 1361 139 | 125 | 121 8 | 84 64 755
PERALTA 6.5| 2.5 5 5 4 5 3 2 31
SANDS J2. m:,’,‘“"“" | 22 347 445 814
TEACHERS 16 2 11 14 43
BOTAN T “‘,g',:-“"‘ 19 498 576 1093
' Teacners | 12.§ 2 1S 17 46.5
;S!l!tl& . ’c"rg:oun 18 444 474 936
TEACHERS 6 2 18 18 44
(41) (41)
3 CASE Toink CHilDREIN 42 4L
TTACHERS .4 4
e 11 1
T2ACHERS 1 lf
eomom, Cmomen (104) (104)
TeLACHERS (9) (9)
— OUTSIDE Brtn. | Dev. |Wash. | Gomp | APS [GlenH |MaryV | V/S 45 45
AGENCIES 1 14 6 8 1 2 1 2
No. of School - #2_ |#3 | #a s | #6 | #11
TITLE X 1.5 12y | (2) @ 1a 1o (.5) 11,5
v( CHILDREN 1368 1496 1478 1323 1234 (1376 1344 | 441 1289 1495 12,844
p— Ez 29 | s8 | s7 | 49 | 43| a6 | 44| 37 | -44 | 4o 598
¢} Full Time
TABLE 22 2 Part Time



CARTWRIGHT SCHOOL DISTRICT #83

PROJECTED FACILITY NEEDS

PREFACE

The survey based on a cluster approach -
schools with common boundaries and sub-
divisions.

Elementary Schools:
I. Cartwright, Harris, Sunset, Palm Lane and Peralta
A. Total additional classrooms needed -.25 .
1. Build plant at 59th Avenue and Er:anto.

II. Downs, Spitalny
A. Se]f—sustafning
I11I. Long, ﬁowe]]
A. Sé]fésustaining
IV. Holiday Park, Heatherbrae
A Se]f—sustaining
V. Starlight Park

A. Total additional classrooms needed - 45.
.~ 1. Build Penrod plant .

VI. C. A. S. P.

A. Se]f—ﬁustaining

Junior High Schools:

VII. Estrella, Sands and Borman
A. Total additional classrooms needed - 16.

1. Boundary changes may be necessary.

TABLE §3
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PROJECTED FACILITIES NEEDS BY YEAR

‘PROJECTED ROOMS MEEDED TOTAL

'SCHOOL YEAR ENROLLMENT YEAR  ENROLLMENT AT 30 SURPLUS ~ NEEDS

STARLIGHT 76-77 1297 77-78 1614 23 CR - -
77-78 - 1614 78-79 1927 10 CR - =
78-79 1527 79-80 - 2258 12 CR - -
79-80 2258 = -

45
I. In 1976-77, this school is over efficient capacitj by 397.

II. The area west of 75th Avenue and North of Indian School Road,
Quarter Sections #1, 2, 9, and 10. (Penrod School Site).

A. There are 280 students enrolled at Starlight Park from this area.

ITI. The following subdivisions have intensified new construct1on and are mv01ng
ahead in their developement:

(Based on 1/2 home platted)
A. 1 - John Long 53A - Projected comp]et1on - one year

Potential student population " 310
B. 4 - Building Corp. of Arizona A I
¥ Potential student population . « 300
C. 5 - Marlborough ' . 5 .
; Potential student population ‘ 230
D. 2 - Ponderosa .
: Potential student population : i 174
E. 3 - Levitt West - Subdvision is not moving at this
time. Potential student population - 162

TOTAL Potential student population (Penrod Site) 1,176

IV. The projection of .50 student per home has not held true at sudeVISions

- ° 2 - Ponderosa and 5 - Marlborough, but exceeds in 4 - Building Corp of
Arizona and John Long subdivisions. The average of 1,176 students should
be a reasonable estimate (for Penrod Schoo])

V. Approach for this area:

A. Begin construction of school plant in accordance to preliminary plans of .
1973 -- see attached.

* J &

1. Starlight Park - projected 1979-80 enrollment 1,247

A. With the development of Penrod site, the enroliment
at Starlight would decrease by 280 students - . 280

B. 11 - Design Master's - Potential student population
@ .50 per home s 230

-C. Bringing Starlight Park enrollment to est1nate of: 1,197
Over capacity -- but containable.

TABLE 2l
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‘PROJECTED FACILITIES NEEDS BY YcAR

: . PROJECTED ROOMS NEEDED - . TOTAL
400L YEAR ENROLLMENT YEAR ENROLLMENT AT 30 . SURPLUS . NEEDS
ESTRELLA - 76-77 . 922 77-78 1169 - 5 '
: 77-78 1169 78-79 1412 8
78-79 1412 79-80 1612 , 7 :
79-80 1612 ~ , 20
DESERT SANDS 76-77 952 77-78 860 : 4
77-78 860 . 78-79 842 1
78-79 842 79-80 843 o
79-80 843 : : —~ ( 5)
BORMAN 76-77 1150 77-78 1147 5
. 77-78 1147 78-79 1050 C(3)
78-79 1050 79-80 997 )
79-80 997 : (1)
1980 ’
FACILITIES NEEDS CLUSTER
TOTAL
Yy 5 PE BAND SPEECH CLASSROOMS NEEDS
ESTRELLA . . 20 | 20
DESERT SANDS = - . R 1(art) 8
BORMAN ' R Rle i A I T L L I 0
ot | S

I. Estre11a Jr. High School:

A. In 1976-77, this Jr. H1gh School is over eff1c1ent capacity by
132 students.

B. With a potential student _growth by 1980 of 1,503, or 508 students )
over capac1ty. .

ii. Approaches:

A. Place that part of Estrella north of Indian School Road to Camelback
west of 71st Avenue to 83rd Avenue in Desert Sands Jr. High School.

B. If necessary, place that part of Desert Sands from 51st Avenue west to
59th Avenue, Indian School Road north to Camelback in Borman Jr. High.

III. Junior High Site:

A. Twenty acres owned by the District north of Encanto to Virginia, west
of 61st Drive to apnrox1mate]y 63rd Avenue: In not the too far distant -
future, porbable changes in student projection in future p]annIng will
involve the development of this school plant. . .

o LLF:ah
1/3V/77

TABLE 2l
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REPORT

T0: Robert E. Smith

FROM: - s L Fo]ey_
DATE: September 28, 1977
. RE: ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION AND STUDENT GROWTH

Construction between 75th and 83rd Avenues, south of Camelback and north of - -
Indian School Road:

STARTED T0 BE

PLATTED _ BUILT __ REMAINING _ SOLD __ SOLD

1. Maryvale 53A Long Homes © 618 73. 545 -0- 618
2. Marlborough/Penrod 633 435 198 399 234
3. Ponderosa o us 208 “o 14 an
4. Levitt Yest - 322 _ -0- 322 © -0~ 322
5. Building Corp, of Arizona 618 302 - 316 262 _ 356

(Willow West) . :
TOTAL 2,536 1,015 1,521 835 1,701

A1l above data based on the latest Landis Aerial Sufvey for West Phoenix dated
August 1977. ; .

September 27, 1977 Student Count:

K thru 6 317
7 thru 8 - 186 . _
Total students 473 . o

473 students ¢ 835 homes sold = .57 student per home.

2,536 homes platted x .57 students per home = 1,445 potential students
20% x 1,445 students = 289 students for jr. high leaving 1156 students - K thru 6.
1156 potential students : 2 school plants = 578 students per plant.
Recommend: 600 students per school when K thru 6.

Ei'\‘l t'Omf;.
\\L-Fky
LLF:2h " TABLE 25
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HEALTH CARE/SOCTIAL SERVICES

Metropolitan Phoenix is served by 23 hospitals with some 6,500
beds, Within a 12-mile radius of Maryvale Terrace 53-A, there are 13
hospitals with approximately 3,600 beds.

Phoenix has five major hospitals that offer ultramodern facilities
and highly skilled personnel in a complete spectrum of medical and sur-
glcal specialties, Each one, of course, being a tétal general hospital.

Maricopa County Department of Health Services provides health care
services to residents at primary care centers, specialty clinics and
through admission to Maricopa County General Hospital. (This hospital
is one of the five ma.jor'hospitals)° Besides treating illnesses, their
gservices are used to prevent illnesses, where possibie, and are used
mostly by indigents.

There are also 19 licensed nursing homes and skilled nursing fa-
oilities with 1,545 béds as well as 8 licensed personal care homes with
L,30 beds within 12 miles of the subject site,

In 1976, Maricopa County had a total of 1,442 licensed physicians
plus 1,001 other health professionals.

The Central Arizona Health Systems Agency has projected a hospital
bed surplus of 317 for the year 1983 for the westside of Phoenix, which
includes the subject site. The need for additional skilled and per-

sonal care facilities is presently under study.
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SOURCES

Central Arizona Health System Agency
12}, W, Thomas, Phoenix, Arizona
Milton Gann, Executive Director
Mike Brinckley

Arizona Department of Health
17th Avenue & Adams, Phoenix, Arizona

Phoenix Chamber of Commerce
33 West Monroe, Phoenix, Arizona

Maricopa County Department of Health Services
1825 E, Roosevelt, Phoenix, Arizona
Dr. Rowland, Director

Inside Phoenix '77

Hospital Bed Plan of the Central Arizona Health Systems Agency
for Planning Period 1977-1983.- September 15, 1977

Phoenix Fact Sheet
Phoenix Chamber of Commerce - Fall, 1977

Valley Medical Facilities
Phoenix Magazine - 7/75

Comparative Study of Rates & Changes
Arizona Health Care Institutions
Arizona Department of Health Services

Bureau of Health Economics - 7/77

Inventory of Inpatient Facilities
Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Public Health Service - Fiscal Year 1976

Inventory of Selected Health Professionals - Arizona 1976
Arizona Department of Health Services

Comparative Inventory of Skilled Nursing Facilities as of 10/2L4/77

Comparative Inventory of Personal Care Facilities as of 10/2L4/77

Arizona Licensed Nursing Homes and Skilled Nursing Facilities - Rev 7/76

Arizona State Licensed Personal Care Homes as of 7/15/77
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FIRE PROTECTION

The City of Phoenix provides fire protection within Maryvale
Terrace 53-A. The nearest fire station (Station 25) is located at
4,032 North S9th Avenue, four miles from the site. It has one 1250 GPM
Pumper, Four men are on duty at all times including one captain, one
engineer and two fire fighters., Aaother station, two miles from thke
site and offering similar services, is planned for completion during
the fiscal year 1979-1980.,

The response time from fire station to site is approximately six
minutes, Several major arterial streets aid in providing this rapid
running time, Multiple access‘ streets into the subdivision and rela-
tively regular interior street patterns will provide good traffic
mobility.

The developer furnishes and installs the fire mains and hydrants
during construction, Fire flow should be adequate, exceeding 1,000
gallons per minute, |

The insurance rating for the City of Phoenix is in Protection
Zone 1, Class 2 (on a descending scale of 1-10). This is a high
rating allowing lower insurance rates.

This project of 618 detached one story units will have some ef-
fect on the existing fire service. With the completiqn of the planned

new fire station, this should be alleviated.
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SOURCES

City of Phoenix Fire Department
620 W. Washington - Room 343
Phoenix, Arizona

G.G, Holzner, Fire Chief
Gordon Routley

Insurance Service Office
255 E, Osborn Road
Phoenix, Arizona

MJ.‘. Korstad

City of Phoenix Comprehensive Plan 1990
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PHOENIX FIRE DEPARTMENT PARAMEDIC PROGRAM

The Phoenix Fire Department paramedic rescue vehicles are staffed
by a minimum of two state certified emcrgency paramedics, vho act
in accordance with The Arizona paramedic law which was passed by

the Arizona Legislature in June of 1974.

! Under the provisions of this law, personnel certified as Arizona
Emergency Paramedics may provide the following medical service when
in voice contact with a physician at a hospital which has been
state certificd as an emergicenter:

1. Perform defibrillation

2. Administer intravenous saline or glucose solutions

3. Perform gastric suction by intubation

4. Perform esophagecal intubation

S. Perform endotracheal intubation and suction

6. Administer parenteral injections of any of the following
classes of drugs:

a. Antiarrhythmic agents
b. Vagolytic agents

c. Chronotropic agents
d. Analgesic agents

e. Alkalinizing agents
f. Vasopressor agents -
g. Diuretics

-€TT-
9¢ HTILVL

h. Sedatives

i. Steroids

j. Cardiotonics

k. Narcotic antagonists

To apply for instruction as a paramedic, Fire Department personnel
are reguired to have a minimum of 2% years service with the Phoenix
Fire Cepartment. All are required to be certified as basic cmoergeney
r.-lical technicians. Durinqg their required 2% ycars of scrvice,
their EVT work must be of a high standard. The time requircment
also allows professional attitude evaluation of the firefighter,

and insures that he is well versed in the overall function of the
Fire Department Emergency “Yedical Services program. This is neces-
sary because of the dedication of the Phoenix Fire Department to an
integrated system of firefighting and emergency medical services
operations. Before a paramedic can provide his sophisticated medi-
cal service as a supplement to line Fire Rescue crew activities, he
must thoroughly understard how the line Fire/Rescue system operates.

[SEARR TR R P A0 LY LA B R ) e PHOENIX ARIZONA 55003 ° TELEPHONE (602) P62 6.7

The instruction which prepares Phoenix Fire Department personnel
for certification as paramcdics lasts approximately 4% months.
The training is received at sclected Phoenix arca hospitals with
classroom work at the Fire Department Trainina Academy and field
application of the techniaques performed during field duty tours
on Fire Department paramedic rescue vehicles. During the field
duty phase of the instruction period, the student paramedics are
accompanied by a registered nurse vho has received doctors' standing
orders to allow the paramedic function in the field for training
purposes. During the training phase, heavy emphasis is placed on
cardioloqy.

Following the training phase, prospective paramedics must take a
written test administered by the Arizona Department of Health
Services and receive the aporoval of the DIS Medical Board following
an oral interview.

Phoenix Fire Department paramedics also retain firefighting duties

as well as their EMS functions. At a fire scene, they are assigned
search and rescue duties in a burninag buildina, and treat all per-
sonnel, Fire Department or civilian, who may be injured in the

fire incident.

Fire Department paramedic units respond automatically to each
residential and commercial fire call dispatched by the Phoenix Fire
Department.

Phoenix Fire Department rescue vehicles are modular-type units with
transport capability. Fire Department policy prohibits transporting
patients except in a situation where an ambulance is unavailable or
delayed in a life-threatening situation.

The units are equipped with extrication tools which include:

1. Hurst Power Tool ("Jaws of Life™)
2, Air chisel

3. Circular saw

4. Selected hand extrication tools

The trucks are also equipped with line oxycen and suction systems.
The modules are completely air conditioned. Radio contact with
emergicenters is coordinated through the Fire Department Alarm
Room on a sevmarate medical radio frequency. Once contact has

becen established, the paramedic talks directlv to the erergicenter
physician without interference from fircfightinag operations return
traffic. All rescue units are, of course, equipped with EKG Moni-
tor Defibrillators.

Those interested in becoming Phoenix Fire Department paramedics
should contact the City of Phoenix Personnel Office, 251 West
washinqton for information on employment as a Phoenix firefighter
which is the prerequisite.

Stephen A. Jensen
Public Information Officer
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POLICE PROTECTION

Maryvale Terrace 53-A will receive police protection from the
City of Phoenix Police Department (District 8). The nearest station
is located at 4020 West Glenrosa, five miles away.

This project lies within patrol beat 8iiy, and a police unit is
~ normally assigned 2l hours a day to patrol end respond to calls for
service within this beat area, The area of this beat is L.5 square
miles, and the department cannot project how often a police car will
patrol any one portion of this area.

_For the entire City of Phoenix, the overall average response time
is 16 Minutes; the non-emergency response time is 17 minutes; and the
emergency response time is 5 minutes., Within Distriét 8, the overall
average response time is 16 minutes; the non-emergency response time
is 16 minutes; and the emergency response time is L minutes,

The present authorized police-to-population ratio for Phoenix is
one officer per ;19 inhabitants. Ratio for District 8 is one officer
- per 350 inhabitants.

Phoenix Police Department is involved in many programs to alert
citizens in ways to protect themselves and their property. These pro-
grams are offered to civic, business, church and school groups upon
request and cover such subjects as (1) Residential and Business Secur-
ity, (2) Crime Prevention, (3) Self Protection, (L) Drugs, (5) Play
Safe, (6) Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety, (7) Police and Youth (8) Police
and Community, (9) Child Abuse, etc.

The construction and occupation of 618 homes in Maryvale Terrace

-11}-



53-A will result in approximately 75-80 more calls for police services
each month over the number which are presently occurring in this area,
This increa.sé should not significantly affect the levels of police ser-

vice now 'bej.ng supplied to citizens in this area,

SOURCES

City of Phoenix Police Department
Planning and Research Bureau

620 W, Washington, Room 342
Phoenix, Arizona

S.A, Lewis, Director
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RECREATION

Metropolitan Phoenix is ringed by a series of spacious mountain-
desert parks and lake-recreation areas totaling over 110,000 acres.
Maryvale Terrace 53-A is located 10-30 miles from these areas which
well meets future needs for this type of facility.

Regional parks are the largest of all parks and serve the popula-
tion of an entire region that may include all or part of a city., Lo~
cation of these are unique in that it is not tied directly to a popu-
lation base, The regional park serves three functions:

1, It preserves natural landscape and resources

2, Supplements urban recreational faciliities

3., Acts as open space or a greenbelt to separate éities in large
urban areas.

There are three regional parks within the City of Phoenix and one
proposed. One of these, Sou'bh_Mountain Park, is the largest munici-
pally owned park in the world. It consists of approkimately 16,000
acres and is about 12-15 miles from Maryvale Terrace 53-A,

There is one proposed district park within five miles of this
development. This will cover 1.60 acres and have a golf coui_e. Dis-
tract park standards are 2.5 acres per 1,000 population and will serve
100,000-200,000 people.

The nearest community park is 1% miles away along with three pro-
posed sites Aflor the area, The standards for community parks are 2.0
acres per 1,000 population and serve 20,000-50,000 people with a 20-40

acre-size depending on the service area, Whenever feasible, these are
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located next to a high school so joint use of facilities, particularly
the gymnasium, can serve recreational needs,

Neighborhood parks are intended to serve the near-to-home outdoor
recreational needs of the residents of one neighborhood. They are
ideally located near elementary schools. These average 8-10 acres in
size with standards of 2,7 acres per 1,000 population and usually serve
L;,000-7,000 people, There is a lack of neighborhood parks within the
City of Phoenix, The nearest one to Maryvale Terrace 53-A is a distance
of one mile., If the proposed elementary school on the subject site is
completed, there will also be an adjoining neighborhood park. Several
suitable sites are available in this area. The City of Phoenix projects
the need for new neiglbbrhood parks for the city to be 33 for 1985 and
50 for 1990.

The nearest hiking and riding trail is approximately 10 miles from'
the site. An 18,5 mile trail is proposed four miles to the west.

No public transportation is available to the parks from Maryvale
Terrace 53-A,

At the present time, the proposed development may have some impact
on the parks in the area, but this should be alleviated when the other

proposed parks are developed.

SOURCES

The Comprehensive Plan, Phoenix, Arizona - 1990

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department
L4701 E, Washington
Phoenix, Arizona
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City of Phoenix - Park and Recreation Board
Planning Commission

The Park and Recreation Plan, Phoenix, Arizona - 1976 -

Maricopa County Parks & Recreation Map
Hiking and _Riding Trails Map
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MARICOPA COUNTY PARKS & RECREATION

oY s cd

SYSTEM MAP

LAKE PLEASANT REOIONAL PARK == 14,400 asres partially develojed, 10 miles west of
Blaek Canyon Hwy on Carefres Hwy, about 30 siles north of Phoenix, 21 miles north
of Sun City via 99th Ave. Upper and Lover Lakes are sreated by Wddell Dus, which
storss vaters of the Agus Fria River for irrigation purpo The Lover Lake has
@ sendy beach for swirming snd 1ifegumrds on duty during eummer. [lectrio trell~
4ng moters are the only tspe persitted on the Lover Llake, A Snmack Bar and Ranger
Headquarters are located mear the ontrence of the Lover Lake, and aeross the Lake
an Outdeor Center for use of youth serviee groupe = on advance reglstration basis.
Three eoncrete doat launching reaps, %we fleating docks and a gasoline fuelirg
doek are available at the Upper Lake. A Safety-First Ald Center is located near
the best leunshing area. The "Dirty Silrt” csapground, with L6 cempsizes by the
water af the Upper Lake hss parking fo ear erd boat traller, and comfort ste=
tUens, but no water or-eles. Plenis feollities, with conorete tables ard grille
are lossted throughout the park, and there ie¢ a group samping area available em
advanee ressrvetion. 4 park entrunee fos of 50/ par wshisle is eharged.

ESTRELLA MOUNTALN REGIONAL PARK & CASEY ABBOT? RECREATION AREA -- 18,600 seres,
3 miles south of Geodyear via Bullard Road, south of Hvy 80. The Casey Abbott
Roercation area has approx. 16 seres wurfed, with 150 pienie tables, grills, rest
poons and playgreund equipment. VWater 1o availedle, but no eleetrie outlete. An
amphitheater 18 mestled againsi the hill ea the south side of the parking ares,
end & site in the sast end of the park will ascommodate sbout 25 tent ceapsites.
An Arehery Bange 1o located in the southwsst sormer. A prinitive dessrt growp
eampground site 1s availeble (without mater), by sdvance reservation 262-3711.

SIERRA ESTRAELLA GOLP COURSE -- an 18 hele course, with driving range and putting
greon, complete with @ Pre Shop and snaek bar is located in the northwest eorner,

HoDOWELL MOUNTAIN REGIONAL PARK -= 20,941 sores, 15 miles northeast of Scettsdale.
Bntrenoe rosd fres Qynaaite Biwd - ales known aa Rio Verds Drive to pleuie grounds,
with approx. 70 pionie tables and grills and 3 wult-type rest roems. ko water.

VHITZ TANK MOUNTAIN RECIOMAL PARK -- 26,337 15 miles vost of Peoris, via
Olive Ave. Mew paved entrunse now leads direstly inte the Park. There are approx.
260 pionis eites with eoversd sonerete tables, grille and vault-tspe rest rocas; &
40-0ite group campground with rest rorms, and prrked hiking treile lesd inte the
There i A2 water or slestrisity in the park.

OSTRY MOURTAIN RECHEATION ARFA -= apprax 3,000 asres, 12 miles northeast of Me
€an bo pesched by going saat on Apache or MeKellips Rd. te Ellaworth Rd, then go
morth on Ellowerth R4 inte the park. 25 aer veloped nov for plonioking, with
vault-type rost rooss. Mo water or slestricity. An Archery Range with a prestice
erea (twe 28-target f1old sourses), target archery flald with shade strusturs,parie
ing aree and rest recms. A esspground, with 75 eampeites, end @ spoeial ares fur
§rovwp easping by resorvation, fo locsted acress the Fead from the Archery Rangs.

GAVS CALEK RRCREATION AREA — 3,000 aeres undavel. desert spprex 2 mile weot of

S ke FIGURE 23

10.

n.

16,

BUCKEYE WILLS RECREATION AREA ~- 4,474 aeres, § mile southwest of Buckeye, sus
U.S. By 80, &n entranee rosd inte the park 1s sospleted and 20 aeres devaloped
with apprex. 50 plonie sites, grills, rest rocas and o small shooting rengs. WNe
wvater or elestricity available.

BLACK CANYON SHOOYING RANGE & RECATATION AREA — 1,43) aeres, 25 mile nerth of
Phoenix on the Carefres Hvy, off Black Canyon Hvy. Consists of small bore, large
bors, plutol and air rifle renges; tvo running target ranges, srohery renge with
three 28-target sourses end & Kexican Silhouetis Range. Twvo Stat houses and &
Range faeilities bullding with rest reome) & saaping ersa with 52 trauiler opaces
with eles. for §2.00 fee per night, and U8 spaces without eles. for $1.50 - water
and rest rocas nearby. The Shooting Range 15 closed en Mcnday and Tuesday,

BLACK CANYON TRAP & SKEET RAMGE, under sgnt. of John Ruf, bas § trep and 3 skeet
f1e1ds and he nvites sll types of slubs, es well as individumls. He has evening
Bours on Vednesday end Friday snd 1o slosed on Tussday. Tslephons 582-2830

THUNIEABIRD RSCREATISN AREA == 720 acres partitlly developed, 9§ miles morth of
@lendale, via 53th A r oan be reached from Black Canyon Hvy from Pinmele
Peak Road, vest. An amphitheater, plcnic areas, water and rest rooas svailable.

PARADISE VALLEY COMZXITY PARK -+ 340 sores partially developed at LOth Street &
Unien Hills Dr. with pienis area, rest rooms, lighted Qyamihena & Commmity Conter
Building aveilable ty reservation — 262-3711.

PARADISE VALLEY PARK COLF COURSE =- & 9 hole gs1f oourss, with entrense loeated
at 3600 . Union Hills Dre Course 1o sed on Monday during June, July & Augued.

BUSH HIGHWAY RECREATION ARFA -= 267 sores lonated 1,5 mi north of Apache Fivd via
o1d Bush Hvy (Power Raad) ;et the inte tien of Usery Pass R4, sontinue north-
east on Usory Paea and the park 1s losated on the left-hund slde -~ seress from
Mesa Pale Verde Park. Contains @ S-aore pienis area vith 2 razadas, U tadles,
@rille end rost rocws. Site of o future 18-hole golf eoursa.

POTORCYCLE RACEWAY ~- 140 asres § 1 s.v. of White Tark Park, pending development.

ALLERVILLE COMMUNITY PARK == § aeres, 1 ml eovth of Busksye, via Killer Read, vith
ploniec Peeilition and playground equip., ball dismend end basketball eourt.

CASHION COMMUNITY PAAK =~ 6 aoras, south of U. 5. 80 via 109th ave.
flold and playgrouns area with plenie feellities and rest rocas.

Lighted ball

OASIS PARK == 9.5 seres at Apache Junation, § atle oouth of U.S. 70-80 st 108th 38
(sigml Butte Rd.) just seuth of Broadvay. A Community Center Dullding with play-
ground, plente faeilities, shufflebeard courts and dall diasend.  Res. 336-1531

DESERY POOTHILLS BCERI0 DRIVE = Peo S<anre park oites with rest reoms,
and pienie factlitics that mark the boginning of & seenie loop drive in an arve
Just north of Pinnaels Poak Rd. oa pertions of Cave Crook R4 & Sosttadale M. tUms
are signed with mames of the desert plant spesies.

- -
PREPARKD DY MURICOPA COUNTY Pl & RECREAYION DEPARTIEN?, Y701 K. WASH., MIOLNIX, 262-371) STFT. 1975
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CULTURAL FACILITIES

Metropolitan Phoenix has a wide variety of cultural and entertain-
ment activities.,

The new downtown Phoenix Civic Plaza, 13 miles from‘Ma:yvale Ter-
race 53-4, includes a Convention Center and Symphony Hall surrounded by
spacious plazas. It is designed to accommodate several major events
simultaneously and contains 250,000 square feet of variable operating
space. The entire facility covers 16.5 acres or six city blocks with
two additional blocks for surface parking,

The Arizona Veteran's Memorial Coliseum and Exposition Center,
1826 West McDowell Road, is approximately 10 miles from the proposed
development. It contains an Exhibit Hall with lh0,0bO square feet, an
Arena and State Fair Grandstand that seats 1l,250 and 7,000 respec-
tively, horse areas and other facilities,

The Desert Botanical Garden, a service organization, is famous
internationally for its tremendous growing collections of native Ari-
zona cactus, cactus from both Central and South America, succulents
from African deserts and other plunts collected from the arid lands of
the whole world. It is also a place for botanical research; as well
as a place for anyone to enjoy the desert beauty. The scientific 1li-
braries of a botanist are three - a libraiy of living plants; the
herbarium, a library of pressed, dried and identified plants; and the
more familiar library of books, datiné back to the late 1500's. This
garden is located about 18 miles southeast of the proposed project,

Other cultural facilities include the Heard Museum which houses
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the Southwestern Indian arts and gift shop, Phoenix Art Museum, Phoenix
Zoo, Phoenix Public Library, plus many other facilities offering music,
dance, theateis, arts and crafts, etc,

The Phoenix Public Library has a collection of over a million vol-
umes. Palo Verde Branch Library, a segment of the Phoenix Public Li-
brary, is located at Lj02 North 5lst Avenue, some five miles from Mary-
vale Terrace 53-A, Bookmobile service is available biweekly at 75th
Avenue and Indian School Road, two miles from the site,

Lectures, films and plays are regularly presented by the Community
Colleges, Grand Canyon College and Arizona State University.,

‘These facilities have limited public transportation, but are read-
ily accessible by a.utomébile.

The 1,970 to 2,150 additional people generated by the development
of this project would create only a minimal impact on the cultural

facilities available in Metropolitan Phoenix.

SOURCES

Arizona Veteran's Memorial Coliseum & Exposition Center
1826 W, McDowell Road, Phoenix, Arizona
Leslie Green, Public Relations

Phoenix Civic Plaza

City of Phoenix -

225 E, Adams Street, Phoenix, Arizona
Dorothy Miles, Public Iniormation Specialist

Central Public Library
12 E, McDowell Road, Phoenix, Arizona
Rosemary Nelson, Administration

The Desert Botanical Garden Fact Sheet - 5/77

City of Phoenix Planning Department
The Comprehensive Plan 1990
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AESTHETIC ENVIRONMENT

The development, located on flat land, has been cdnverted from
virgin desert to irrigated farm land which is typical of the area.

Looking to the north of the subject, we find level farm land and
several one-story structures, To the south, the land is built up with
typical one-story single family dwellings.. The property to the east
is partially developed with the same type single family dwellings with
the remainder in farm land., Open farm land is to the west.

The view from the subdivision is generally pleasant. The proposal
itself is designed to be harmonious with the surrounding areas.

Camelback Road and 83rd Avenue are major arterial streets. They
provide easy access to and from the development. These streets will
have a decorative six foot high masonry wall that will serve as a noise.
barrier from vehicular traffic as well as provide privacy to the home-
owners., The curvature of the streets within the subdivision, the side-
walks and the curbs lend themselves to a pleasant living atmosphere,

This development will have a positive impact on the visual content
of the area. However, the impact should be favorable to the ovarall

area.,
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HISTORIC AND ARCHAEQLOGIC FEATURES

Maryvale Terrace 53-A was field inspected by the City of Phoenix
Archaeologist to determine if there was surface evidence of historical
and/or archaeological features. No such surface evidence was found.

A search through the Pueblo Grande Museum's library, site file and
reference to Turney's Prehistoric Irrigation Map did not reveal any
sites in the area.

The Federal Register and the State Register for Arizona of Historic
Places were also consulted. The area contained no archaeological or
historic sites which either appear on or have been recommended or nomi-
nated for inclusion in these fegisters.

According to the Department of Anthropology, University of Arizona,
no archaeological sites were known on the property or surrounding prop-
erty within a distance of one mile.

Since no known archaeological materials or evidence of historical
sites have been found or inferred to exist on the site, there would not

be any impacts.

SOURCES

Pueblo Grande Museum

4619 E, Washington

Phoenix, Arizona

Donald H, Hiser, City Archaeologist

Federal Register

Arizona State Parks Board
State Register Sites

1688 W, Adams

Phoenix, Arizona
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Archaeological Research Service
212l S, Mill Avenue

Tempe, Arizona

Dr. Lyle Stone, Archaeologist

Arizona State Parks

1688 W, Adams Street

Phoenix, Arizona

Dorothy H. Hall, State Historic Preservation Officer

Arizona State Museum
Tucson, Arizona
Dr, R, Gwinn Vivian, Arizona State Archaeologist

Center of Environmental Studies
Department of Anthropology
Arizona State University
Tempe, Arizona

Arizona State Museum

Department of Anthropology

University of Arizona

Tucson, Arizona

Sharon ¥, Urban, Assistant Archaeologist
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Hospital Bed Plan of the Central Arizona Health Systems Agency for
Planning Period 1977-1983 - September 15, 1977

Insurance Service Office, 255 E, Osborn Road, Phoenix, Arizona.
Mr, Korstad.

Inventory of Inpatient Facilities - Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, Public Health Service - Fiscal Year 1976,

Inventory of Selected Health Professionals - Arizona 1976

John P, Long Homes, 63rd Ave, & Indian School Road, Phoenix, Arizona,
. Jerry Miller
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= Maricopa Association of Go{remmenta, 1801 W, Jefferson, Phoenix,
Arizona, Dave French, Chief, Tom Ford, Engineer., Nickolas Reachmack,
Transportation Planner,

- Maricopa County Department of Health Services, 1825 E, Roosevelt,
Phoenix, Arizona., Dr. Rowland, Director. 1845 E, Roosevelt - Robert
C. Taylor, Chief, Bureau of Air Pollution Control, Environmental
Health Services Division. James Layden, Harry T, Crohurst, P.E., Chief.

- Maricopa County Flood Control District, 3335 W. Durango, Phoenix,
Arizona, Herbert P, Donald, P.E., Chief Engineer and General Manager.
Leslie A, Bond, Chief Hydrologist.

- Maricopa County Highway Department, 3325 W, Durango Street, Phoenix,
Arizona., R.C. Esterbrooks, P.E., Assistant County Manager and County
Engineer. Joseph D, McNulty, P.E., Assistant County Engineer,

Ed Snyder, Operations Supervisor,

= Maricopa County Land Use Plan - MAG 1973

= Maricopa County Office of the Sheriff, 120 S. lst Avenue, Phoenix,
Arizona, Jerry I. Hill, Sheriff,

= Maricopa County Parks & Recreation Department, 4701 E, Washington
Street, Phoenix, Arizona, Maricops County Parks & Recreation Map

= Maricopa County Planning Department, 111 S, 3rd Avenue, Phoenix,
Arizona, Frank A, Schuma, Principal Plamner, Greg Marek, Advance
Planning,

- National Weather Service, Department of Commerce., Mr. Ingram, Chief
Meteorologist, Skyharbor, Room 135, Phoenix, Arizona, Climate of

- Nnise Abatement and Control - HUD Circular 1390.2

- Noise Abatement and Control Policy - HUD April, 1977

- Noise Assessment Guidelines - HUD

- Phoenix - August 1977

- Phoenix Civic Plaza, 225 E, Adams, Phoenix, Arizona, Dorothy Miles,
Public Information Specialist.

- Phoenix Fact Sheet = Phoenix Chamber of Commerce - Fall, 1977

= Phoenix Flood Insurance Administration Map

- Phoenix Union High School System, 2526 W. Osborn, Phoenix, Arizona.
Dr, Colvin - Mr, Kinsman
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- Regional Development Guide 1977 - MAG

- Report on Environmental Characterisitcs of the MAG Planning Area

- Salt River Project, P.O. Box 1980, Phoenix, Arizona, Frank T,
Darmiento, Environmental Division. Mike Webb, R.G. Ricard, Super-
visor, Electric Service Division, Power Service Department; Lee Athmer,
Manager, Consumer Services Division; Jim Grady, Consumer Affairs;

Dave Gross or Bill Cassady

- Salt River Project Annual Report - 1976

- Six-Year Major Street Improvement Program - City of Phoenix

- Soils Report for Maryvale Terrace 53-A

- The Comprehensive Land Use Plan 1990 - City of Phoenix Planning Dept.

- The Desert Botanical Garden Fact Sheet - May 1977

- The Story of the Salt River Project - 1975
- Traffic Engineering Handbook

- U,S, Army Engineer's Flood Map - 1963

- U.S, Bureau of Health Economics - July 1977

= U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Phoenix, Arizona. Mr, Richard Raymond
September 1972 - Final Environmental Statement, Proposed Central Ari-
zona Project. U.S. Department of the Interior,

- U.S. Department of Commerce
1970 Census of Population & Housing for the Phoenix, Arizona SMSA

- U.S. Geologic Service Quadrangle Sheet (Fowler)

- U,S. Geologic Survey, 201 N, Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona,

- U.S. Geological Survey, February l, 1947. Geology & Ground Water Re-
sources of the Salt River Valley Area, Maricopa & Pinal Counties,
Arizona, Open File Report - U.S. Department of the Interior.

- U.S., Geological Survey, 1968, Electrical Analog Analysis of Ground
Water Depletion in Central Arizona. Water Supply Paper 1860. U.S,
Department of the Interior,

= U.S. Geological Survey, 1973. Thickness of Alluvial Deposits, Phoenix
Area, Arizona. Map I-8,45-C, U.S. Department of the Interior,
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= U.S. Geological Survey, 1973, Depth to Water in Wells in the Phoenix
Area, Arizona, Map I-845-D. U.S. Department of the Interior.

- U.S. Geological Survey, 1974. Chemical Quality of Ground Water,
Phoenix Area, Arizona, Map I-845-F, U.S. Department of the Interior.

- U.S. Geological Survey, 197L. Dissolved-Solids Content of Ground
Water, Phoenix Area, Arizona, Map I-845-G. U.S. Department of the
Interior,

- U,S., Geological Survey, 197L4. Land Subsidence and Earth Fissures in
Alluvial Deposits, Phoenix Area, Arizona, Map I-8,45-H, TU.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior.

- Valley Medical Facilities - Phoenix Magazine - July 1975

= Valley National Bank of Arizona
Annual Statistical Review for Arizona - September 1976

- 1977 Directory of Arizona Manufacturers - Phoenix Chamber of Commerce,
33 W, Monroe, Phoenix, Arizona.

- Ms, Barbara Sherman, 120 E, McKellips Road, Tempe, Arizona.

- The Power Saver Diet - Salt River Project

- Appliance Ownership Data - Republic and Gazette Consumer Surveys

- Federal Register, Volume L3, No., 2 - Wednesday, January L, 1978
= DHUD Handbook 1390.1

- Air Quality Data for Arizona - 1976 Arizona Department of Health
Services

- Executive Summary - Phoenix Air Quality Maintenance Area Analysis -
August 1977

= EPA Document - Supplement No, 5 for Compilation of Air Pollution
BEmission Factors - April 1975

= Draft Report - "Technical Support Documentation, Phoenix Air Mainte-
nance Plan for Carbon Monoxide and Photochemical Oxidants" prepared by
ADOT for Arizona Department of Health Services (ADHS) February, 1978,
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

A, No Development
This site lies directly in the westerly path of growth for metro-

politaxi Phoenix, Tracts of farm land lie to the immediate west.
If this site were to remain as agriculture, the pressure for hous-
ing development in the immediate vicinity would continue and a
similar project possibly would be completed nearby, Increases in
traffic volume, air and water pollution, and demand upon community
services and public utilities would not be avoided by merely relo-
cating to a close-by area., The impacts would remain constant.
Selecting another site within this area could delay the delivery
of needed new housing, as well as aid in creating urban sprawl by
causing a leap-frog type of development.

B, Increased Density
Condominium or PUD development would reduce cost per unit through
more intensive use of land, but would encounter limited market de-
mand, Aesthetics would be downgraded while density, traffic and
pollution would be exacerbated locally., Overcrowding of the
schools could occur,.

C. Decreased Density
A decrease in the number of units on this site would reverse the
impacts of increased density, but would raise land costs and fail
to generate the needed number of housing units this development
could provide under present plans., Low density is not economically

feasible given the typical price-range in this area.
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D,

E.

Recreation Use

Parks, playgrounds and open space could be development on this
site. The proposed housing development and its adverse impacts
would be transferred to another available location. However, this
would be a duplication of paxrk fa.cilifies already planned for the
square mile west of the subject by the Phoenix Park Commission.
Conclusion

Maryvale Terrace 53-A as proposed, would be an appropriate use for
this site. Situated contiguous to the thrust of Phoenix's growth
pattern, sprawl or leap-frogging are averted. As planned, it is
compatible with existing uses and is harmonious with neighborhood
homes in size and design. City of Phoenix zoning and planning have
been established for this single family development. The infra-
structure is in place or approved. School bonding issues have been
voted on. By approving this project, HUD will be meeting its goal
of providing decent, moderate income housing for an area of Phoenix

heavily dependent upon HUD financing,
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PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED SHOULD THE
PROPOSAL BE IMPLEMENTED

Water: Surface sources and natural underground reservoirs pro-
vide an adequate supply of water for metropolitan Phoenix at this
:time. However, a rapidly expanding population combined with a gradual
depletion of these underground supplies indicate possible shortages at
some future time, Maryvale Terrace 53-A will contribute to the in-
oreasing demand for water, even though less water will be required
than was previously used for agricultural purposes.

Adr Quality: Air pollution in Maricopa County did violate the
national clean air standards several days during the year 1977. This
was primarily due to motor vehicle emissions., Only -very limited public
transportation will be available to Ma.ryva.le.Terra.ce. Residents will
be using the automobile as the principal mode of travel, This will
contribute to the deterioration of air quality in the area.

Hydrology and Drainage: The major adverse impact will be in-
creased runoff rates, Natural hydrologic characteristics will be al-
tered and runoff will be increased by the comstruction of impermeable
surfaces such as streets and driveways, |

Traffic: Current ADT volumes on streets in the project vicinity
will be increased by project generated wvehicle traffic,

_Clima.te: Development of the project may contribute to the "urban
dome" effect, which increases nighttime temperature in urbanized areas.

Noise: The overall ambient noise level in the project area will

inorease., Traffic generated by the project will have a small
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measurable decibel impact on Camelback Road and on 83rd Avenue,
Energy: The project will contribute to the total metropolitan

demand for electrical energy.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWELV LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES
OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE
AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Short-term land use involves the period of site preparation and
building construction. This will be minimal for Maryvale Terrace 53-A.
With an "early-start" é.pprova.l, constructiorll has begun on 199 of the
proposed 618 units, Construction stage of the remaining lots should
be for a relatively short time.

Impacts from the construction period wili include noise, fugitive
dust and traffic disruptions. At the same time, employment opportuni-
ties will be provided. With the completion of the homes, these impacts
should cease except for_norma.l street maintenances and services.

.'l‘he long-term effect of this subdivision will be the conversion
to residential use. The previous lorg-term land use was agricultural
farming, Homes will be available which are presently in demand. This
ultimate land use will provide living units in a suitable living envi-
ronment designed to benefit man,

The result of these homes will create impacts which includes (1)
an increase in demand for public services and utilities, (2) a.dditiona.l
schooi children for educational facilities, (3) additional noise cre-
ated by residents and traffic, (L) increased traffic volume and (5) a

minute increment degradation of air quality in the Valley, '
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IRREVERSTBLE AND TRRETRTEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

Popula.tiozi Distribution: The development of Maryvale Terrace 53-A
will increase the population in the area by 2,100, A significant pro-
portion of potential households will originate from new family forma-
tion and in-migration to the County. The continued use of detached
single family projects throughout this area will consume land faster
than if more dense residential developments were norm.

Land Use: Conversion of this site from agricultural to residen-
tial use will be irreversible., Productive agricultural land will be
lost. With the development of the project being consistent with the
City of Phoenix long-term planning for the area, reversion to farm land
at this stage would not be feasible. The portion ofi the project al-
ready under construction cannot be retrieved.

Resource Development: Project development will be a short-term
investment of resources such as materials, labor and services necessary
to prepare the site and construct the improvements, ILong-term commit-
ments would require energy and services necessary for the operation of
the project. These investments oi resources would be similar to any

alternative development of this type within the area.
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RECOMMENDED HUD ACTION ON THE PROPOSAL

The proposed action which HUD will undertake upon the
closing of the comment period and the evaluation of any
comments received on this Final EIS will be to issue
commitments to insure mortgages made by approved lenders
to eligible homebuyers within the Maryvale Terrace 53-A
subdivision. This action will rely upon information
developed by The environmental assessment process and upon
programmatic and underwriting criteria developed for such
actions. The adverse environmental impacts identified in
this document can either be mitigated or are not of a
character which would require rejection or significant
modification of the development proposal. Comments
received on the Draft EIS did not identify any previously
unknown adverse environmental concerns about the
development, nor did they provide a sufficient basis for
requiring rejection or significant modification of the
development proposal.
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
The comments received by this Agency on the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement are included in this
section together with the appropriate HUD response.
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Advisory
Council On

Historic
Preservation
Sp — =y
1522 K Street NW.
Washington D.C.
20005

December 28, 1978

Mr. Donald J. Karl

Acting Supervisor

Department of Housing and Urban
Development

2kL West Osborn Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85013

Dear Mr. Karl:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the draft environmental
statement for the "Maryvale Terrace 53-A", Phoenix,

Arizona on October 5, 1978. We regret that we will be

unable to review and comment on this document in a timely

manner pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969.

Nevertheless, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development is reminded that, if the proposed undertaking
will affect properties included in or eligible for inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places, it is required
by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (16 U.S.C. 4T0f, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320) to afford
the Council an opportunity to comment on the undertaking
prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal
funds or prior to the issuance of any license. The "Procedures
for the Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties" (36
CFR Part 800.L4) detail the steps an agency is to follow in
requesting Council comment.

Generally, the Council considers environmental evaluations
to be adequate when they contain evidence of compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as
amended. The environmental documentation must demonstrate
that either of the following conditions exists:

1s No properties included in or that may be eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
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Page 2

Mr. Donald J. Karl
"Maryvale Terrace 53-A"
December 28, 1978

Places are located within the area of environmental
impact, and the undertaking will not affect any such
property. In making this determination, the Council
requires:

--evidence that the agency has consulted the latest
edition of the National Register (Federal Register,
February 7, 1978, and its monthly supplements);

--evidence of an effort to ensure the identification of
properties eligible for inclusion in the National
Register, including evidence of contact with the State
Historic Preservation Officer, whose comments should be
included in the final environmental statement.

2 Properties included in or that may be eligible for
inclusion in the National Register are located within
the area of environmental impact, and the undertaking
will or will not affect any such property. In cases
where there will be an effect, the final environmental
statement should contain evidence of compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
through the Council's "Procedures for the Protection of
Historic and Cultural Properties'.

Should you have any questions, please call Michael C. Quinn at
(303) 234-L9L6, an FTS number.

Sincerely,

74

Louid S. Wall
Assistant Director
Office of Review and Compliance, Denver
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RAISED BY THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON
HISTORIC PESERVATION

This Agency has consulted the latest edition of the
National Register of the Historic Sites and Places
(February 6, 1979), the State Historic Preservation
Ocrficer and has obtained a survey of the site for
archaeological materials. No properties have been
identified which are on are may be eligible for inclusion
on the National Register within the area of impact of the
development. The review of the State Historic
Preservation Officer on the Archaeological Report is
included on page 173 of this document.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
3008 Federal Building, Phoenix, Arizona 85025

October 17, 1978

Mr. Donald J. Karl

Acting Supervisor

Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Service Office
244 West Osborn Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85013

Dear Mr. Karl:

We have reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact Statement on "Maryvale
Terrace 53-A" a development in Phcenix, Arizona. Our comments are as
follows:

Pages 15-16. The soils information provided is cursory. It does not
give the "General Soil Map, Maricopa County, Arizona - 1973," as a
reference, even though the soil association of Gilman-Estrella-Avondale
was taken from it.

The "Soil Survey of Maricopa County, Arizona, Central Part, September
1977" is a more detailed soil survey and is more appropriate for urban
assessment. Maryvale Terrace 53-A subdivision is on map sheet 48. Soil
properties and soil interpretations are shown in the tables on pages
72-85. This publicaton should be shown in the bibliography.

We are enclosing copies of both publications which we are confident will
aid you in developing a mere precise soils section.
2

If 'Wwe ean be of further assistance, please contact us.

‘Sincerely,

ThbmanG. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist

Enclosures

cc: Douglas S. Pease, State Soil Scientist, SCS
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY THE U. S. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
The Soils Section of the Final EIS has been extensively

revised to incorporate the comments of the Soil
Conservation Service.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. O. BOX 2711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053

29 November 1978

Mr. Donald J. Karl, Acting Supervisor
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Service Office

244 West Osborn Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85013

Dear Mr. Karl:

This is in response to a letter from your office dated, 18 September
1978 which requested review and comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Maryvale Terrace 53-A, Phoenix, Arizona.

The proposed plan does not conflict with existing or proposed plans
of the Corps of Engineers.

Page 28 of the draft EIS states "the finish floor grades will be set
at or above the 100-year frequency runoff." This action meets Federal
criteria; therefore, no comment is offered.

Should you have any questions regarding flood protection, etc., please
feel free to contact Mr. Andrew Sienkiewich, Flood Plain Management
Section, telephone (213) 688-5440. Please refer to Flood Plain Manage-
ment File No. A-06-270A.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this report.
C.‘)- -

cl Sincerely yours,
S|

= 5
s »
! NORMAN ARNO
= , Chief, Engineering Division
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RAISED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
CORPS OF ENGINEERS

No response to the comments of the Department of Army
Corps of Engineers is required.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
- REGION IX

215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105

I,

Project #D-HUD-K85019-AZ

Donald J. Karl
Acting Supervisor
Department of Housing and

Urban Development
Service Office NOV ,
244 West Osborn Road L
Phoenix AZ 85013

Dear Mr. Karl:
The Environmental Protection Agency has received and re-

viewed the draft environmental statement for the MARYVALE
TERRACE 53-A.

EPA's comments on the draft environmental statement have
been classified as Category ER-2. Definitions of the cate-
gories are provided on the enclosure. The classification
“and the date of EPA's comments will be published in the
Federal Register in accordance with our responsibility to
inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Our procedure is to
categorize our comments on both the environmental conse-
quences of the proposed action and the adequacy of the
environmental statement.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this draft
environmental statement and requests three copies of the
final environmental statement when available.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please
contact Betty Jankus, EIS Coordinator, at (415)556-6695.

Sincerely,
M"ﬁ? Prindiasdio
Paul De Falco, Jr.

, Regional Administrator
Enclosure
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Air Quality Comments

1.

(DEIS p. 61)

The FEIS should provide ambient air quality data for
NO2 and TSP. The frequency and magnitude of TSP
violations should also be included in the FEIS.

The FEIS should reference the sources for Tables 8-17
and Figures 7-16. It is not clear if Maryvale Terrace
pollution emissions are included in the 8-hr CO con-
tours found in Figure 10-13 (page 68-74).

The methodology used in determining 8-hr CO concentra-
tions at receptor nearest proposed site (Table 12 page
78) should be discussed. Specifically, the FEIS
should describe the model used and include the input
data required to duplicate the effort if desired.

A microscale CO Analysis should be completed for

either 83rd Avenue or Camelback Road whichever is most
likely to experience the peak 1l- and 8-hour congestion.
The location of the receptor identified in Table 12
should be specified. The microscale CO analysis should
use peak 1l- and 8-hour volumes, worst case meteorology
(low wind speed, parallel wind direction, stable
atmosphere, low level inversion), and receptors located
at sites expected to experience maximum pollution
concentrations.

Maximum one & eight hour concentrations should be

predicted for the estimated time of completion (ETC)
with and without the project.
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Water Comments

1.

(DEIS p. 50)

The Draft EIS indicates that, "water supply sources
have sufficient reserve capacity to satisfy demand due
to population growth until the City of Phoenix develops
additional sources." The Final EIS should quantify
project related water consumption in relation to
existing water supply sources, and discuss projected
impact on water supply, particularly within the context
of groundwater depletion. The FEIS should also address
the subdivision water demand in relation to trunk line
design capacity, and existing uses of that trunk line.

The Final EIS should include a contour map indicating
drainage patterns. Project related impacts on water
quality such as runoff from roads, construction and
lawn irrigation, should be discussed within the context
of these drainage patterns.

The DEIS does not indicate coordination concerning
relevant aspects of the Water Quality Management
Program (Section 208, Clean Water Act of 1977) with the
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG). The FEIS
should address this coordination, since all Federal
actions are subject to State and local requirements
with respect to the control and abatement of water
pollution (Section 313, Clean Water Act of 1977). 1In
particular the FEIS should address the following:

a) Consistency with MAG population projections.
b) Consistency with MAG land use planning.
c) Coordination of flow reduction measures (DEIS

page 26) with existing efforts by MAG and the
Homebuilders Association.

(DEIS pages 51-52)

The Draft EIS indicates that sewage from the proposed
subdivision will be treated by the 91st Avenue sewage
Treatment Plant. However, this treatment plant has had
numerous problems in treating existing sewage flow
adequately. As such the Final EIS should address the
impact of additional sewage from the proposed subdivision
on the treatment plant capability to adequately treat
increased sewerage. The FEIS should also discuss
projected subdivision flow rates in relation to inter-
ceptor capacity, both current and scheduled.
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EIS CATEGORY CODES

Envirommental Impact of the Action

LO--Lack of Objections

EPA has no objection to the proposed action as described in the draft
impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

ER--Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has asked the
originating Federal agency to reassess these aspects.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency
believes that the potential safequards which might be utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement
Category l--Adequate

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental
impact of the proposed project or action as well as alternatives rea-
sonably available to the project or action.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not contain suffi-
cient information to assess fully the environmental impact of the pro-
posed project or action. However, from the information submitted, the
Agency is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact on
the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provide the
information that was not included in the draft statement.

Category 3--Inadequate

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not adequately assess
the environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the
statement inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The
Agency has requested more information and analysis concerning the poten-
tial environmental hazards and has asked that substantial revision be
made to the impact statement.

If a draft impact statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be
made of the project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on
which to make such a determination. _j5g.



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RAISED BY THE UNITED STATES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Comment No. 1, Air Quality

The nearest Air Quality monitoring station is located at
6000 West Olive Avenue in Glendale, Arizona. This station
is approximately four miles northeast of the development.
This station does not monitor nitrogen dioxide. In 1977
this station reported the following data for particulates
which were collected by a high volume sampler. The annual
geometric mean was 112 micrograms per cubic meter, the 24
hour average maximum was 248 micrograms per cubic meter
and the 24 hour average second highest reading was 237
micrograms per cubic meter. This data is based on 50
samples. In 1975 and 1976 the annual geometric means were
101 each year. The national primary annual geometric mean
standard was exceeded in each of the three years. The
national primary short term standard (24 hour) was not
exceeded in 1977.

COMMENT NO. 2, AIR QUALITY

Tables 8-17 and Figures 7-16 were taken from the Air
Quality Analysis for Maryvale 53-A prepared by the
Modeling and Research Section of the Arizona Department of
Transportation.

The Maryvale Terrace Pollution Emisions are included in
the eight hour Carbon Monoxide Contours in figures 10-13.

The model used for determining the eight hour Carbon
Monoxide concentration at a calculated receptor site 1/2
mile north of the development was the APRAC-II model.

COMMENT NO. 3, AIR QUALITY

The microscale Carbon Monoxide analysis for the
intersection of 83rd Avenue and Camelback Road for the
year 1985 for impacts from motor vehicle operation shows a
pollutant level of 11.8 milligrams per cubic meter for the
second highest one hour average concentration and a
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level of 7 milligrams per cubic meter for the second
highest eight hour average concentration for a receptor
located 100 feet from the intersection. This receptor
location represents a dwelling unit near the
intersection. This intersection will carry the greatest
volume of traffic of any intersection or link in or
adjacent to the development. This analysis is based on a
model developed for HUD by SRI International contained in
the report Air Quality Considerations in Residential
Planning. The above concentrations are predicated on a
worse case meteorology and completion of development.
Estimates predicated on no development were not prepared.

COMMENT NO. 1, WATER QUALITY

The development will consume approximately 460,000 gallons
of water per day (2,100 people X 219 gallons consumed per
person per day). This is less than 2 tenths of 1 percent
of the existing capacity of the Municipal Water System.
Approximately 37% of the existing capacity is obtained
from ground water supplies, and it is the intention of the
City not to increase the demands on ground water supplies
in the future. Any increase in future system capacity
will be obtained from the Central Arizona Project. The
existing capacity should meet the demands for growth for
the next 10 to 15 years. The development will
incrementally increase the demands for water, and this
water will be provided from filtration plants utilizing
surface waters. The existing trunk line in Indian School
Road will be extended in the near future to 99th Avenue.
Upon completion of the extension, the water system in this
portion of Phoenix will have added sufficient capacity for
all anticipated growth in the forseeable future.

COMMENT NO. 2, WATER QUALITY

A contour map on a 8-1/2 by 1l inch format is not
available for inclusion in the Final EIS. The site is
essentially level; the natural drainage, to the extent a
drainage pattern exists, is to the southwest. Storm
drainage from the project will collect in the streets and
flow to the southwest on the surface streets to the
nearest irrigation or drainage canal. This method of
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handling storm drainage is an accepted practice in the
Phoenix Metropolitian area. The storm water runoff will
contain contaminates from roadway surfaces, building
roofs, and other impervious surfaces and landscaped areas.

COMMENT NO. 3, WATER QUALITY

The development is consistent with the population and land
use planning incorporated in the Draft Final Water Quality
Management Program dated December, 1978 prepared by the
Maricopa Association of Governments.

The existing program by the Maricopa Association of
Governments and the Homebuilders Association to reduce the
consumption of water will be investigated and implemented
to the extent feasible.

COMMENT NO. 4, WATER QUALITY

The existing capacity of the 91st Avenue Treatment Plant
is sufficient to handle estimated daily flows of 210,000
gallons from the development (2,100 residents at 100
gallons per day per resident). This volume would increase
the load on the plant less than 3/10 of one percent each
day. The existing average flow processed is 83.9 million
gallons per day (mgd); the Plant has a design capacity of
95 mgd. 1In 1983 -84 the City of Phoenix proposes to
increase the design capacity of the Plant by 30 mgd to
accommodate growth beyond that date’ in the Plant's service
area. The Plant is currently being upgraded to comply
with recent USEPA requirements to increase the efficiency
of the treatment process and level of treatment for the
affluent.

The interceptor sewers serving the development in the
adjacent service area for the 91st Avenue Plant are
nearing capacity with respect to flow levels and capacity
rights for the upstream communities north of Camelback
Road. The City of Phoenix has sufficient capacity in
these interceptors for the project and other adjacent
development in the City of Phoenix. A sewer interceptor
expansion program will begin in 1980 and the principal
element will be the construction of a new interceptor
sewer in 99th Avenue. This facility, when completed, will
provide sufficient capacity for transporting waste from
planned growth in western Phoenix and the adjacent areas
to the ultimate holding capacity of the planning area.
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION
BOX 36098 . 450 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102
(415) 556-8200

ERT78/930 November 8, 1978

Mr. Donald J. Karl

Acting Supervisor

Department of Housing and Urban
Development Service Office

244 West Osborn Road

Phoenix, AZ 85013

Dear Mr. Karl:
As requested, the Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft

environmental statement for the proposed Maryvale Terrace 53-A
subdivision. We offer the following comments for your consideration.

-~ Geéneral Comments

- - The draft environmental statement does not adequately address the
- setondary growth impacts of the proposed project. Further detailed
.-+ discusgion of cumulative effects upon social and public service delivery
' is heeded. We feel that many of the conclusions in the draft statement
cannot 'be solidly subtantiated by the information and analyses provided.
We dre also concerned that your agency seems to place undue reliance
on uncommitted mitigation measures.

Specific Comments

We note that the City of Phoenix requires that all storm water be retained
on the site of each development (page 2§, paragraph 2), but the statement
does not include any provisions for storm-water retention within the proj-
ect area. Measures to accomplish this should be described in the final
statement.

The statement should give the anticipated water demand and the anticipated
volume of sewage for the development. Agricultural use of ground water
for the whole of Maricopa County is compared with withdrawals for munic-
ipal and industrial use (page 25, .7o). However, to make the comparison
meaningful as far as subsidence or other project effects are concerned,
the statement should utilize land-use information for the county to com-
pare agricultural use of ground water per unit area with the use per unit
area for industrial and municipal purposes.
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The draft statement minimizes the recreation impact section to a general
listing of available local and regional facilities and only lightly suggests
that the proposed development may have some impact on the existing
parks in the area. The draft statement does not address the nature of
potential impacts, the degree of effect and local recreational needs
generated by the future residents. Also, it does not explore possible
mitigative actions.

It is likely that the addition of almost 2,100 new residents to the area
would generate a significant demand for close-to-home recreation
opportunities. This expectation should be strongly underscored in view
of the fact that the area offers no public transportation facilities to the
existing district and regional parks. While we realize that your agency's
primary goal is to provide decent, moderate income housing for this
financially dependent area of Phoenix, it appears that little attention has
been paid to providing other public amenities which would enrich the total
character of the development. Such a project amounts to the creation of
a demand for other public services such as recreation opportunities.
These needs should be discussed.

Construction of this housing development without comprehensive planning
supported by an adequate assessment of secondary growth impacts could
mask high priority public needs and places an excessive burden upon

local service agencies to provide for those eventual needs. Although the
statement mentions that some park facilities are planned for the square
mile tract west of the proposed subdivision, details are lacking. Would
these proposed facilities be ready for use by the new residents of Maryvale
Terrace 53-A or would there be a period when no facilities are available?
Secondly, would these facilities adequately accommodate the additional
use by the neighboring residents (those of the proposed development) with-
out creating user dissatisfaction due to overcrowded conditions? Because
the potential impacts of the housing subdivision are greater than the draft
statement indicates, your agency should more thoroughly discuss the
secondary impacts associated with the growth incentive aspects in the
final statement.

The statement's indication that the development would have a positive
impact on the visual character of the area is unjustified. The draft
statement overlooks the fact that visual quality is an important aesthetic
parameter which cannot be easily quantified since it is not possible to
present a standard definition of what is aesthetic. The statement does
not provide any information on the specific design features to be used,
whether there are any plans for landscaping or recommendations on
measures which should be implemented to control and preserve the
aesthetic values of the development. Furthermore, there is no discus-
sion of the impacts which would be created (e.g., dust and noise) during
the construction stage.
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The lack of surface evidence for archaeological sites should not be
interpreted to infer that no such sites exist and that, therefore, there
would be no impacts. The possibility remains that unknown archaeologi-
cal sites could be uncovered during the course of initial grading activities.
In case of this eventuality, procedures should be established to evaluate
the significance of such sites and the proper course of action in which to
proceed including determination of appropriate mitigation measures. In
order to assure that potential cultural resource impacts are properly

~ addressed and minimized, a copy of the draft statement as well as any
reports prepared by Donald Hiser, the City Archaeologist, should be
immediately forwarded to the State Office of Historic Preservation for
their evaluation.

Finally, we note that the Summary Sheet indicates that the alternatives
considered included no action, alternative sites and alternative develop-
ment on the proposed project site. However, we found no identification

of alternative project sites nor discussion of potential impacts intrinsic to
those areas. Furthermore, the recreation use alternative (page 1:2) is
not presented in proper perspective and does not contribute to a meaning-
ful assessment of possible alternatives. More importantly, the discussion
of alternatives seems to ignore the fact that construction has already
commenced for a portion of the development and that full opportunity for
any of the alternatives is already foreclosed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this environmental statement.
If you have any questions, please contact me directly.

Sincerely yours,

/7 . ' / o )
g e O /Z&-ﬂ/

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Director, OEPR (w/copy incoming)

Director, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service
Director, National Park Service
Director, Geological Survey

Assistant Secretary, Indian Affairs
Reg. Dir., HCRS

"Reg. Dir., FWS

Reg. Dir., NPS

“Asst. Dir., GS

- Area Dir., BIA

State Historic Preservation Officer, AZ
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RAISED BY THE UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

COMMENT ON STORM DRAINAGE, PARAGRAPH 3

The requirement for on-site retention of storm water is a
requirement which may be imposed at the option of the City
of Phoenix. Since the City has decided not to require
on-site retention, no provision has been made for it.

Each parcel will drain to the adjacent street and
ultimately to the nearest irrigation or drainage canal.
The City of Phoenix has no plans to install storm drains
in the vicinity of the development.

COMMENT ON WATER AND SEWER DEMANDS, PARAGRAPH 4

The anticipated water demand for the development is
approximately 460,000 gallons per day. The anticipated
sewer load is approximately 210,000 gallons per day.

The request for water consumption information on a County
wide basis by land use is outside the scope of this Final
EIS. County-wide water use analysis is not the subject of
this statement, and that discussion should be disregarded.

The water consumption of this development is less than
2/10 of one percent of current peak demand on the Phoenix
Municipal Water System. The City does not propose to
increase the existing capacity from ground water sources
but rather to utilize water from surface sources and the
Central Arizona Project. We are not aware of any
technique which would enable one to measure the impact of
this development on subsidence in the Phoenix area.

COMMENT ON RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, PARAGRAPHS 5, 6, and 7

The development will increase the demand for recreational
opportunities and will increase the load on existing
recreational facilities. The City of Phoenix has
identified a site for a District Park of 160 acres on 83rd
Avenue between McDowell and Thomas Roads. This site is
located two miles south of the development and would
service the development and the adjacent Maryvale
District. The acquisition of this site is dependent on:
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(a) its inclusion in a proposed bond issue and (b) passage
of that bond issue at an election scheduled for May 1979.
A Community Park site of 40 acres at the Southeast corner
of Camelback Road and 91st Avenue is proposed to serve the
four square mile area including Maryvale Terrace. This
site is located one mile west of the development. The
acquisition of this site is subject to the same
constraints as the acquisition of the District Park site.
A Neighborhood Park will not be developed to serve the
development as the City takes the position that the
proposed Community Park will serve the Neighborhood Park
needs.

COMMENT ON GROWTH INDUCEMENT, PARAGRAPH 2 and 7

The secondary impacts and growth inducement generated by
the development exist but are swamped by the secondary
impacts and growth inducement generated by urbanization
which is occurring throughout the adjacent areas of
Phoenix and the abutting City of Glendale. The addition
of 618 households containing approximately 2,100
individuals will increase the demand for good and services
and thereby induce the growth of commercial land uses in
the vicinity of the development. This Final EIS has
attempted to identify the impacts on public services in
the appropriate sections of this document. While
comprehensive planning has been incomplete in the past,
the metropolitan planning agencys and the City are taking
steps to address areawide issues through the Water Quality
Management Plan, the Non-attainment Area Plan and the
Draft Maryvale District Plan.

COMMENT ON AESTHETICS, PARAGRAPH 8

The development will visually be similar to other
residential developments recently completed or underway in
the immediate area. The landscaping plan will be
dependent upon the decisions of the individulal home
purchasers; there are no uniform landscaping requirements
or plans. The judgment about the quality of the aesthetic
character of the development is subjective and debatable.

~166-



Dust impacts created during construction will be mitigated
by dust control requirements imposed by the Maricopa
County Air Pollution Control District under the provisions
of Arizona Revised Statues 36-779.01.

Construction noise impacts will be mitigated by operating
hour restrictions imposed by the City of Phoenix under the
provisions of Section 23-14 Paragraph H of the Phoenix
City code. From May through September activities are
permitted from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m.; from October through
April activities are permitted from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.

COMMENT ON ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES, PARAGRAPH 9

The site has been completely rough graded and no
archaeological materials have been identified or
recovered. A copy of the Draft EIS and the report on the
site prepared by the City Archaeologist have been
forwarded to the State Office of the Historic Preservation
for evaluation. That Agency's reply is on page |73 of
this document.

COMMENT ON ALTERNATIVES, PARAGRAPH 10

The opportunity for realistic consideration or
implementation of alternatives has been foreclosed by the
continuing development of Maryvale Terrace. At this
writing 289 dwelling units are completed and 85 units are
under construction. Thus 374 units of a total of 618
units are in place or under construction.

At the inception of the development, the only viable
alternative open to HUD was the decision to issue or not
issue mortgage insurance commitments in the proposed
development. A discussion of alternatives sites is
academic since the developer making a proposal to HUD
generally does not have alternative sites available. HUD
does not have the means to direct a developer to develop
an alternative site. HUD's alternative is to insure or
not insure mortgages in the proposed development. If HUD
participates in the proposed development, there is limited
control over alternative development on the site, but the
magnitude of the alternatives (fewer dwelling units or
other land uses to supplement the primary residential use)
are dependent on market and financial feasibility.
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NOV 1 1978 VETERANS ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS BENEFITS

e ripd WASHINGTON, D.C. 20420
efer to:

Date:

Mr. Donald J. Karl

Acting Supervisor

Department of Housing & Urban
Development

244 West Osborn Road

Phoenix, AZ 85013

SUBJ: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Maryvale Terrace 53-A,
Phoenix, Arizona

This is in reply to your request to review the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Maryvale Terrace 53-A, Phoenix, Arizona.

After study and review of the draft and the site of the proposed develop-
ment, we find minimal adverse impact on the general area.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft statement.

(O

R. C. COON
Director
Loan Guaranty Service
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RAISED BY THE VETERAN ADMINISTRATION

No response is required to the comments of the Veteran
Administration.
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November 30, 1978

Don J. Karl

Acting Supervisor

Department of Housing &
Urban Development

Development Service Office

244 West Osborn Road

Phoenix, AZ 85013

RE: Maryvale Terrace 53-A
Draft EIS
HUD-FHA

Dear Mr. Karl:

I have reviewed the Historic & Archaeologic Features Section
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Maryvale
Terrace 53-A proposed subdivision.

Prior to the preparation of the Draft EIS, our office requested,
by letter dated 12/30/77, that the project area be surveyed by

a professional archaeologist to locate and evaluate any existing
cultural resources.

The Draft EIS has indicated that a cultural resource survey has
been completed by the City of Phoenix Archaeologist with nega-
tive findings. However, as of this date, our office has not
received a copy of the report from which you have based your
conclusions.

A copy of the survey report should be submitted to me for review
in order to afford this office the opportunity to comment accu-
rately on the conclusions reached in the Draft EIS.

Thank you for your continued cooperation.
Sincerely,

O

Dorothy H. Hall
State Historic Preservation Officer
Heritage Conservation Section
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TO:

FROM:

Don J. kar], Acting Supervisor, Department of Housing & Urban Development,
Development Service Office, 244, West Osborn Road, Phoenix, AZ 85013

Dorothy H. Hall, State Historic Preservation Officer and Chief, Heritage
Conservation Section, Arizona State Parks
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