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FORWARD

This Final Environmental Assessment for the Southeast Loop Highway (SR 220)
was prepared in accordance with Part 3.2.4 of the Arizona Department of
Transportation Action Plan for State-Funded Highway Projects. Evaluations
and projections made in the draft assessment were based upon preliminary
information that was available prior to the combined Location/Design Concept
Public Hearing for the proposed facility that took place in the fall of 1987.

This Final Environmental Assessment is based on information from the Arizona
Department of Transportation and other sources including federal, state and
local agencies, private organizations, and interested individuals. The purpose
of the assessment is to provide in advance the possible environmental impacts
of the project's location and to assure that these factors were considered along
with the social, economic and engineering considerations in the decision­
making process. A public hearing was held for the project on October 27,
1987.

Transcripts of the public hearing are available for reading at the Arizona
Department of Transportation. A 30-day comment period (closed
November 24, 1987) was held open after the public hearing to receive public
input about issues and concerns at the public hearing and to receive comments
on the Draft Environmental Assessment. Highlights of the comments received
during the public participation process and the 3D-day response period are
included in the Project Coordination and Public Information sections of this
Final Environmental Assessment Report.
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SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY
MITIGATION MEASURES AND ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS

I. Traffic through the corridor area and access to adjacent properties will
be maintained during construction in accordance with the ADOT Traffic
Control Manual for Highway Construction and' Maintenance. (See
page 42.)

2. Cut-off shield lighting fixtures will be used along the highway to
eliminate illumination spill-over into residential areas. (See page 68.)

3. A final noise report will be developed during the design phase. The
report will include decisions regarding noise abatement measures. (See
pages 55, 56 and 61.)

4. A Relocation Assistance Plan will be developed during the design phase
to identify the process, procedures and approximate time schedule for
right-of-way acquisition and relocation for the project. Through the
Arizona Department of Transportation's Relocation Assistance Program,
every effort is made to 'keep personal inconvenience to a minimum and
to render all assistance authorized under state law. (See page 42.)

5. Construction impacts such as equipment noise, dust and fumes will be
monitored and controlled. The highway contractor is required by the
ADOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction to
observe and comply with all air pollution ordinances, regulations, etc.
from those agencies having jurisdiction. (See page 42.)

6. Cultural resources will continue to be considered as future design
proceeds. A program of test excavations will be implemented once
right-of-way is acquired or right-of-entry is secured to determine if
significant subsurface archaeological deposits are present. The testing
results will be evaluated in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer. Funds and time will be allocated for any
mitigative data recovery studies developed through this consultation.
(See page 64.) - -

7. If previously unidenti tied cultural resources are encountered during
construction, work will stop immediately at that location, and ADOT,
Environmental Planning Services will be contacted to arrange for proper
treatment of those resources. (See page 64.) ,

v
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CHAPTER I - PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

The Southeast Loop Highway is an east/west and north/south link of the
Regional Transportation Plan that will serve the east valley. The Maricopa
Association of Governments' Regional Transportation Plan located the
proposed Southeast Loop Highway along Pecos Road through Chandler. In the
Town of Gilbert, the corridor runs along a tangent from Pecos and Gilbert
roads to Higley and Ray roads. The corridor follows Ray Road to Hawes Road,
and then parallels Ellsworth Road north to the Superstition Freeway extension.

The study area for the Southeast Loop Highway Environmental Assessment,
approximately 26 miles long and 2 miles wide, is shown in Figure I, page 2.
Portions of the incorporated cities of Chandler, Mesa and the Town of Gilbert,
the northwest corner of the Gila River Indian Community, and unincorporated
areas of Maricopa County are included in the study area.

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY AREA VICINITY

Approximately 90 percent of the Southeast Loop Highway frontage is presently
used for agriculture or is vacant land. The remaining frontage is in a
transitional status or is being used for rural residential to industrial/business
park.

The Southeast Loop Highway corridor crosses through the communities of
Chandler, Gilbert and Mesa. These communities had a combined population of
approximately 355,000 in 1985. By 2015, the combined population of these
jurisdictions is expected to exceed 1,000,000 according to the Maricopa
Association of Governments' 1987 projections. The population in the
immediate vicinity of the alternative alignments (a 72-square-mile corridor) is
expected to grow from approximately 23,000 residents in 1985 to over 180,000
in 2015.

The corridor area is a major route for underground and aboveground infra­
structure facilities. These infrastructure facilities include drainage, sewer,
water, irrigation, gas, communication cables, and high voltage transmission
lines. Highway design will need to accommodate current and future infra­
structure.

Since 1985, development in Chandler has occurred in anticipation of the
proposed project, when the City of Chandler's Transportation Plan was
adopted. Through Chandler, the proposed alignment generally coincides with
the routes proposed in the Chandler plan. This proposed route is consistent
with Chandler's development plans, and some developers have dedicated or
reserved right-of-way along the alignment.

In Gilbert, an issue of concern relates to the selected alignment and future
growth patterns.
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NEED FOR THE PROJECT

In response to the growing need for a better transportation system to service
the Phoenix metropolitan area, the Arizona Department of Transportation, in
conjunction with the Maricopa Association of Governments, has developed a
Regional Transportation Plan to meet current needs and future growth. The
Eastside Transportation Analyses, sponsored by the Maricopa Association of
Governments, examined Southeast Loop freeway and expressway alignments
along Pecos Road and Queen Creek Road. The report concluded that the
"Pecos Freeway option would provide the most traffic congestion relief and
mobility, as well as flexibility to meet varying future traffic demand."

The origin of the present transportation plan dates back to 1960. Modifica­
tions to the plan occurred periodically over the last 25 years. The Southeast
Loop segment of this plan will serve the east valley, which includes the cities
of Chandler, Tempe and Mesa, the Town of Gilbert, the Gila River Indian
Community, and unincorporated portions of Maricopa County. The general
alignment of the Southeast Loop Highway was adopted by the Maricopa
Association of Governments in March 1985.

Prior to March 1985, several transportation and planning studies analyzed the
east valley's transportation needs and possible freeway/expressway locations.
These studies are briefly discussed in the following paragraphs, and include the
"Eastside Transportation Analyses" (1984), the City of Chandler "Design
Concept Report; Southeast Loop Freeway: Pecos Corridor, Interstate 10 to
Gilbert Rood" (1985), The Town of Gilbert "General Plan" (986), and the Gila
River Indian Community "Critical Analysis of Roadway Alignments: South
Loop Freeway" (1985).

The City of Chandler, realizing the possible impacts of the Pecos alignment,
had the "Chandler Design Concept Report" prepared. A detailed alignment·
from Interstate 10 to Gilbert Road was outlined in the report. This
information allowed the City to begin working with developers to preserve the
right-of-way along Chandler's proposed Southeast Loop Highway alignment.

The Town of Gilbert General Plan- addresses the proposed Southeast Loop
Highway corridor. The report does not identify an exact alignment; rather, it
mentions working closely with the Arizona Department of Transportation in
studying the Southeast Loop Highway alignment, interchanges, and design.
The plan does recognize a "Southeast Freeway Loop Interface Area," and land
use decisions are being delayed within the interface area until the alignment
has been determined.

The Gila River Indian Community submitted a study entitled "Critical Analysis
of Roadway Alignments: South Loop Freeway" to the Maricopa Association of
Governments in April 1985 prior to the Maricopa Association of Governments'
Regional Council's final adoption of the Southeast Loop Highway alignment.
The report analyzed a Pecos Road alignment and a Queen Creek alignment.

3
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On March 27, 1985, the Maricopa Association of Governments' Regional
Council, after reviewing the recommendations from the Maricopa Association
of Governments' Transportation Planning Office Staff, the Gila River Indian
Community report, and the Eastside Transportation Analyses, voted in favor of
expanding the Regional Transportation Plan to include the Southeast Loop
Corridor. The entire Regional Transportation Plan was adopted by the
Maricopa Association of Governments' Regional Council on July 24, 1985.

On October 8, 1985, Maricopa County voters approved a half-cent sales tax
inerease to fund the freeway and expressway a~ditions to the Regional
Transportation Plan. The special referendum was passed by a three to one
vote, and is expected to generate more than $5.8 billion (inflated dollars)
during the next 20 years. The October vote established the Regional Area
Road Fund which is being administered by the Arizona Department of
Transportation. Except for approximately $0.2 billion (inflated dollars) that
has been earmarked for public transit, the Regional Area Road Fund may only
be used for the design, right-of-way purchase, or construction of controlled­
access highways that are included in the Regional Transportation Plan and
accepted into the State Highway System. Presently, the Arizona Department
of Transportation. has initiated bond sales to raise funds for freeway land
acquisition and construction. The bonds will be repaid with revenues raised
from the sales tax increase.

The projected population growth for the cities of Chandler, Gilbert and Mesa
is expected to be approximately three times the 1985 population figure. By
20 IS, the population of these' cities is expected to exceed 1,000,000. The·
Southeast Loop Highway is planned to be a vital link for the east valley cities
and to accommodate future growth and development.

4
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CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

CORRIDOR LOCATION

The study area is approximately 26 miles long and 2 miles wide (Figures 2 to
I 1, pages 6 to IS). The corridor begins at Interstate 10, where it extends from
the proposed Southwest Loop and continues east along Pecos Road to Arizona
Avenue, then south about halfway to Germann Road. The corridor continues
eastward to Lindsay Road, northeast to Ray Road, east to just past Hawes, and
north to the alignment of the proposed Superstition Freeway extension.

The predominant land use in the study corridor is irrigated agricultural land.
A variety of crops are grown on land that is west· of the Roosevelt Canal.
Water is unavailable for irrigation east of the canal.

Urbanization has been rapidly encroaching upon the agricultural land in the
past decade, stemming from the Interstate 10 corridor eastward, concen­
trating mainly in Chandler between Interstate 10 and Gilbert Road, along
Chandler Boulevard and the Price, Dobson and Arizona Avenue corridors. A
diverse range of land use types has developed to include a wide economic
spectrum of residenfial levels and a variety of employment centers.

The proposed alignment would cross mainly agricultural land in Chandler, with
the following exceptions. Within one-half mile east of Interstate 10, the
proposed right-of-way would infringe upon industrial and commercial
properties on either side of the alignment. The extent of acquisition and
removal would depend upon the location and design of the proposed
interchange. The right-of-way crossing north of the Gila River Indian
Community boundary and west of McClintock Drive would impact Stellar
Airpark. Stellar Airpark is a residential and industrial subdivision that
includes a small aircraft runway linked to both houses and industrial properties
by taxiways. The Stellar Airpark owners have proposed a 300-foot runway
extension on the south end to accommodate turbo-prop airplane operations.
This proposed extension is directly perpendicular to the proposed Pecos
alignment.

Between McClintock Drive and --Price -Road, the proposed right-of-way
alignment would be adjacent to the Gila River Indian Community land, which
is primarily used for irrigated agriculture. Gila River Indian Community land
in this area is a mixture of community (tribal) land and 10-acre allotments.

Through the remainder of the Chandler section, approximately 15 to 20 large­
lot residences or farmhouses, including outbuildings, would be within the
proposed right-of-way. A smaller number of residences are located adjacent
to the right-of-way. The majority of these dwellings are located along Willis
Road between Arizona Avenue and McQueen Road.

5
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The Gilbert/Mesa section encompasses mainly agricultural land, including
several dairy operations and farmsteads from Gilbert Road east to the
Roosevelt Canal. The majority of the area east of the canal, north of Ray
Road and south of .southern Avenue, is vacant. Williams Air Force Base and
the General Motors Desert Proving Grounds are within the eastern section of
the study area. Other land uses include recreational vehicle parks along
Baseline Road and Southern Avenue, as well as single-family and mobile home
residential subdivisions, dispersed homes, and a limited number of commercial
buildings. Community plans have been adopted for Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa
and the Gila River Indian Community which provide land use guidelines for
future development in the Southeast Loop study area.

In the Chandler portion of the corridor, the Chandler Transportation Plan
(1986) designates general land use classifications for the study area. Uses
include Industdal/Employment/Commercial, Residential/Tourism/Recreation,
and three Special Districts.

Special Districts include: (I) the Price/Pecos Interface Area, one- and two­
story industrial/employment uses plus commercial support services and moder­
ate density residential uses; (2) the Chandler Gateway, incorporating multi­
story industrial/employment/commercial, high traffic intensity, and high den­
sity residential uses to promote the "Gateway to Chandler" image; and (3) the
Chandler Airpark, providing a mix of compatible land uses as described in the
Chandler Airpark Area Plan/General Land Use Plan (1986) for the area
bounded by Pecos and Ocotillo roads east of Arizona Avenue.

Land use concept plans for the Chandler Airpark Plan along the proposed
Southeast Loop alignment have been formulated in response to "impacts
generated by the Chandler Municipal Airport" using projections for operations
in the year 2005 resulting from the proposed expansion of the airport
facilities. Furthermore, consideration for traffic and infrastructure needs and
constraints (according to Chandler's planning policies) and input from
developers were incorporated in the airport planning process. .

Several major development projects have been proposed for parcels along the
proposed right-of-way alignment in €handl~r which are now either vacant or in
cultivation. Most of these proposed developments are under construction or in
the zoning change review process. The largest of these is the Hearthstone
residential and business pork planned area development which comprises the
west half of Section 36 between Price Rood and McClintock Drive, south of
Chandler Boulevard to the proposed Southeast Loop.

Between Dobson and Alma School roads, south of Pecos Rood, is the Pecos
Ranch planned area development. According to the plan, Pecos Ranch will
provide 1,988 dwelling units, 112 acres of commercial and industrial area, and
76 acres of tourismlrecreation area on one square mile of land split by the
proposed Southeast Loop alignment one-quarter mile south of Pecos Road.
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Other proposed developments which could be directly affected by the align­
ment include Twelve Oaks IV, the extension of an existing planned area
development to include 437 residential units on 86 acres at Rural Road; Pecos
and Kyrene, to include a business park, hotel, and commercial uses on 46
acres; Pecos Plaza, to include I 19 acres of office, multi-family residential,
hotel, and commercial uses at Arizona' Avenue and Pecos Road; and Willis
Plaza, a 142-acre mixed-use planned area development located east of the
Southern Pacific Railroad between Pecos and Willis roads.

At the proposed Price Expressway-Southeast Loop Interchange, Sunbelt Hold­
ings, Inc. has acquired approximately 200 acres east of Price Road along Pecos
Road. The developer is planning a light industrial, administration, research
and development/business park for the site. A major regional shopping mall is
under consideration by Westcor Partners for the northwest corner of this
interchange, between Chandler Boulevard and Pecos Road.

Several proposed developments along the Southeast Loop Highway corridor in
Chandler have dedicated right-of-way for the freeway. Some of these
developments have reserved adjacent areas for future acquisition by the
Arizona Department of Transportation, in addition to the dedication, as
conditions of zone change approvals.

The Town of Gi Ibert's General Plan (1986) provides guidelines for future
development within Gilbert's planning area. Most of the Southeast Loop
Highway study area in Gilbert is within the "Freeway Alignment Study Area."
In this area, "land use decisions••• will be delayed until the (Southeast Loop)
freeway study is sufficiently completed and can be taken into consideration"
to allow for the appropriate interface between the proposed freeway and
community plans, according to the Gilbert Plan. Conceptually, the plan
describes medium and high density residential uses for the majority of the
area. Planned mixed-use business park/industrial/commercial uses are'
indicated at the southwest and northeast ends of the Freeway Alignment Study
Area, where residential uses are excluded due to the impact of the Chandler
airport and Williams Air Force Base flight patterns. The plan also identifies a
high-intensity, commercial/residential core along the proposed freeway route
at an undetermined location.

The Mesa General Plan (1980) separates the planning area into three land use
sectors. The area south of Guadalupe Road and west of Ellsworth Road is
designated to remain agricultural or open land; no city services would be
provided for development. The area north of Guadalupe and west of Ellsworth,
and north of Baseline east of Ellsworth would be predominantly residential at
densities greater than one dwelling unit per acre, surrounding a major
commercial/office center at the proposed Sot:Jtheast Loop-Superstition Free­
way intersection. The area east of Ellsworth and south of Baseline, which
includes the General Motors Proving Grounds, is designated for industrial use.
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PROJECT COORDINATION

Five jurisdictions are affected by the development of the Southeast Loop
Highway: the City of Chandler, the City of Mesa, the Town of Gilbert, the
Gila River Indian Community and Maricopa County•. A Technical Advisory
Committee was formed to provide a forum for local jurisdiction input and
project update meetings. Details about the Technical Advisory Committee are
presented in the Project Coordination and Public Information section of this
report.

Coordination is ongoing with the consultant for the Southwest Loop Parkway,
Price Expressway, Superstition Freeway Extension and the Red Mountain
Freeway. Facility concepts developed for the Southeast Loop Highway will be
consistent and compatible with these ongoing projects.
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CHAPTER 3 - PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The range of alternative location/design concepts for the Southeast Loop
Highway were narrowed as a result of studies presented in the Reconnaissance
Report. The proposed facility is envisioned as a limited access freeway having
an ultimate eight-lane capacity. The initial roadway section for the Southeast
Loop Highway would be a six-lane freeway with provisions for two additional
lanes within the median that could be constructed at a later date•

Phased construction wi II be investigated in future studies. A phasing analysis
may suggest the portions of the facility that could be constructed with a four­
lane section and right-of-way protected for the ultimate section.

The range of alternatives, relative to location, varies with the local jurisdic­
tions through which the freeway will pass. The City of Chandler has already
completed a preliminary location study for the Southeast Loop through its
jurisdiction. The Arizona Department of Transportation recognizes Chandler's
location concept as a "preferred alternative." As a consequence, the direction
for this study within the Chandler city limits was to evaluate the Chandler
location/design concept from a regional and public input perspective.

Within the jurisdictions of Gilbert and Mesa, there are several location/design
concepts. The Town of Gilbe~t does identify a Southeast Loop Highway
interface area in their General Plan. However, the location of the Southeast
Loop Highway within the area is not specific.

For discussion and analysis purposes, the Southeast Loop was divided into the
following segments as shown in Figure I, page 2:

• Segment I - 56th Street to one-half mile west of Price Road
• Segment 2 - One-half mile east of Price Road to Gilbert Road
• Segment 3 - Gilbert Road to Higley Road
• Segment 4 - Higley Road to Superstition Freeway
• Southeast Loop and Interstate 10 Systems Interchange
• Southeast ,Loop and Price Expressway Systems Interchange

SEGMENT I

Segment I begins at the Interstate 10 System Interchange on the west end and
extends to the Price Expressway System Interchange on the east end. Two
alignment alternatives have been developed through this segment. The two
alternatives are identified as Alternatives 3 and 4.

Alternative 3 is located 800 feet north of the Gila River Indian Community's
northern boundary from Kyrene Road to McClintock Drive.

Alternative 4 is aligned immediately adjacent to the Gila River Indian
Community's northern boundary from Kyrene Road to McClintock Drive. The
balance of Segment I is the same for Alternatives 3 and 4.
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The roadway profile along both alternatives is similar. The Southeast Loop
Highway is elevated over Interstate 10 as the alignment heads toward the east.
The proposed highway is elevated over the Tempe Canal and depressed below
Kyrene Road. As the highway extends toward Rural Road, the profile begins
to rise to original ground level. As the corridor approaches Stellar Airpark,
the facility is depressed and includes walls to minimize right-of-way require­
ments. The proposed facility will be depressed at McClintock Drive.

Both Alternatives 3 and 4 have the same interchanges proposed. A full
diamond interchange is proposed at Kyrene Road. A half diamond interchange
is being considered at McClintock Drive.

SEGMENT 2

One alternative alignment has been developed for this segment (Appendix A).
Segment 2 is connected with the Price Expressway interchange on the west
and Gilbert Road on" the east. Access will be provided at Dobson Road, Alma
School Road, Arizona Avenue, McQueen Road, Cooper Road, and Gilbert Road.
Elevated and depressed profiles are being examined for major arterials, canals
and railroad (Appendix A). The alignment is parallel and just south of Pecos
Road until it crosses Arizona Avenue, where it swings to the south side of
Willis Road. From McQueen Road to Gilbert Road, the alignment is parallel
and just south of Willis Road.

SEGMENT 3

Four alternative alignments have been developed for this segment (Appen­
dix A). Segment 3 runs in a northeast direction from Gi Ibert Road to Higley
Road. The four alternatives are identified as A, C, D and E. Alternative B
was dropped because it created irregular-shaped parcels and produced poor
arterial roadway geometries.

Alternative A is located on the west side of the Eastern Canal. The facility is
proposed to be depressed underneath Higley, Lindsay and Williams Field roads;
it is to be elevated over Ray Road, the Southern Pacific Railroad, the Eastern
Canal, and Greenfield Road. Interchanges are proposed at Williams Field and
Higley roads.

Alternatives C, D and E are located on the east side of the Eastern Canal
(Appendix A) and are on a common alignment until they approach Val Vista
Drive. Alternatives D and E are located slightly north of Willis Road and
Alternative C. Alternative C curves to the north and is aligned along the mid­
section line between Val "ista Drive and Greenfield Road. Alternatives D and
E curve to the north just after Val Vista Drive where Alternative D runs along
the one-quarter section line just east of the half section between Val Vista
Drive and Greenfield Road. Alternative E runs along Greenfield Road. The
proposed profile for Alternatives C, D and E is elevated at Val Vista Drive,
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Ray Rood, Southern Paci fie Rdilr'oad and Greenfield Rood, with a depressed
profile at INilliams Field Road, Pecos Road and Higley Rood. Alternative C, 0
and E's profile becomes elevated over Lindsay Road and Alternative A's profile
goes under Lindsay Road.

SEGMENT 4

Segment 4 has been divided into two subsegments for the purposes of
discussion. Fouralternatives have been developed from Higley to Elliot roads
nA, IB, 2A and 2B). Within the second subsegment, Alternatives X and Y
extend from Elliot to Baseline roads. Interchanges are proposed at Power,
Elliot, Guadalupe and Baseline roads. From Higley Road to Power Road, the
alignments are located on the south side of the mid-section line. Alternative I
proceeds northeasterly and diagonally towards Elliot Road. Alternative 2
continues east on the south side of the mid-section line and then turns north
just past the Hawes Rood alignment.

SYSTEM INTERCHANGES

Two concepts are being evaluated for the system interchange connecting the
Southeast Loop with Interstate 10. Three high-level concepts and one low­
level concept (Appendix A, pages 20 through 24) are being evaluated for the
system interchange connecting the Southeast Loop with the Price Expressway.
One concept is being considered for the Red Mountain/Southeast Loop with the
Superstition Freeway.

ADOPTED AND RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES

The alignment for the Southeast Loop has been adopted from Interstate 10 to
Gilbert Road. Alternatives C, D and E are under further study. The Town of
Gilbert has been given six months to work with landowners to refine and adopt
a route. Alternatives C, D and E are located between Gilbert Road and Higley
Road. An alignment from Higley Road to the Superstition Freeway has been
recommended but not adopted.

The adopted and recommended alignments were a result of the following:
(I) review of the public hearing transcript; (2) letters received during the
public comment period; (3) action and comments received from the council and
staff of the affected jurisdiction; (4) meetings with various key stakeholders;
and (5) discussion with the staff of the Arizona Department of Transportation.
A description of the facility type and the alignment for State Route SR 220 is
presented below.
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Description of the Recommended Facility TyPe

Consistent with the information presented at the location/design concept
public hearing held on October 27, 1987, the recommended facility type is a
freeway to be built to a similar standard as the proposed adjoining facilities.
The proposed facility utilizes grade-separated interchanges spacedapproxi­
mately every mile to two and one-half miles (Appendix A, pages I to 24).

Description of the Adopted and Recommended Alignments

This presentation of adopted and recommended alignments is consistent with
the designations used to present the alignments at the public hearing. Four
segments make up the corridor for the Southeast Loop Highway. Segment I
(Alternative 4) and Segment 2 have been adopted. Segment 3 (Alternatives C,
D and E) are under further study by the Town of Gilbert prior to adoption.
Alignment Alternative 2B/Y is the recommended alignment in Segment 4. A
segment-by-segment description on the alignment is presented below. In
addition, three system interchanges are provided to connect the Southeast
Loop Highway with Interstate 10, Price Expressway, and the Superstition
Freeway.

Segment I - 56th Street to One-Half Mile East of McClintock Drive

The highway is elevated over 56th Street and the Tempe Drain. The facility is
depressed as it underpasses Kyrene Road. The highway ascends to grade
between Kyrene Road and Stellar Airpark. The highway then descends and is
depressed as it underpasses McClintock Drive.

Alignment Alternative 4 (Appendix A, pages 3 and 4) is the adopted alignment
alternative in Segment I. A full service interchange is proposed at Kyrene
Road and a half-diamond interchange with ramps to and from the west is
proposed at McClintock Drive. Frontage roads continue east to an overpass at
Country Club Drive. Alignment Alternative 4 generally runs along the north
side of the Gila River In91an Community boundary from just east of Kyrene
Road to the end of this segment.

Segment 2 - One-Half Mile East of Price Rood to Gilbert Rood

The highway is fully depressed through the Hearthstone area west of Price
Road and remains depressed through the system interchange with the Price
Expressway. The highway ascends to approximately 6 feet below existing
grade between the system interchange (Price Expressway) and Dobson Road.
The highway underpasses Dobson Road and Dobson Road wi II be raised
approximately 4 feet. The highway remains depressed between Dobson Road
and Alma School Rood. The highway underpasses Alma School Road at which
point Alma School Rood will be raised approximately 8 feet. Arizona Avenue
will be depressed approximately II feet and the Southeast Loop will overpass
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Arizona Avenue, the Southern Pacific Railroad and the Consolidated Canal.
The Southeast Loop Highway will underpass McQueen Road and Cooper Road.
McQueen Road and Cooper Road will be elevated approximately 8 feet. The
facility ascends to existing grade between Cooper Road and Gilbert Road. The
highway underpasses Gilbert Road. Gilbert Road will be elevated
approximately 8 feet.

Segment 2 (Appendix A, pages 4 to 6) contains only one alignment alternative.
The adopted alignment is generally consistent with the alignment that was
presented in the Chandler Transportation Plan. A half-diamond interchange is
proposed at Dobson Road with ramps to and from the east. Full service
interchanges are proposed at Alma School Road, Arizona Avenue, McQueen
Road, Cooper Road, and Gilbert Road.

Segment 3 - Gilbert Road to Higley Road

This alignment is under further study by the Town of Gilbert. Descriptions of
the alternatives are presented on page 20•

Segment 4 - Higley Road to Baseline Road

Alternative 2B/Y is the recommended alignment in this segment. The
alignment between Higley Road and Sossaman Road (the future extension) is
located just south of the quarter section line between Ray Road and Warner
Road (Appendix A, pages 10 to 12). The north/south leg of this alternative is
located just east of the quarter section line between Hawes Road and
Ellsworth Road from approximately Warner Road to Guadalupe Road. From
Guadalupe Road to Baseline Road the alignment transitions to the west as it
connects with the system interchange at the Superstition Freeway. Full
service interchanges are proposed at Power Road, Elliot Road, and Guadalupe
Road.

The highway is fully depressed at Higley Road and overcrosses Recker Road,
Power Road, and the Roosevelt CaQpl. The rolling profile continues as the
highway overcrosses Sossaman and Warner roads. The highway is partially
depressed between Warner and Elliot roads. As the highway continues north,
the facility will overpass Elliot Road and then become depressed to go under
Guadalupe Road. The highway is elevated over Baseline Road.

Systems Interchanges

Three systems interchanges are provided to connect with adjacent regional
systems: Interstate 10, Price Expressway, and the Superstition Freeway. The
systems interchange location and design concept at Interstate 10 was adopted
as part of the Southwest Loop Parkway study. The alignment for the
Southeast Loop Highway will match the adopted alignment for the Southwest
Loop Parkway at Interstate 10. The location of the systems interchange with
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the Superstition Freeway was adopted as part of the Red Mountain Parkway.
The alignment of the Southeast Loop Highway will match the location of the
systems interchange with the Superstition Freeway and Red Mountain
Freeway. The recommended systems interchange with the Southeast Loop
Highway and the Price Expressway is Alternative 3 (Appendix A, page 23). At
the Southeast Loop public hearing, a range of Alternative 3 designs were
presented. The main differences between these alternatives were the ramp
movement to Price Road, south of the Southeast Loop and Price Expressway
interchange, and the inclusion of frontage roads. The recommended systems
interchange includes an off-ramp movement from the mainline of Price
Expressway to and from Price Road. Frontage roads are not planned from
Country Club Way to Dobson Road; however, a half-mile crossing located
between the systems interchange and McClintock Road has been included
along with frontage roads from McClintock Drive to the half-mile crossing
(Country Club Way).

Detention Basins

Thirteen detention basins are proposed that total an estimated 160 acres of
land. The size and location of these basins may be modified so the basins are
more compatible with adjacent land uses.
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CHAPTER 4
SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

LAND USE

The land use assessment considered the following factors: land jurisdiction
and ownership, existing and proposed land uses, and community land use plans.
This report contains a discussion of the impacts associated with the proposed
project.

Land Jurisdiction and Ownership

The Sou·theast Loop passes through four jurisdictions: the cities of Chandler,
Gilbert and Mesa, and Maricopa County. The roadway will border the northern
edge of the Gila River Indian Community for approximately one and one-half
miles west of the interchange with the Price Expressway.

The majority of land required for the highway is privately owned.
Alternative A would require 17 acres of Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal
land located north of Ray Road, west of Val Vista Drive. State land
requirements are as follows: 45 acres for Alternative IA, 46 acres for
Alternative IB, 24 acres for Alternative 2A, and 36 acres for Alternative 2B.
In addition, 13 acres of state land that are located east of Power Road will be
acquired for the interchange at Power Road and the Southeast Loop.

Farmland

Irrigated cropland constitutes the largest component of land area within all of
the proposed alternative alignments between Interstate 10 and the Roosevelt
Water Conservation District Canal. (There are no croplands located east of
the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Canal where no irrigation water is
available, although several dairies and feedlots operate in this area.) The
right-of-way for the proposed project will remove approximately 600 to 750
acres of land from agricultural use, depending on the combination of
alternatives selected. This represents about 45 to 60 percent of the total
Southeast Loop right-of-way requirement (Tables I and 2, pages 26 and 27).
Farmland throughout this area is classified by the U.S. Soil Conservation
Service as prime farmland, producing primarily cotton, alfalfa, and a variety
of vegetable crops at very high yields.

Short-term impacts to farming operations resulting from the project include
the potential disruption of tilling patterns, crop spraying, and irrigation
structures. Potential mitigation measures would include compensation to the
farmer for replacement of structures, and contacting farmers prior to
construction to minimize conflicts with operations during construction.
Compensation for loss of land and revenue would be negotiated in terms of
right-of-way acquisition.
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TABLE I
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION - ALTERNATtVE ALIGNMENTS

LlII'd u. (AcreU<> hlp 04l11nB'1fS
ND: of No. of

00i,.,1 e-oJl NIl. of OtNr Dairies!

A<!!jeultvre f:!!!!!!. R_"*,tlal Ifldustrlol R91lroad Yl!!!!!. !!!!!L R.......... StnICtvr_ ~

S~tl 37
.l.ltemati"e 31 S, 0 0 10 4 140 0 0 0

AII.......t ;"e 4 1 133 0 0 10 4 3 ISO 0 0 0

AltetnCl1i"e without
Irontaqe roacls2 0 O. 7 0 0 10 17 0 0 0

Alternati"e with lronlaq_
roocss2 0 0 13 0 0 10 Z3 10 0 0

5_tZ 252 0 22 0 7 283 " 0 0

5<19ment 3 12 42 27' 17
AlterMI;_ A 182 J 40 0 0 I

.l.lternali"e C ZSS 4 14 0 1 4 278 S 0 Z

Alternati"e 0 255 4 4 ~ I 2 2" I 0 1

Alternati"e E 261 4 7 0 1 2 275 2 I I
(Agt'ic:vlturol

Buildinc;)

Segment 10
Altemesti_ IA 98 0 I 0 2 1'0 251 I 0 0

Alternati"e IB 98 0 10 0 2 1&5 25' J 0 0

Alternatl"e 2A 0 0 2 0 0 In 125 , 0 0

Alt_;"eza 0 0 1 0 0 134 135 I 0 0

Altemest;"e X 0 0 2 0 0 " " I 0 0

AIt_fi"e Y 0 0 0 0 o· 'l3 'l3 0 0 0

• Acreages nove 0'"'" rOUnded to the n....est integer.
: Allernati"es J and 4 boItw.... InterSTate.IO/Southeast L_ Interchclnqe QNj MC:<:Untaclc Rood.
Zn.e olternali"es are "arlations 01 !he aliinmenl ol.Seqment I be,..... McClintod< Rood and theS-~IL_lPrlceE><!l'- System Interchange.
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I TABLE 2
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION - LAND USE SUMMARY

I
I
I

I

Dairyl
Percentage of Land UsesCrossed*

Agriculture Feedlot Residential Industrial

Segment I
Alternative 3 57 0 II 7
Alternative 4 82 0 8 &

Segment 2 89 . 0 8 0

Segment 3
Alternative A 6S I 14 0
Alternative C 92 I S 0
Alternative 0 % 2 2 0
Alternative E 9S 2 3 0

Segment 4
Alternative IA 35 0 I 0
Alternative IB 34 0 2 0
Alternative 2A 0 0 2 0
Alternative 2B 0 0 I 0
Alternative X 0 0 2 0
Alternative Y 0 0 0 0

CanaU
Railroad

3
2

4
I
I
I

I
I
o
o
o
o

Vacant Total-

23 10J
2 100

2 100

15 99
I 100
I 101
I 101

64 100
64 101
98 100
99 100
98 100

100 100

··.,1: ~ ,

:1
:1
:1

.-c.

,I

• Segment totals may not equal 100 percent due to rounding. Table 2 reads os Follows: Segment 2 crosses 89 percent agriculture land,
8 percent residential, I percent canol/railroad and 2 percent vacant.
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Long-term impacts resulting from the project can be measured in terms of the
effects from (oss of the agricultural land resource in the project area. Recent
trends indicate a declining amount of land used for agriculture in the vicinity
of the Southeast Loop corridor. As land increases in value because of its
proximity to the expanding urban area, the land is being removed from
agricultural production and replaced by developed residential, commercial and
industrial uses. General plans for Chandler and Gilbert designate lands along
the entire freeway corridor within these communities as future urbanized uses.
The Mesa General Plan designates agricultural uses along only a two-mile
length of the corridor north of Williams Air Force Base, where no irrigation
water is available. Furthermore, major issues expressed by farmland owners
responding during the freeway planning process focused on the project's effect
upon current or future development plans for lands presently used for
agriculture. The overall, long-term impact on farmland resulting from the
proposed project would, therefore, be low, relative to the large amount of
farmland removed from production and replaced by other urban land uses
currently and in the future.

Existing Land Use

Agriculture, including cropland, dairies and feedlots, is the predominant land
use in the Southeast Loop corridor. Developed uses are concentrated in
Chandler, and to a lesser extent, in the Gilbert area. These uses consist
primarily of residential areas (95 percent). Industrial uses (approximately
five percent) are concentrated in the area immediately adjacent to Inter­
state 10, and there are a few scattered commercial enterprises in Gilbert.

A detai led inventory of affected land uses is presented in Tables I and 2,
pages 26 and 27. Land use issues wi II be presented on a segment-by-segment
basis as defined in Chapter 3.

Segment I

Two alternatives have been developed for the portion of Segment I between
56th Street and McClintocK Road. All land located within the proposed right­
of-way for both alternatives is vacant or presently being used for agriculture•
Several residences located in the Carrington Place 'and Twelve Oaks
Subdivisions would be adjacent to the northern boundary of Alternative 3.
Alternative 4 would be located adjacent to the northern boundary of the Gila
River Indian Community. The two alternatives cross approximately the same
amount of land, except Alternative 4 requires an additional 10 acres for the
relocation· of an irrigation and power line easement.
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One alignment with two alternatives has been developed for the facility
between McClintock Drive and the Southeast Loop/Price Expressway System
Interchange. The alternative without frontage roads would be a narrower
section, and would not displace any residences in the Hearthstone subdivision.
This alternative would correspond to Concept 3A ·for the Price Express­
way/Southeast Loop System Interchange. The· second alternative with
frontage roads corresponds to System Interchange Concept 38. This
alternative would displace 10 existing residences and 18 vacant or undeveloped
residential lots in Hearthstone.

A small portion of Stellar Airpark Industrial Park will be located in the path of
the proposed right-of-way. No buildings are present in or adjacent to the
proposed right-of-way, although roads and other infrastructure have been
constructed. The highway would not interfere with the runway operation,
although further expansion of the runway to the south would be precluded.
Other uses affected in Segment I consist of existing agriculture and vacant
lands.

Access will be provided at Kyrene Road and McClintock Drive. This segment
will tie in with the Interstate 10 interchange on the west, and the Price
Expressway interchange on the east.

Segment 2

Segment 2 would require the displacement of 16 residences in the vicinity of
Willis and McQueen roads. The residences are located on large lots, often
associated with a small farm or ranchette. All other land affected in this area
is existing cropland.

Access will be provided at Dobson Road, Alma School Road, Arizona Avenue, .
McQueen Road, Cooper Road and Gilbert Road.

Segment 3

Four alternative alignments have been developed for the segment of the
Southeast Loop between Gilbert and Higley roads. Existing land use in the
area is mostly cropland and small farm/ranchette subdivisions. Affected land
uses, other than those specifically addressed in the following discussion,
consist solely of cropland and vacant land.

In general, impacts to cropland can be minimized by alignments adjacent to
field boundaries. Impacts are greater where the highway would cross fields
diagonally, creating irregular parcels which are more difficult to farm. All
four of the proposed Segment 3 alignments would result in irregular parceliza­
tion because of design constraints. Impacts of this type are relatively equal
for the four proposed alignments.
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All alignments would affect a dairy located south of Willis Road, east of the
half-mile point between Gilbert Road and Val Vista Drive. Alternative A
would require a small portion on the northwest corner of the property, while
the remaining al ternatives would sever the dairy approximately an eighth of a
mile south of Willis Road.

Remaining differences between these alternatives are listed below.

Alternative A

This alignment would require the displacement of 17 residences, 3 located
north of Willis Road west of the canal, and 14 located in a large informal
subdivision between the intersection of Ray Road and Val Vista Drive, and the
Southern Pacific Railroad.

Interchanges would be located at Gilbert, Williams Field and Higley roads.
Additional interchanges could be provided, but are not proposed at Ray Road
and Greenfield Road. The Ray Road interchange would require the
realignment of Val Vista Drive. Presently, land ·in this area is mostly
undeveloped.

Alternative C

Alternative C borders the eastern edge of a dairy located south of Williams
Field Road, west of the half-mile point between Val Vista Drive and
Greenfield Road. Three residences located at the northeast corner of the
dairy would be displaced. Two residences located west of the intersection of
Ray Road with the Southern Pacific Railroad would be acquired.

This alignment borders the northwest corner of a large-lot subdivision located
southeast of the intersection of Willis Road and Val Vista Drive. Potential
mitigation measures for this area include realigning the facility slightly to the
northwest or depressing the roadway through the Val Vista crossing. This
would provide greater separation between the existing residential area and the
proposed highway. .

The location of interchanges would be the same for Alternatives C, D and E.
In all cases, access would be provided at Gilbert Road, Val Vista Drive, and
Williams Field and Higley roads.

Alternative D

Alternative D would displace one residence and approximately four acres of
the surrounding orchard located north of the intersection of Greenfield and
Williams Field roads.
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Alternative E

Alternative E would displace a born located in the some orchard affected in
AI ternative D. In addition, two residences located adjacent to Greenfield
Road would be displaced by the proposed interchange at Greenfield and
Williams Field roods, and the realignment of Greenfield Road.

Segment 4

Segment 4 has been divided into two subsegments for purposes of alternative
generation. Four alternatives have been developed between Higley and Elliot
roods: lA, IB, 2A and 2B. Alternatives IA and IB extend the full distance
and are 5.2 and 5.3 lineal miles, respectively. Alternatives 2A (3.1 miles) and
2B (3.3 miles) begin at the Roosevelt Canol and extend to Elliot Rood.
Alternatives X and Y extend from Elliot to Baseline roods.

The majority of land in this area is vacant. There are several dairies and a
cluster of residences .located near Worner Rood, between Ellsworth and
Sossaman roods.

Interchanges would be located at Power, Elliot, Guadalupe and Baseline roods.
A system interchange would be located north of Baseline Rood, joining the
Southeast Loop with the Red Mountain Expressway and Superstition Freeway.

Alternatives IA and IB

Alternatives IA and IB are common from Higley Rood to a point just east of
the Roosevelt Canol. One orchard, located at Higley Rood south of Knox
Rood, would be crossed and one residence, located at Knox and Recker roads, .
would be displaced.

Alternative IB would displace two additional residences. No-other land uses
would be affected by either alternative.

Alternatives 2A and 2B

Alternative 2A would displace six residences and Alternative 2B would
displace one residence, all of which are located north of Warner Road between
Howes and Ellsworth roads.

Alternatives X and Y

One residence would be removed in Alternative X. No residences would be
affected in Alternative Y.

31



System Interchanges

Southeast Loop and Interstate 10 Interchange

Two concepts are being evaluated for the system interchange connecting the
Southeast Loop with Interstate 10: a fully directional interchange (HDR­
Concept 7), and a two-loop alternative (HDR-Concept 6). This assessment is
concerned only with the portion of those interchanges which extends from the
centerline of Interstate 10 eastward to 56th Street.

Land use in the vicinity of the interchange is mainly industrial (Table 3,
page 33). Both alternatives would affect two newly constructed, unoccupied
buildings in Southgate Industrial Park. One building, which is totally contained
within the proposed right-of-way, would be acquired. The second building,
north of the first, is only partially contained in the proposed right-of-way, and
may be structurally modified to eliminate the need for demolition. Several
vacant lots in the Southgate Industrial Park would be acquired as well. The
Ramada Inn, which is being constructed on the southeast corner of Chandler
Boulevard and the northbound exit ramp of Interstate 10, should not be
affected by the project as the access ramp for the system interchange will be
located within the existing right-of-way.

Other properties affected by both the system interchange alternatives include
portions of the following: Snavely Forest Products, Southgate Country Garden
Center, Consolidated Freight, and Pecos Industrial Park vacant lots. The
Consolidated Freight terminal would be acquired in both alternatives. Systems
Interchange Concept 7 would also require a modification to the Snavely Forest
Products' warehouse. Systems Interchange Concept 6 would displace two
industrial buildings, one commercial building, and three billboards located in
Pecos Industrial Park.

Additional uses affected are Saguaro Tools in Systems Interchange Concept 7,
Ponderosa Truss, and some vacant I-I property in Systems Interchange
Concept 6.

Price Expressway and Soutneast Loop .

The system interchange will connect the Price Expressway with the Southeast
Loop. Four al ternative system interchange concepts were examined for the
effects on land use. The low-level concept, 4, would correspond to the low­
level facility design for Price Expressway. The high-level concepts, I, 2 and
3B, would be compatible with any high-level alternative road alignment for
Price Expressway, and with the Southeast Loop Segment I (with frontage
roads). Concept 3A would correspond to the Southeast Loop Segment I
without frontage roads. The effects of these system interchange concepts are
described below. .
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TABLE 3
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION - SYSTEM INTERCHANGES

I

3 billboards

Improvements

o

2
2
2
2
2

5-6
4

No. of Other
Structures Improvements

Lend Use (Acres)·

Commercial ~ J:2!gL

10 4 82
14 0 72

0 81 86
0 125 133
0 107 III
0 III 115
0 41 46

0 " "o

5
8
4
4
6

68
58

Industrial

Price Expressway and Southeast Loop
System Interchange I .
System Interchange 2
System Interchange 3A
System Interchange 38
System Interchange 4 (Jow level)

Southeast Loop and Superstition Freewoy

1.10 and Southeast Loop Interchange
System Interchange 6
System Interchange 7

1
-I
,I

I
• Acreages hove been rounded to the nearest integer.
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The amount of right-of-way required is approximately equal for all of the
high-level alternatives, although the impacted areas vary from the east to
west side of Price Road. The entire proposed right-of-way would be located
on private lands or previously dedicated street rights-of-way. No Gila River
Indian Community land would be crossed. The right-of-way required for the
low-level alternative concept would be substantially less than either of the
high-level concepts (see Table 3, page 33).

Price Road Industrial Park is located on the east side of Price Road, south of
Frye Road. Two multi-tenant, office/industrial buildings are located in the
Price Road Industrial Park within the' proposed right-of-way for all four of the
alternative system interchanges. Potential mitigation measures to minimize
the impacts to the buildings include alignment modifications that would shift
the interchange slightly to the west. The remaining land affected on the east
side of Price Road is presently vacant or farmland.

The southern half of the Westcor property would be affected by the high-level
alternatives varying in amounts of right-of-way required as follows:
Concept I, 35 acres; Concept 2, 60 acres; Concept 3A, 48 acres; and
Concept 3B, 52 acres. The low-level alternative system interchange (Con­
cept 4) would require 20 acres of the Westcor property.

The agricultural and vacant lands on the east side of Price Road are
designated by the Chandler Transportation Plan for future industrial/employ­
ment with supporting commercial/retail uses. Sunbelt Holdings, Inc., a
development corporation, has assembled approximately 180 acres of land
adjacent to the Price alignment and is in the initial stages of planning.
Approximately 60 acres of this property would be acquired for high-level
Concepts 2, 3A and 38, 46 acres for Concept I, and 21 acres for the low-level
alternative.

Southeast Loop/Superstition Freeway

One concept has been designed for the Southeast Loop/Superstition Freeway
System Interchange. This assessment deals only with the portion of the
interchange between Baseline Rood and the centerline of the proposed'
extension of the Superstition Freeway•

The interchange would be completely located on vacant land. Eighty-five
percent of the land required for the interchange right-of-way is part of The
Crossings, a proposed Planned Area Development. The developer, Amcor
Investments, has agreed to sell right-of-way to the Arizona Department of
Transportation and has delayed final design of the project until final location
and design of the facility has been completed. Impacts to the development
will therefore be minimized.

The remainder of the land required is existing right-of-way.
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Proposed Land Use

Chandler

The City of Chandler Transportation Plan was adopted in 1985. A proposed
alignment for the Southeast Loop (Pecos Freeway) through the Chandler area
was presented in the plan. Recommendations for land uses in the vicinity of
the highway were also proposed in the plan. The City has since used this
proposed alignment as a basis for planning decisions regarding future develop­
ment. Specifically, the City assumed the highway would be depressed from
McClintock Drive to Gilbert Road in Chandler, and required many developers
to dedicate or reserve right-of-way for the highway as specified in the
Transportation Plan as a condition of development approval. Some of these
developments are nearing buildout while others are still in the conceptual
stages of design. Retaining the alignment developed in the Chandler Transpor­
tation Plan minimizes conflict with proposed developments and the community
general land use plan.

With regard to the City's land use plans along the freeway corridor, the
majority of the projects will be developed according to Planned Area Develop­
ments. 'The Planned Area Development process will allow future development
to occur in a flexible manner, providing for an appropriate mix of land use
types and density compatible with the proposed corridor.

The Chandler Airpark Transportation Development Plan, adopted in 1986, also
incorporates the development of the Southeast Loop. The highway is viewed
as an asset to the development of the Airpark. The plan suggests interchange
locations at Arizona Avenue, and McQueen and Gilbert roads. As proposed in
Segment 2, access would be provided at all of these points.

Gilbert

The Gilbert General Plan encompasses the area through which Segment 3 is
located. The area is presently outside of Gilbert's corporate limits, although
the town has strip-annexed an area which extends from Power Road, south to
Germann Road, and west to Gilbert Road. The plan designates a two and one­
half mile highway interface zone which overlays medium density residential,
mixed-use commercial/residential, and industrial areas. The plan also desig­
nates a regional park site and a regional commercial core within the highway
interface zone. Exact locations of these uses are not designated.

All of the alignments which pass through the Gilbert planning area are
contained within the highway interface zone. The Town of Gilbert has placed
a moratorium on rezonings until the freeway alignment has been selected.
Therefore, there are no formally proposed developments which wiJl be
affected by this segment of the facility•
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Mesa

The City of Mesa General Plan, adopted in 1985, specifies vacant/agricultural
land uses from Guadalupe Road south to Warner Road. North of Guadalupe
Road the plan calls for medium density residential uses. There are some
proposed developments in the area north of Warner Road. Specific impacts to
these developments are addressed in the discussion of Segment 4 which
follows.

Maricopa County

Maricopa County has not adopted a plan for the remaining areas affected by
the highway. Presently the county area is zoned R-43 (+ one-acre minimum
lot size), which represents a rural holding zone. ,,-

Segment I

The development of three of the major residential projects along the corridor
has progressed substantially since the completion of the Reconnaissance
Report. These residential areas were discussed in the existing land use portion
of this report. Plans for two of these, Carrington Place and Twelve Oaks,
proposed using the highway as a buffer between residential uses to the north
and employment/industrial uses to the south. Access to the highway would be
provided at Kyrene and McClintock roads, and Chandler has proposed
constructing a local road south of the highway to provide access to the
proposed employment/industrial uses.

Between 56th Street and McClintock Drive, two alternative alignments are
presented. The northern alignment, Alternative 3, would generally coincide
with the alignment proposed in the Chandler Transportation Plan. The
southern alignment, Alternative 4, would be located adjacent to the Gila River
Indian Reservation boundary. Alternative 4 would create a separation between
existing residential areas and the freeway, ranging from about 150 to 600 feet.
Two partially completed_ Planned -·Area Developments, Carrington Place
(Emerald Homes) and Twelve Oaks (Knoell Bros.), have been planned to
accommodate the Southeast Loop, setting aside right-of-way for future
dedication in between recently completed residential areas and vacant land
designated for future industrial/employment use. (A 65-foot half-width of the
freeway right-of-way has already been dedicated adjacent to the Twelve Oaks
residential parcel.)

The major impa~t of Alternative 4 would be to require alterations to the
Carrington Place and Twelve Oaks plans, causing the relocation or replace­
ment of reserved and dedicated rights-of-way. Major changes to the plans
would be needed for siting industrial/employment land uses in between the
residential areas and the freeway. While Alternative 3 would require a wider
right-of-way width than specified in the Chandler Transportation Plan, the
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alignment would not result in significant impacts to these two Planned Area
Developments or other land uses in Segment I.

Two other Planned Area Developments have been proposed: Pecos Industrial
Park (56th Street and Kyrene) and Pecos and Kyrene. These are commercial/
industrial developments for which conceptual development approval has been
obtained that stipulates a reservation of right-of-way for the proposed project.
Therefore, no adverse impacts to these two Planned Area Developments are
foreseen.

Segment 2

Pecos Ranch, a 640-acre mixed-use development south of Pecos Road between
Dobson and Alma School roads, is under construction on the part of the site
adjacent to the southern edge of the proposed alignment. Although right-of­
way has not yet been dedicated, a 230-foot-wide area has been reserved to
accommodate the highway.

Willis Plaza, a mixed-use development located just east of the Southern
Pacific Railroad and south of Pecos Road, has recently received final
development approval for a portion of the project, Windsong Townhomes.
Another mixed-use development, Pecos Plaza, located just west of Arizona
Avenue south of Pecos Road, has received conceptual approval.

The remaining land areas are planned for general residential, tourism/recrea­
tion, industrial/employment/commercial, and the Chandler Airpark special
district.

Segment 3

All of the alternatives in Segment 3 would traverse essentially the same future
land uses. These consist of medium density residential, mixed-use commer­
cial/residential, and industrial. Alternative A would utilize the linear corridor
created by the diagonal orientation of- the Eastern Canal. The parcel remnants
located between the proposed highway and the Eastern Canal could provide
storm water management facilities, as well as an opportunity to develop a
linear open-space corridor or regional park. Additionally, Alternative A could
result in more contiguous development of Gilbert due to its proximity to the
city, which would result in lower costs of providing services to new develop­
ments.

Alternatives C, D and E are all east of the canal. Alternative C would be
located on the mid-section between Val Vista Drive and Greenfield Road. This
area has been proposed for future commercial activity. Alternative D would
be located a quarter mile west of the edge of the mixed-use commercialI
residential area. Alternatives C and D would provide the opportunity for a
buffer of commercial/high density residential uses to be developed between

37



:'-'·1',·....

-I".,'

,'1
::;

;:1
-.(,

·1
I

···1'.

,:::~?

"I'"

·,1·

~~'J;§

..1
.,:.:_~}

I
; .~~:

1::-.:)

~I. ~~.
.~:_~~

··1
'-~~,

,.,-';~j

·.··1
~"~::~

',I
i~:f::

-::t11

'.1.}.~
50

(I
r:::-.~~
'~-::>

,I
, i;

'I

the highway and the medium density residential uses to be located east of
Greenfield Road.

Alternative E, located along Greenfield Road north of Pecos Road, would
border low and medium density residential uses on the 'east, and high density
residential uses on the west. Further, Alternative E would require the
relocation of a major arterial (Greenfield Road) through a planned, medium
density residential area. This would result in disruption of future grid-street
network and the loss of access to potential commercial property west of
Greenfield Road.

Segment 4

There are two active rezoning cases for recreational vehicle parks in the City
of Mesa south of Baseline Road. Both cases have been approved. One, a
recreational vehicle park, has been partially developed and the developed
portion of the property would not be affected by either Alternatives X or Y.
Site plans for the remaining areas have not been completed. Impacts to future
development cannot be determined, although the development of a recrea­
tional vehicle 'park would be compatible with the proposed freeway, assuming
appropriate design measures are taken to provide adequate buffering areas.

Williams Air Force Base may be affected by the choice between Alter­
natives IA and IB, and 2A and 2B. Representatives from Williams Air Force
Base have expressed concern that the northern alignment of Alternatives IA
and IB would allow for potentially incompatible land uses to be developed on
lands north of the base. Alternatives 2A and 2B would be located approxi­
mately one-quarter mile north of the base. Future development of this area
may be inhibited by lack of access from the highway, coupled with the high
noise levels resulting from base operations. Access would, however, remain
from Ellsworth Road and, therefore, the extent to which freeway location
would serve to protect the continued viability of Williams Air Force Base is
uncertain•

Detention Basins

One detention basin, located between Lindsay Road and the Eastern Canal
(south of Alternative Alignments C, D and E), would displace two existing
residences and associated farm buildings. The remainder of the proposed
detention basins are located on land currently used for agriculture or vacant.
Four basins are located on the site of a proposed development: .a S.7-acre
basin on Pecos Plaza, a 6.S-acre basin on the property west of Stellar Airpark,
a 1.4-acre basin on Pecos Ranch, and a 2-acre basin on the S6th Street and
Kyrene proposed development.

An estimated total of 160 acres of land would be required for water storage as
a result of the proposed project. Impacts resulting from the placement of
detention basins can be mitigated by cooperative agreements with local
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governments to manage the areas for recreation and open space purposes.
Preservation of open space in rapidly developing communities is a beneficial
effect of the proposed water-storage plan.

UTILITIES

Numerous pipelines, electrical transmission lines and substations, communica­
tion cables, irrigation facilities, and wells are located near the proposed
alignment of the Southeast Loop.

Several water and sewer mains located parallel to the alignment between
Kyrene and Price roads (Segment I) may need to be relocated. The Pecos
Road alignment is a major utility corridor. An EI Paso natural gas pipeline, a
Southern Pacific jet fuel pipeline, and a Salt River Project 69kV transmission
line are located in this same corridor and extend from Interstate 10 to Price
Road. The proposed alignment would cross under both the Salt River Project
SOOkV and the Arizona Public Service 230kV Palo Verde-Kyrene transmission
lines, located parallel to the Southern Pacific Railroad (Segment I). This
crossing may require reconstruction of the transmission line structures to
provide the required clearance distance for conductors above the elevated
highway.

A City of Chandler 66-inch sewer line and 30-inch water main are located
along Price Road south of Pecos Road. The Pecos Road alignment also serves
as a major utility corridor, and contains a 48-inch sewer line, a 36-inch water
main, the Southern Pacific jet-fuel pipeline, and 2 power lines. The utilities
wi II be relocated as necessary, due to the construction of the Price Express­
way/Southeast Loop interchange and the Sou,theast Loop. US Sprint has
constructed a fiber optic cable in the Pecos Road corridor. The portion of the,
cable from Dobson Road to Greenfield Road may be affected by the Southeast
Loop alignment. Also in Chandler are several north-south trending power lines
along Price, Dobson, McQueen and Cooper roads. Southwest Gas pipelines are
located along Alma School and Cooper roads, and Arizona Avenue.

Salt River Project has a 69kV power line which parallels the Southern Pacific
Railroad between ,Ray and Val Vista roads. Alternative A <Segment 3) would
require relocating or raising this power line if the railroad crossing was
elevated.

Other utilities which are likely to be affected by the proposed highway are the'
Town of Gilbert's water and sewer mains along Frye, Williams Field, Green­
field and Ray roads, and along the Southern Pacific Railroad. The City of
Mesa also has water and sewer mains along Guadalupe Road. Numerous
transmission lines and communication cables are located along the major
arterials in the Gilbert area, as well as a Southwest Gas Corporation pipeline
along Williams Field Road, and the Southern Pacific jet-fuel pipeline along
Pecos Road. The proposed alignment would cross the Salt River Project Silver
King-Kyrene 500/230kV transmission line corridor between Guadalupe and
Elliot roads <Segment 4, Alternatives X and Y).
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SOCIOECONOMICS

The level of impact resulting from crossing underground utility lines is less
severe where the section is either at-grade or elevated.

The socioeconomic analysis focuses on specific areas which may be affected
by the project, including the designated right-of-way, nearby properties, and
area tax jurisdictions. Potential social and economic issues associated with
the project are:

• Income/Employment
• Tax Revenues
• Property Values

• Population
• Residences
• Civil Services and Facilities
• Business Activity

The population in the immediate vicinity of the alternative alignments (a
72 square-mile-corridor) is expected to grow from approximately 23,000
residents in 1985 to more than 180,000 in 20 15. Over the same period,
population density in this area is projected to increase by more than 2,000
persons per square mile, from 330 to almost 2,500 persons per square mile.

The figures in Table 4, page 41, show present and projected population for four
sections along the corridor: from 48th Street to Price Road; from Price to
Gilbert Road; from Gilbert to Higley Road; and from Higley to Ellsworth
Road. As suggested by the table, the most' intensive development within this
corridor is now and expected to continue to be within the center portion of the
corridor in Segments 2 and 3 in Chandler and Gilbert.

Development in Chandler has occurred in anticipation of the Southeast Loop
since 1985 when the City of Chandler Transportation Plan was adopted. The
proposed Segment I and 2 alignments coincide with the routes proposed in the
Chandler plan. This route is consistent with Chandler's development plans and
some developers have dedicated right-of-way' along that alignment. In Gilbert,
a particular issue of concern is how the selected alignment will affect future
growth patterns.

Population

The Southeast Loop crosses through the communities of Chandler, Gilbert and
Meso. These jurisdictions had a combined population of approximately 355,000
in 1985. By 2015, the combined population of these jurisdictions is expected to
exceed 1,000,000, according to the Maricopa Association of Governments 1987
projections. On the western portion of the study area, the Gila River Indian
Reservation is located directly south of the proposed highway. The 372,000­
acre reservation had a population of approximately 10,000 in 1985.
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TABLE 4
POPULATION BY SEGMENT, 1985-2015

PopulatIon
Annual '( Chalqe

Area OeTober 1'85 Mid-Year 2000 Mid-Y_2015 "85.2015

Seam""t TAu· (sg. miles) PopuJation Oens.ty Pooutatlon Oens,'y Population O......ty Populat'Oft

I. 48t!'l S',ee' 1021,1022. 1126, 13. " 2,7:38 2C9 6,!'ll 528 12,488 ,,,, 18

ta P,iee Road 760, !72, !7:J, !71l

II.' Priee Road nl, 761, 762.7'6, 18.20 12,257 &711 58,375 3,207 78,344 11,305 27
to CilberT n2. 773, !75. !76.
Road 763. i81. 764. 765.

nil. 775. 776, 782.
783,784

III. Cilb.... ' Road 766, 777. '96. 756. 14.78 1,5!0 lOS ",241 1,302 44,047 2,!80 134

to Hiqley !8E1. !87. !!l!, 1173,
Road '83,767,778,1174

IV. HiqleY Qoad 1172,734.757.768. 26.77 7,206 282 21,711' 852 45,268 1,774 26

toEllswort!'l 1175, 77!. 76'. 158.
735, 1166. 7OS. 1004.
1026, 1002, !5!, !001

To'ol n.!3 2:1,1" 326 106.313 1,~58 180,147 2.470 33
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A Relocation Assistance Plan will be developed during the design phase to
identify the process, procedures and approximate time schedule for right-of­
way acquisition and relocation for the project. Through the Arizona Depart­
ment of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program, every effort is made
to keep personal inconvenience to a minimum and to render all assistance
authorized under state law.

Residences

As noted above, the proposed Southeast Loop crosses through an area that is
presently sparsely populated but expected to grow substantially in the near
future. - The Southeast Loop is not expected to cause significant disruption to
existing neighborhoods since most of the housing along the route consists of
scattered farmettes and ranchettes. The proposed highway wi II change the
rural character of the area.

In Segment I, three mixed use subdivisions are currently under development.
Houses in these developments will be adjacent to the freeway under Alterna­
tive 3. In two of the developments, Carrington and Twelve Oaks, the facility
will be used as a buffer between residential development to the north and
commercial/industrial uses to the south. Alternative 4 would require revisions
in the development's site plans. These include changes in the location of
reserved right-of-way and in the placement of different land uses with respect
to the freeway. Other residential areas that may be adversely affected by the
proximity of the highway are located between the intersection of Ray Road
and Val Vista Drive and the Southern Pacific Railroad, southeast of the
intersection of Willis Road and Val Vista Drive, and west of McQueen Road
south of Pecos Road. .

The Arizona Department of Transportation anticipates that construction will
occur in stages due to the size of this project. Access may be disrupted within
construction areas. This. disruption may involve temporary connections and
detouring onto local roads. Congestion may also occur at the intersections
with the Price Expressway and Interstate 10. Residents may be inconveni­
enced by construction activities or haVe to seek alternate routes. Traffic will
be maintained in accordance with the Arizona Department of Transportation
"Traffic Control Manual for Highway Construction and Maintenance". Equip­
ment noise, dust and fumes will be monitored and controlled as the highway
contractor is required by ADOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge
Construction to observe and comply with all air pollution ordinances, regula­
tions, etc. from those agencies having jurisdiction.

Civic Services and Facilities

The categories of civic services and facilities inventoried for this project were
health care, education, police and fire, and parks and recreation. Potential
short-term (during construction) impacts in these areas include impaired
access to such facilities or disruption of services during construction. Long-
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term concerns include changes in access or service delivery, and induced
demand.

The only health care facility in the immediate vicinity of the alignments is
Chandler Community Hospital, which has recently become the center of a
growing health care campus community. Included within this community are
existing nursing home institutions, planned medical commercial/office
complexes, and planned behavioral and specialized medical facilities. On a
long-term basis, access to this facility is expected to be improved. During
construction, however, access from the Gila River Indian Community, southern
Chandler, and rural southeast Maricopa County may be impaired.

The Southeast Loop Highway corridor crosses six school districts: Kyrene
Elementary School District No. 28; Tempe Union High School District No. 213;
Chandler Unified School District No. 80; Gilbert Unified School District
No. 41; Higley Elementary School District No. 60; and Queen Creek Unified
School District No. 95. Since all but two of the existing schools in these
districts are located north of the proposed alternatives, bus and private access
routes from south of the freeway to the schools north of the alignment will
probably be impaired during construction. In addition, the freeway will also
probably require changes in bus routes traversing these districts. Since the
highway will form a barrier across the six districts, it could also serve as a
boundary for new districts which may form in response to growth in the
southeast valley.

The closest schools to the alignment are Kyrene de 10 Paloma Elementary and
Kyrene del Pueblo Junior High, two recently opened schools located approxi­
mately 800 feet north of the alignment along Rural Road. Construction in this
area could affect both vehicular and pedestrian access to these schools. Upon
completion, the highway may still impair access to these schools for some
students, especially those commuting from Gila River Indian Community.
Additional schools planned for this area include two elementary schools
approximately one-half mile north of Chandler Boulevard between McClintock
and Dobson roads. In addition, south of Frye Road, between Cooper and
Gilbert roads, is a new community college campus.

As this area grows, additional schools may be required. Although the
alternatives under investigation do not affect present plans for additional
schools, the alignment selected and access provided will probably affect future
school locations.

Three municipal parks, Folley Memorial, Elgin and Winn, are located within
approximately one-quarter mile of the proposed Southeast Loop in Chandler.
Construction of the freeway is expected to have a minimal effect on these
facilities since they service either their surrounding community or immediate
neighborhoods. Additional 'park sites are planned by the City of Chandler for
north of Pecos Road. The primary future effect of the freeway on these and
existing parks will be to restrict usage of the facilities by residents south of
the freeway.
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Gilbert Rodeo Park is a 46-acre recreational site located adjacent to the
Eastern Canal at Ray and Val Vista roads. This facility lies adjacent to
Alternative A. Access to the rodeo grounds could be disrupted during
construction 'of the freeway if this alternative is constructed. In the long run,
the rodeo grounds would probably benefit most from direct access provided by
AIternative A.

Development of future park and recreational facilities is conceptually
targeted for west and central Chandler, throughout the entire Town of Gilbert,
and central and eastern Mesa. Whether any sites will be located adjacent to or
impacted by the project is unknown at this time.

Tax Revenues

Total displaced annual revenues from the Southeast Loop are estimated to
range between approximately $3.8 and $5.3 million. Table 5, page 45, presents
the total value of property displaced by each of the alternative segments.
Table 6, page 46, presents estimated displaced revenues by jurisdiction for
each segment. Segments I and 2 of the freeway will displace properties which
presently generate revenues to the State of Arizona, Maricopa County, the
City of Chandler, Kyrene School District 1128, Tempe Union High School,
Chandler School District 1180, and several special purpose districts. Total
foregone revenues are approximately $40,000 to $445,000 for Alternatives 3
and 4 of Segment 1 and $730,000 for Segm.ent 2. Within Segment 3,
Alternatives C, D and E will displace more than twice the value in assessed
properties, approximately $ 1.2 million, as the $660,000 in value displaced by
Alternative A. Along this segment, the Roosevelt Water Conservation District
would experience the largest loss in revenues as a result of displacement.
Along Segment 4, the displaced value for Alternatives I A, IB, 2A and 28 is
approximately $1.0 million. The jurisdiction which would lose the largest
amount of revenue is the Queen Creek Improvement District. Finally,
Alternatives X and Y would displace between $320,000 and $340,000.

Although the ranges in lost revenues are substantial for certain jurisdictions,
the net effect of this project will depend upon the extent to which property
va,lues increase along the corridor and within individual jurisdictions.
Ultimately, additional development in this area will increase assessed values in
these jurisdictions. The effect of the alternatives on development and
property values in the area is discussed in the next section.
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TABLE 5
TOTAL DISPLACED REVENUES BY ALTERNATtVE
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Business Activity

Of the few business activities located along the Southeast Loop, most are
clustered around the Interstate 10 interchange. Both Systems Interchange
Concept 6 and Systems Interchange Concept 7 will require modifications to
buildings at Southgate Industrial Park and Snavely Forest Products. Other
businesses in this area, such os the Southgate Country Garden Center, Pecos
Industrial Park and the Ramada Inn, may experience disruptions during project
construction. In addition, the alignment along Segment 2 is expected to
preclude expansion of the runway to the south at Stellar Airport. The highway
should not interfere 'with runway operation, but special provisions may· have to
be made during construction activities.

Along Segment 3, part of a dairy operation would be crossed. While Alter­
native A would ·,cross a small corner of the property, the other Segment 3
alternatives would have a greater impact on dairy operations. Finally, the
highway will displace cropland and disrupt cropping patterns, especially where
the alignments cut as a diagonal across a field. Although the greatest impact
to cropping patterns is along Segment 3, the four alternatives are expected to
have similar effects.

The Gila River Indian Community is concerned about the effect of the
alignment and access to the alignment on business activities on the reserva­
tion. The Gila River Indian Community has set goals to increase current
industrial areas which include Pima-Chandler, Santan and Pima-Coolidge
industrial parks. The Gila River Indian Community also intends to expand
commercial recreation uses in their north-central planning area to
complement Firebird Marina, and provide planned areas for highway service
and commercial tourism use adjacent to the Interstate 10 interchanges.

The Southeast Loop will provide a regional transportation facility to the
community. Business activities will be affected by access from the highway to
the community. The Interstate 10 freeway bisects the reservation, providing
access at four interchanges (Maricopa Road, Riggs Road, Casa Blanca Road
and Casa Grande Road), and providing the tribe with economic development
opportunities. Tribal officials hav~ requested better freeway access to
Memorial Airfield which tney feel could have a significant increase in activity.
This area is expected to be served at its northern edge by the Queen Creek
Interchange on the Interstate 10 by the fall of 1989.

Additionally, the tribe will have access to the Southeast Loop at the following
interchanges: a half diamond at McClintock Interchange; a full diamond at
Price Interchange; a full diamond at Kyrene Interchange; and an overcross at
56th Street.
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IncomelEmployment

Total construction cost for the Southeast Loop is expected to be $340,000,000.
Project construction will generate both direct and indirect income which will
benefit the local economy.

Property Values

The effect of highway construction on property values is a significant concern
of property owners in the vicinity of such facilities. In general, property
values can be expected to increase along the highway. In areas along the
urban fringe, like the Southeast Loop corridor; substantial increases in
property values can be expected as vacant and agricultural land is converted
to commercial, residential and industrial uses.

The effect of the Southeast Loop on property values will be a function of
several factors, including highway design, the location of interchanges,
property severance, proximity to the right-of-way, local land use controls,
access, noise impacts, and the demand for highway frontage. Generally,
development of shopping centers, and to some extent office complexes and
multifamily developments, will favor at-grade facilities where visibility is high
and will locate at interchanges for ease of access. By contrast, a quality
residential neighborhood would favor below-grade siting, noise barriers, and
traffic controls to minimize the impact of the highway on the area. Typically,
property values will increase the most in the vicinity of interchanges
(Mountain West 1987).

AIR QUALITY EVALUATION

The air quality impact analysis performed for the Southeast Loop Highway
focused on vehicle emissions of carbon monoxide. While other pollutants, such
as particulate matter, oxides of nitrogen and ozone are also products of
vehicular emissions, the impacts of carbon monoxide are most easily assessed
and provide a convenient measure of air quality impact. Particulate emissions
are of importance on unpaved roads. Ozone, nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons
are related through complex atmospheric chemistry and are, in any case, a
regional impact. The analysis, therefore, concentrated on the local impact of
carbon monoxide emissions.

The project is in an air quality non-attainment area which has transportation
control measures in the State Implementation Plan. The 1987 Interim Carbon
Monoxide Plan for the Maricopa County Area has been submitted to the
Environmental Protection Agency for approval. The Federal Highway Admini­
stration has determined that both the transportation plan and the transporta­
tion improvement program conform to the State Implementation Plan. The
Federal Highway Administration has determined that this project is included in
the Transportation Improvement Program dated September 30, 1986 for the
Maricopa Association of Governments' Metropo!itan Planning Organization.
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Therefore, pursuant to 23 CFR 770, this project conforms to the State
Implementation Plan.

The modeling of carbon monoxide concentrations along the Southeast Loop was
performed using the model CALlNE3 (Benson 1979). This line-source air
quality model was developed by the California Department of Transportation
to predict concentrations of inert pollutants, such as carbon monoxide or
particulates, near highways and arterial streets given traffic emissions, site
geometry and meteorology. Maximum concentrations of carbon monoxide for
the year 2015 were predicted for the Southeast Loop, including three alter­
native alignments between Gilbert and Higley roads.

, The steps required to complete the modeling analysis included: (I) calculation
of vehicle emissions for various vehicle speeds and year, (2) identification of
the roadway alignments, (3) determination of vehicular speeds and volumes,
(4) establishment of roadway segments (links) with common characteristics
(e.g., width, vehicle speed and volume, etc.), (5) determination of receptor
locations, (6) determination of meteorological conditions, (7) calculations, and
(8) review of the modeling results.

Emission Factors

Emission factors necessary for the carbon monoxide modeling were obtained
from the Arizona Department of Transportation. These factors were cal­
culated using the model MOBILE3. This model computes composite emission
factors, reported in grams/mile, for hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and oxides
of nitrogen. Vehicle emission factors were obtained for the year 2015, and at
vehicle speeds of 5 to 55 miles per hour; these factors are listed in Table 7,
page 50.

Concentrations of carbon monoxide from traffic in a depressed highway
section (negative source height) are normally higher at the roadway boundary,
but lower outside the depression, such as in the right-of-way, than concentra­
tions from traffic at-grade ("0" source height). Wider roadways also produce
lower predicted carbon monoxide concentrations due to the enhancement of
the horizontal and vertical dispersion of the exhaust plume.
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Source: ADOT 1987.

TABLE 7
EMISSION FACTORS FOR CO
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Vehicle
Speed (mph)

5

10

15
20

25

30

35

40

45

50
55

Emission Factors (grams/mile)

CO

33.0
25.5

20.3

16.2

13.0

10.5

8.4
6.8
5.6

4.5
3.7
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Traffic Speeds and Volumes

Predicted vehicle speeds and volumes for the Southeast Loop were obtained
from TAMS Consultants, Inc. for the year 2015. Vehicle speeds are used to
calculate the emission factors supplied to the model. Emission factors for
carbon monoxide are inversely proportional to the vehicle speed. Lower
speeds produce a higher source strength (moss of carbon monoxide emitted per
unit length of rood traveled). Predicted concentrations are directly propor­
tioned to the source strength. Higher speeds also result in more mixing and
dilution and, therefore, lower predicted concentrations. The total source
strength is the sum of the individual sources. Increasing the traffic volume
increases the predicted concentration of carbon monoxide, other parameters
remaining constant.

Roadway Segments (links)

The model CALlNE3 requires that the roadway to be used in the analysis be
divided into straight segments (\inks) having a constant width, height, traffic
volume, and vehicle emission foetor. The total number of links is dependent
upon the continuity of the roadway configuration and traffic flow. The model
sums the contribution from each roadway link to provide a total predicted
concentration of carbon monoxide for each receptor location along the
roadway.

The number of links defined for the Southeast Loop was in excess of 100.
Because the model allows only for a maximum of 20 links per execution, many
computer runs were required to predict maximum corban monoxide concentra­
tions for the receptors along the alignment.

Receptor Locations

Receptors for the model were located at or near the Southeast Loop right-of­
way. Receptor locations included the rights-of-way at intersections, throat
points, and any point reflecting a significant change in rood configuration
(e.g., on at-grade link changing to a depressed link). A receptor height of
5 feet II inches (1.8 meters) above ground level was used for all calculations.
In excess of 40 receptor points were used to identify points of maximum
carbon monoxide concentrations.

Meteorological Conditions

The meteorological conditions used to calculate maximum one-hour concentra­
tions of carbon monoxide included:

• Stability Closs - Pasquill "F"
• Ambient Temperature - s4°F
• Wind Speed - one meter/second

51



• Wind Direction - in excess of 100 directions
• Mixing Height - 1,000 meters

The selection of each of the meteorological conditions was based on the need
to determine maximum carbon monoxide concentrations obtainable under poor
dispersion conditions. In the absence of site-specific information, guidelines
for air quality modeling published by the Federal Highway Administration
recommend default stability classes of E for rural areas and D for urban areas
("Fundamentals of Air Quality for Highway Planning and Project Develop­
ment," U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration,
November 1984). A recent study conducted by the Arizona Department of
Health Services shows that Pasquil Class E stability is most appropriate for
describing stable atmospheres at an urban intersection (Gary Newroth of
Arizona Department of Health Services, private communication April 29,
1987). The vicinity of the Southeast Loop, in comparison to an urban
intersection, is expected to be characterized by a more rapid cooling of the
surface at night. Consequently, a Pasquil Class F stability should be more
appropriate than either an E or 0 class for modeling purposes.

The "F" stability class is most frequent during the winter months, occurring
approximately 59 percent of the time; annually it occurs approximately
49 percent of the time (NOAA 1976).

The ambient temperature, although not an input parameter to CALlNE3, is
used in MOBILE3 to calculate the emission factors. The temperature selected
represents the average temperature in Phoenix during the winter months
(Schmid Ii 1983). .

A wind speed of one meter/second was selected to simulate very light winds
associated with stable conditions; predicted concentrations are inversely
proportional to the wind speed. The wind directions selected represent
anticipated conditions for maximum carbon monoxide concentrations. Four
wind directions were selected in each of the four cardinal sectors (east, west,
north and south) to maximize concentrations for winds parallel to the roadway
and for winds perpendicular to the roadway.

For receptors near the roadway, maximum predicted concentration:; will occur
with winds nearly parallel to the roadway alignment. As the receptor distance
increases from the roadway, the angle between the roadway and the wind
direction (wind angle) required to obtain the maximum concentration will also
increase.

The wind angle associated with maximum concentrations is also sensitive to
the atmospheric stability class. For very unstable conditions (Stability
Class "A"), maximum predicted concentrations are associated typically with
cross-wind conditions. For Stability Class "F", maximum predicted concen­
trations at receptors near the roadway (such as the right-of-way) are usually
found for winds closely parallel to the roadway. The distribution of wind in
Phoenix during "F" stabilities is illustrated in Figure 12, page 53.
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The mixing height utilized in predicting maximum carbon monoxide concentra­
tions was 1,000 meters. This approximates the average mixing height in
Phoenix during the winter (Holzworth 1964). Model sensitivity to the mixing
height, however, is slight. Under stable conditions, the model's response to
changes in mixing height is insignificant for heights above 100 meters.

Calculations

The calculation of maximum concentrations of carbon monoxide at each
receptor location was made using the following model input data:

• Emission Source Height
At Grade: a meters
Depressed Links: -3.6 to -8.8 meters (depending on the link)
Fill Links: 1.8 to 10.0 meters (depending on the link)
Bridge Link: 5.5 to 10.0 meters (depending on the link)

• Surface Roughness - 3 cm
• Mixing Zone Width - 9.8 to 17.1 meters (depending on the link)
• Roadway Types - At Grade, Fill, Bridge
• Averaging Time - 60 minutes
• Receptor Height - 1.8 meters

Background Air Quality

Concentrations of carbon monoxide due to local traffic are to be added to an
effective background value. Most existing data for ambient carbon monoxide
levels are collected near busy intersections and streets, and are therefore
dominated by existing local traffic. It is assumed here that the effective
background, excluding local traffic concentration, is 2 ppm. The Federal
Highway Administration suggests 2 to 3 ppm to represent typical background
levels of carbon monoxide for urban areas (Federal Highway Administration
1986). A background level of 2 ppm was selected since the Southeast Loop is
located on the edge of an urban area. Concentrations determined by adding
calculated concentrations which result from local traffic to the effective
background will be called "overall concentrations".

Modeling Results

Predicted maximum one-hour concentrations of carbon monoxide for the
Southeast Loop Highway for 2015 were calculated by the model. The highest
concentration among the alternatives is predicted for 0 receptor near the
Price Expressway and Southeast Loop interchange. This maximum value,
6 ppm, plus an assumed background level of 2 ppm produces an overall
concentration of 8 ppm. This is well below the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard of 35 ppm, and it is less than the 8-hour standard of 9 ppm.
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Predicted I-hour carbon monoxide concentrations along the Southeast Loop
are typically 3 ppm or less. For the Southeast Loop Highway grade option near
Arizona Avenue, the modeling performed used the above-grade option to
predict maximum carbon monoxide concentrations. If the depressed option is
used, maximum carbon monoxide concentrations near that section may be
expected to be slightly less.

The modeling for two alignment" alternatives between Gilbert and Higley roads
produced only slightly different results. Alternative Alignment C provided
slightly lower predicted carbon monoxide concentrations than Alternative A.
None, however, produced concentrations approaching the I-hour standards.

Predicted overall I-hour carbon monoxide concentrations for the Southeast
Loop Highway are well below the I-hour National Ambient Air Quality
Standard and should not cause an exceedance of either the 1- or 8-hour
standards.

NOISE

The Arizona Department of Transportation has adopted a "Noise Abatement
Policy for State-Funded Projects" which outlines the department's policy. The
mitigation policy outlined reads as follows:

"A. The Department shall consider noise mitigation when the predicted
design year traffic noise levels equal or exceed an hourly Leq Level of
67 dBA or 72 dBA (Category 8 and Category C respectively as defined
in Section I) for the following two conditions:

I. Mitigation will only be considered for areas that support a developed
land use (i.e., those tracts of land or portions, thereof, which'
contain improvements or activities devoted to frequent human
habitation or use) at the time the project became public knowledge.

a. For limited access facilities on new location, the date of public
knowledge sball normally be the date of the location public
hearing.

b. For limited access facilities which consist of adding additional
traffic lanes to an existing highway, the date of public
knowledge shall normally be one of the following: the date of
the first public hearing offer or the date of the first public
hearing notice, whichever is first, or if neither of the above
apply, then it shall be the date that the environmental document
is approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation.

2. Mitigation will only be considered after such factors as cost of
mitigation, design requirements or constraints, and any adverse
impacts on the surrounding property owners have been evaluated."
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Existing Noise Levels

Thirty minute Leg noise level readings were recorded along the Southeast Loop
corridor during May 1987. A Breul and Kjaer integrating sound-level meter
was used to measure average and maximum levels. Data were obtained at
property lines. The integrating sound-level meter records peak readings in
decibels every second and logarithmically averages the readings in accordance
with Leq methodology. The Leq was recorded at each site when the
cumulative average reading stabilized. A stabilized reading was obtained at
each site with approximately 30 minutes of traffic noise recording.

Recorded average sound levels ranged from 54 (Leg) decibels to 87 (Le~)
decibels (Table 8, pages 57 and 58). Thirty-three of the readings were in
excess of 67 (Leq) decibels. A sound level of 67 (Leq) is the benchmark level
considered acceptable for Activity Category B (Federal Highway Administra­
tion Federal-Aid Highway Program Manual, Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 3).
This category includes residences, picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds,
parks, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries and hospitals. Twenty-three
of the 53 sites have sound levels in excess of 72 (Leq) decibels (Table 9,
pages 59 and 60). A sound level of 72 (Leq) is the benchmark level considered
acceptable for Activity Category C. Category C includes commercial and
industrial uses. Peak maximum readings ranged from 71 decibels to 104
decibels. Category 0 includes agricultural and unimproved land.

Predicted Noise Levels

The Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
(RD-77-108, December 1978) was used to analyze future noise levels along the
Southeast Loop Highway. Data from 53 receptor locations (Figures 2 to II,
pages 6 through 15) are presented on Table 9, pages 59 and 60. Forty-six of
the 53 receptors have predicted values that exceed 67 Leq (Category B
benchmark) and 17 of the 53 receptors have predicted values that exceed 72
Le (Category C benchmark). Eleven of the receptors are located in areas
wiih the land use category of B. Eight of the ten have predicted values that
exceed 67 Leg. Three of. the receptors are located in areas with the land use
category of C. None has predicted values that exceed 72 Le • Mitigation
measures will be based on current Arizona Department of ¥ransportation
Noise Abatement Policy for state-funded projects.

In Segment I, several noise sensitive areas exist, where the facility is adjacent
to several residential developments and two schools. Predicted noise levels
shown in Table 9 represent receptors located at the right-of-way 'line for a
roadway section where no mitigation has occurred.
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IBreul and Kjaer integrating sound level meter data collected May 1987.
2Receptor locations are given on pages 6 to IS.
3As defined in accordance with FHPM 7-7-3.

TABLE 8
EXISTING NOISE LEVEL READINGS

ALONG SOUTHEAST LOOpl

Decibels (elBA)
LeQ Maximum

C
C
D
D
B
BID
C
B
D
D
D
D
D
BID
BID
D
D
D
D
D
D
BID
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
BID
D

•

Land Use Category3

84
96
88
93
84
71
84
77
72
83
72
99 -
97
94
94
80
87
83
95
87
89
95
95

104
82
82

--71
102
95
86
91
93

60
79
66
72
62
59
57
56
57
66
54
82
82
74
79
67
68
65
79 '
66
69
77
72
85
67
62

_59
"84
82
64
73
71

I
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
II"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Receptor
Location
Numbers2

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
-I
I
,I
,I

:.,:.

I
I
;1
,I
,

,I
,I
:1
I
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IBreul and Kjaer integrating sound level meter data collected May 1987.
2Receptor locations are given on pages 6 to 15.
3As defined in accordance with FHPM 7-7-3.

Table 8 (continued)
Existing Noise Level Readings Along Southeast Loop

Decibels (dBA)
LeQ Maximum

BID
D
D
D
BID
o
B
o
D
o
o
D
D
D
BID
o
o
o
o
o
D

Land Use Category3

84
91
91
82
95
94
95
93
95

102
99
93
93
87
78
87
93
94
83
95
93

66
71
74
65
76
78
75
78
87
87
81
76
78
69
69
68
75
70
65
78
76

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

Receptor
Location
Numbers2

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
-I
,I
il
-';;;'

I
I
I
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IReceptor locations are given on pages 6 to 15.
2As defined in accordance with FHPM 7-7-3.
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I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
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Receptor
Location
Numbers I

I
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
II
12
13
\4
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

TABLE 9
CALCULATED NOISE DATA

(2015)

Calculated
Decibels (dBA)

Leq

64
68
67
70
70
74
7\
71
69
75
74
77
75
78
72
67
74
76
72
75
70
69
69
72
72
75
-74
73
74
74
67
66

Land Use
Category2

C
C
D
D
B
BID
C
B
D
D
D
D
D
BID
BID
D
D
D
D
D
D
BID
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
BID
D

-.
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IReceptor locations are given on pages 6 to 15.
2As defined in accordance wrth FHPM'7-7-3•
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Table 9 <Continued)
Calculated Noise Data (2015)

Receptor
Location
Numbers I

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

Calculated
Decibels (dBA)

LeQ

65
56
72
75
72
77
59
78
76
76
70
72
73
77
76
70
69
76
77
72
71

Land Use
Category2

BID
D
D
D
BID
o
B
o
o
o
o
o
o
D
o
o
o
o
D
D
o
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Receptor 5 for Alignment Alternative No.3 is located on the right-of-way line
which is also the property line for the existing residential units backing up to
the facility. Receptor 6 is adjacent to a planned park. The predicted noise
levels for Receptors 5 and 6 exceed the benchmark and would, therefore,
require that noise abatement measures be considered•

Alignment Alternative No.4 utilizes the same receptor numbers as Alterna­
tive No.3, since the profile and traffic volumes are identical. The predicted
noise levels given in Table 9 represent values at the right-of-way line.
Generally, for every doubling of the distance from the source a 4 dBA
reduction in the LeQ.. would be expected. At the location of the receptors for
Alternative No.3 (Receptors 5 and 6), a 6 to 8 dBA reduction occurs in the
predicted noise levels when modeling Alternative 4. Therefore, Alignment
Alternative 4 has less of a noise impact on existing residential development
located between l<yrene Road and McClintock Drive then Alignment Alterna-
tive No.3.

Listed below are several noise abatement measures that may be recommended
to mitigate problem areas:

• Traffic Management Measures: Prohibiting truck traffic through the
corridor during specific times of the day or entirely. Reducing posted
speed limits during problem noise periods.

• Earth Berms: Berming could occur should sufficient right-of-way exist.
Earth berms could replace or be used in association with sound walls.

• Depressed Mainline Profile: This option of utilizing a depressed profile
wi II be considered adjacent to noise sensitive land uses.

• Noise Barriers: The construction of noise barriers is the most common
type of mitigation used•

During final design, the location and specific type of mitigative measures will
be identified in accordance with the Arizona Department of Transportation
policy.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

An .inventory of all previously recorded and documented archaeological and
historical resources within the Southeast Loop Highway corridor was compiled
through records and archival searches. Although almost 300 sites were
tabulated in the general vicinity, only 25. of these sites or features were
reported to be located within the 2-mile-wide and approximately 12-mile-long
Chandler section of the study corridor. These included:

• One prehistoric Hohokam village site
• Three major prehistoric canal segments and a possible reservoir
• One prehistoric arti fact scatter
• Two mixed prehistaric/ethnohistoric (Hohokam/Pima) artifact scatters
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• Two other ethnohistoric Pima sites
• The historic Kunce House
• Five potential historic homestead sites
• Two major historic canals (Consolidated and the Gila Drain)
• Five historic roads
• Two historic rail lines

An additional 12 sites or features were recorded in the Gilbert/Mesa section of
the Southeast Loop corridor, which is also about 2 miles wide and 12 miles
long. These inc Iuded:

• One prehistoric Hohokam village site
• Six potential historic homestead sites
• Two potential historic wells and a corral location
• Two major historic canals (Eastern and Roosevelt)
• One historic rail line

Subsequently, an intensive field survey was undertaken to supplement the
inventory compiled on the basis of previous investigations. This fieldwork
focused on the specific alternative alignments identified for the Southeast
Loop Highway. More than 6,600 acres were surveyed. This _represents a
thorough sample, but not total coverage, of the alternatives. The results of
the survey are described in the following paragraphs.

Prehistoric Resources

The only prehistoric features previously recorded within or near the right-of­
way of the proposed alignment through the Chandler section of the corridor
are three major canals and a possible reservoir feature of the Los Muertos
canal system. No surface indications of these features were found, but that is
not unexpected because the area is currently being farmed. Subsurface
deposits may remain intact.

Although no sites were discovered within the Chandler segment, several
isolated artifacts (23 prehistoric and. 8 historic) were recorded and grouped
into 5 clusters. Three of these clusters occurred in the immediate vicinity of
the mapped locations of the prehistoric canals.

Within the Gilbert/Mesa segment of the corridor, it was determined that the
only previously recorded prehistoric resource, a Hohokam village site, had
been destroyed. Approximately one-fourth mile to the southeast another
Hohokam site, which was given the name "Dairy Site" (AZ U: I0:27 (ASM», was
discovered. The disturbance in the area makes it impossible to determine
whether the site is the remnant of a prehistoric village or a much simpler
camp or work site.

Two other small prehistoric sites (the Dead Hawk Site (AZ U:10:28(ASM» and
the Wash Site (AZ U: I0:30 (ASM» and a large mixed prehistoric/historic site
(the Berm Site, AZ U: I0:26 (ASM» were discovered in Segment 4. The surface
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of the prehistoric component of the Berm Site is badly disturbed by the
historic occupation. The prehistoric artifacts could represent habitations on
the fringes of a large cluster of Hohokam villages previously recorded in the
general vicinity of Williams Air Force Base or temporary work or camp sites.
The Dead Hawk and the Wash sites both are small artifact scatters where
natural foods were probably gathered or processed.

In addition to these 3 sites, 19 clusters of isolates (totaling about 170
prehistoric artifacts and 10 small historic artifact clusters) were discovered
along the Gilbert/Mesa segment. Although none were deemed to warrant
designation as sites, two prehistoric clusters in areas disturbed by agriculture
are suggestive of potential subsurface deposits.

Ethnohistoric Resources

The previously recorded ethnohistoric sites were all in the Chandler segment
where the corridor is near the Gila River Indian Community. Two of these
sites were plotted within or adjacent to the proposed right-of-way. Survey
results revealed these locations were badly disturbed. One of the locations
yielded no evidence. In the vicinity of the other, only four isolated pottery
sherds and one stone flake were noted. The sherds appear to dote from the
prehistoric era. New ethnohistoric sites were not discovered within either the
Chandler or Gilbert/Meso sections.

Historic Resources

Within the Chandler section, no evidence was detected of the previously
documented historic roads or historic homesteads. The standing Kunce House
is approximately a mile from the proposed alignment. Both the Gila Drain
(constructed in the 1910s or 1920s) and the East Branch of the Consolidated
Canal (dating from 1894) are still in use and cross the proposed alignment.
The historic alignment of the Maricopa, Phoenix and Salt River Valley
Railroad has been shifted and is incorporated into the Southern Pacific system.
The Chandler branch of the Arizona Eastern Railroad is, also, now a modern
component of the Southern Pacific•.. No historic features were noted along
either alignment. The only new historic resources noted within the Chandler­
section were limited to the four isolated artifacts noted above.

The Gilbert/Mesa section is crossed by the Eastern Canal (constructed in
1889), and the Roosevelt Canal (I 920s-1 930s), all of which are still in use. The
alignment of the Phoenix and Arizona Eastern Railroad (constructed in 1902)
also crosses the corridor, but it is now a modern component of the Southern
Pacific Railroad.

No physical evidence of any of the other previously recorded or mapped
homestead locations was found during the surveys, but a historic component on
the Berm Site, mentioned above, as well as two other historic sites were
recorded. The Shepherd's House Site _(AZ U:9:72 (ASM» consists of only a
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concrete block foundation. A modern house has been built nearby, disturbing
its integrity and context. The current owner indicated that a shepherd lived in
this location in the 1930s. No artifacts were noted on the surface and this site
seems ta have very limited value.

The Tank Site, located in Segment 4, consists of remnants of a farmstead,
including a concrete basement and house faundation. A date scratched into a
concrete tank on that site indicates that this feature dates from 1937.
t'Jumerous surface arti facts were noted and there is potential for subsurface
deposits as well.

The historic component on the Berm Site consists of agricultural features.
The site has clearly been farmed. An informant indicated that this could have
been as recent as the 1950s. Remnants were noted of an irrigation ditch on a
raised berm which also has two associated enigmatic features consisting of
alignments of wooden posts. The site also has a concrete well pit and
remnants of pipe alignments which probably did not function as part of the
"berm system". A cluster of domestic artifacts was noted, but no direct
evidence of a historic house was found in the area, although this parcel of land
was successfully patented as a homestead in 1920. A 1913 date is scratched
into the well foundation.

In addition to these sites, 10 of the small isolated artifact clusters noted
within the Gilbert/Mesa section were of historic vintage. These did not
cluster in any meaningful pattern.

Cultural Resource Impacts

In assessing impacts of projects such as the Southeast Loop Highway, it is
ordinarily preferable to favor alternatives which result in preserving non­
renewable cultural resources in place. However, all sites along the corridor
except for one are privately owned (the Dead Hawk Site is on state land). As a
result they are not protected, and are being destroyed as development
continues. None seem to warrant extraordinary efforts to preserve them in
place. The option to in-place preservation is to recover significant values
through excavation, recording and artifact collection. The costs for such
studies at any of the sites recorded would not seem to be a significant factor
in selecting a preferred alternative. Impacts and recommendations for further
consideration of cultural resources during future phases of project develop­
ment are discussed in the following paragraphs. If previously unidentified
cultural resources are encountered during construction, work will stop
immediately at that location, and the Arizona Department of Transportation,
Environmental Planning Services will be contacted to arrange for proper
treatment of the resources.
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Segment I

Two alternative alignments (Alternatives 3 and 4) were defined within Seg­
ment I. The potential effects of these alternatives on cultural resources are
identical. The only firmly docume.nted feature in Segment I is the Gila Drain.
It is unclear how maintenance of this unlined canal, over the years, may have
altered its original character. The historic value of the relatively short
section of the canal within the proposed right-of-way is minimal and probably
warrants no further consideration.

The potential for intact subsurface evidence of the lower end of the
prehistoric Los Muertos canal system does warrant further consideration.
Documentation of a large reservoir would be particularly significant. We
recommend that a testing program be designed and implemented to search for
remnants of these features for an approximately two and one-half mile long
stretch, extending east from Kyrene Road where the canal features have been
mapped and three isolated artifact clusters were recorded. It would be
appropriate to conduct these investigations with those of the same system
along the Price Expressway corridor.

Segment 2

The Consolidated Canal is the only historic feature documented in this area.
It is an essentially modern canal and does not appear to warrant further
consideration. A supplemental survey may be warranted along a one-half mile
segment where a survey was not conducted because the area was developed
into minifarms.

Segment 3

All of the alternatives would cross the Eastern Canal and Southern Pacific
Railroad, but these are essentially modern features that probably warrant no
further consideration as historic resources.

Route A

One of the most dense clusters of recorded isolated prehistoric arti facts
(about 15 total) does suggest potential for subsurface features and may
warrant test excavations. About one and one-half miles were not surveyed
because of cropping patterns and would require supplemental survey.

Route C

This alignment is close to the mopped core of the Dairy Site, but may not
directly affect the site. This should be verified once final designs are
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prepared. Test excavations in this area may be warranted, and about one mile
of this route would require supplemental survey.

Routes D and E

No significant resources were recorded along these alternatives, but about
two miles along each would require supplemental survey.

Segment 4

All options would cross the Roosevelt Canal which is essentially a modern
feature and probably warrants no further consideration as a historic resource
in this area.

Alternatives 1 and 2

Both of these options cross the Berm Site. The historic components of this
site remain an enigma. Attempts at further documentation are warranted.
The prehistoric component should be further investigated with test excava­
tions. Such testing should extend west of the Roosevelt Canal where more
than 40 isolated arti facts were noted.

Alternative IA

The Dead Hawk site would be affected and data recovery is warranted.

Alternatives IBand 2A

The Tank Site would probably be affected by both of these options and
warrants additional efforts to identify historic documentation and data
recovery studies.

Alternative 28

No significant resources will be affected.

Alternative X

The tentatively identified retention basin for this option may affect the Wash
Site, which would warrant data recovery studies unless the basin is relocated.
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Alternative Y

This option is close to the Wash Site but would probably not affect it. This
should be verified if this option is incorporated into final designs. About
one mile of this alternative would also require supplemental survey.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The biological resources of the proposed Southeast Loop Highway were
described using information obtained from a literature review, state and
federal agency contacts, and a field investigation. This information was used
to identify sensitive resource components that could potentially be impacted
by the proposed project.

The area proposed for the Southeast Loop Highway originally consisted of
Sonoran desertscrub communities characterized by creosotebush, white
bursage and saltbush (Brown and Lowe 1980). Much of the natural vegetation
along the corridor has been eliminated by agricultural development and urban­
industrial development. Elements of the Sonoran Desert are still prominent at
two locations within the Southeast Loop corridor. Open saltbush stands occupy
a small area in the Chandler section and a complex creosotebush community
occurs in the Gilbert/Mesa Section, along the east side of the corridor where it
extends north from the Desert Proving Grounds at Baseline Road.

Wildlife species inhabiting the area consist of remnant Sonoran Desert species
and those more common to open urban areas and cropland. A general
gradation of wildlife occurs within the corridor, with greater concentrations
and species diversity in southern sections of identified vacant land from the
Desert Proving Grounds to Baseline Rood. Wildlife common to the open fields
and cropland predominant along the corridor include white-winged dove,
mockingbird, boat-tailed grackle, Brewer's blackbird, horned and western
meadow larks, several sparrow species, various raptor species, desert cotton­
tails, small rodents, coyote and a variety of small reptiles. Areas with more
diverse desert habitat and with more shrub cover include species mentioned
above, as well as white-tailed antelop_~_ squirrel, several kangaroo rat species,
roadrunner, burrowing owl, -northern shrike, California quail, whiptail and
desert spring lizard, and western diamondback rattlesnake.

No threatened or endangered species, as determined by the federal govern­
ment, are known to occur in the Southeast Loop corridor. State-protected
species occurring within the corridor include palo verde, yucca, prickly pear,
cholla, ocotillo, crucifixion thorn, barrel cactus and mesquite. Two raptors
under consideration for listing as threatened or endangered have occurred in
the Southeast Loop vicinity--the Swainson's ,hawk (a seasonal migrant) and
ferruginous hawk (a winter resident). No wildlife or native plants are
impacted by the proposed project (see Arizona Commission of Agriculture and
Horticulture, and Game and Fish Department letters shown on pages 75 and
89).
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VISUAL RESOURCES

The impacts of the depressed alignment consist primarily of confining views
from the I"oad with retaining walls and earthfill. The degree of confinement is
based on wall characteristics of height, slope, and proximity to the road. The
profile would potentially have the highest adverse impact to the viewer
orientation at the Carrington Place and Hearthstone developments, due to the
restricted views and right-of-way requirements. Potential mitigation
measures to reduce impacts would include landscape treatment within
depressed sections, retaining wall designs, and overpass treatment, to provide
internal focal amenities. Impacts on views to the road are minimal, due to the
limited visibility caused by sound walls, freeway landscaping, and depressed
profiles.

The impacts of the "at grade" alignment profile deal primarily with the
increase in visibility to and from the road. The profile reduces the impacts on
views from the freeway by increasing the variation in viewer orientation.
Impacts on views to the road would potentially be reduced by the implementa­
tion of landscape planting, earth berming, and sound walls. These elements, if
designed properly, can also enhance and frame views from the road to South
Mountain, the Superstition Mountains, and other scenic vistas.

The elevated alignment has considerable adverse and beneficial impacts to the
visual character of the setting. Views from the adjacent developments would
be blocked by the earthfill and structural walls of the facility. This will
increase visibility of the highway to local residents and may introduce privacy
impacts. This profile would modify viewer orientation and visibility from the
freeway, exposing existing screened residential and industrial developments.
Mitigation measures to potentially reduce impacts could include the construc­
tion of sound walls and landscape screens. An elevated freeway would provide
users and visitors to the city with vistas to the cities and the outstanding
mountain resources near the east valley.

The impacts of the horizontal alignment alternatives are determined largely
by the proximity of the project to the nearest development. Any horizontal
shift toward existing residential deveJopment would increase the impact level
of the alternative. -

The impacts of the detention basins are insignificant, due to the proposed
locations and minimal disruption to existing development. The basins have
potential to create a network of open space with recreational facilities for
future uses. Mitigation measures should be common and incorporated within
the right-of-way treatments. Cut-off shield lighting fixtures will be used
along the highway to eliminate illumination spill-over into residential areas.

DRAINAGE

The drainage study included inventorying facilities to detain and convey
surface runoff from rainfall events. The inventory included existing and
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known proposed facilities, and it involved an area much larger than the study
area boundary. Major existing facilities were identified from maps, aerial
photographs, agency contacts, and a site reconnaissance. Significant proposed
facilities were identified by agency contacts and meetings with other
consul tants.

Conceptual drainage design was completed to assess the impacts of project
implementation. These inventories and impacts are discussed in the following
section.

Natural Drainage

In the vicinity of the study area, the natural topography for the area slopes
generally from east to west. The Salt River flows east to west, north of the
study area, and the Gila River flows east to west, south of the study area.

The only major drainage feature with any definition, other than the Gila and
Salt rivers, is the low area through which the Gila Drain flows. This low area
drains to the southwest from the western part of Chandler and the natural
contours suggest that parts of Tempe and Mesa, most of Gilbert, and most of
northern Chandler are tributary to this outfall. The Gila River Indian
Community refers to this as the Gila Drain watershed and indicates it is part
of the historic lower reach of Queen Creek (Gila River Indian Community
1984). It follows the general alignment of the Gila Drain east of Interstate 10
and eventually outfalls to the Gila River. This drainage will be referred to in
this report as the Southwest Drainage.

Drainage Facilities

Existing Facilities

Drainage facilities in the City of Tempe are based on a policy of on-site
retention of runoff from developed areas during the IOO-year storm event.
Street drainage south of the Salt-Gila divide is directed to one of two
detention basins. The first is a former borrow pit adjacent to Interstate 10
south of Warner Road. The second basin is a new facility south of Knox Road
and west of the Gila Drain. Runoff detained in these basins may be released
to the Southwest Drainage at a slow rate on the order of 10 cubic feet per
second (cfs). North of the Salt-Gila divide, the drainage is to the Salt River
with a large part of. the runoff flowing through the Tempe Drain which outfalls
to the Salt River just upstream of the Interstate 10 bridge (Tempe 1986).

The City of Meso drains both to the Salt and Gila rivers. A system of
detention basins along the north side of the Superstition Freeway and along the
north side of the Western Canol attenuates flows for subsequent conveyance to
the Carriage Lone Park detention basin just north of the Western Conal and
east of Price Rood. From the Carriage Lane Park basin, the runoff is pumped
into the Western Conal at a low flow rate. The conveyance from the system
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north of the Superstition Freeway south to Carriage Lane Park is an open
channel which crosses the freeway about one-third of a mile west of Dobson
Road and parallels the Tempe Canal on the east side.

A consultant is preparing recommendations for a master drainage plan for the
City of Chandler. Existing city regulations call for on-site retention of runoff
from the IDO-year storm event for developed areas including arterial streets.
Large portions of the city are not yet developed and are either agricultural
lands or relatively undisturbed desert. Existing detention basins in the
downtown area are reported as inadequate to handle major storms and have no
real outlet facilities. Improvements are proposed to solve this problem
(Chandler 1986).

The Town of Gilbert is less developed than the communities mentioned above.
Drainage is generally down the natural slope to the west along roads and
across open areas.

The Gila River Indian Community lands generally drain to the west and south
through poorly defined channels along roads and through natural channels.
Storm water runoff from the Gila River Indian Community flows to the
Southwest Drainage and Gila River.

The Superstition Freeway is depressed along a large length of its western
section. Runoff from the freeway" right-of-way is pumped to a large detention
basin located west of the Kyrene Road alignment and south of the freeway.
This water is then discharged to the Salt River through the Tempe Drain.

Significant flood control facilities in the area include the East Maricopa
(Roosevelt Water Conservation District) Floodway and the Soil Conservation
Service Floodwater Retarding Structures. The Roosevelt Water Conservation
District floodway parallels the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Canal
on the upstream (east) side and directs surface flows south to the Gi 10 River.
The Guadalupe Floodwater Retarding Structure protects the community of
Guadalupe and discharges to the Tempe Drain. The Vineyard Road, Powerline
and Rittenhouse Floodwater Retarding Structures protect the Central Arizona
Project Canal and discharge through the Power line Floodway to the East
Maricopa Floodway and to·the Gila River.

Surface water drainage facilities are inadequate for significant portions of the
area tributary to the Southeast Loop corridor. As additional areas are
developed, runoff volumes, flow rates and locations may change significantly.

Proposed Facilities

The following is an assessment of future conditions and facilities. The
assessment is presented to establish, to the extent possible, how drainage will
be handled in the near future•
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The Flood Control District of Maricopa County has several area projects for
both flood control and storm water management. These will include
completion of the East Maricopa Floodway, development and possible imple­
mentation of the Eastern Maricopa County Area Drainage Master Plan (by
various sponsors) and maintenance of existing county flood control facilities.
The Eastern Maricopa County Area Drainage Master Plan includes provisions
for a drainage conveyance to parallel the proposed Outer Loop freeway
alignment east of Power Road north of Warner Road (Flood Control District of
Maricopa County 1986). This channel would outlet to the East Maricopa
Floodway.

The City of Tempe will continue with ongoing plans for flood protection. This
will include a requirement for on-site retention of runoff from the IDO-year
storm over developed areas. The two south Tempe detention basins with their
collection and discharge systems will become operational.

The City of Mesa will continue its policies for storm drainage. Mesa drainage
along the north side of the Superstition Freeway and the Western Canal to the
Carriage Lane Park detention basin will be altered. The drainage system along
the north side of the Superstition Freeway will be conveyed north in the new
Price Road Drain, a joint project of the Arizona Department of Transporta­
tion, Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Mesa, Gilbert and Chandler
to an outfall on the Salt River. The drainage along the north side of the
Western Canal to the Carriage Lane Park detention basin will also be
discharged to the Salt River through the Price Road Drain. Estimated peak
flow rate for the Mesa drainage to the Price Road Drain is 50 cfs (Flood
Control District of Maricopa County 1986).

The policy of on-site storage of runoff from the IDO-year storm over
developed areas will be continued by the City of Chandler. In addition, it is
assumed for the purposes of this study that a new detention basin will be
constructed near the present intersection of Price and Pecos roads to store
runoff from the downtown areas where existing facilities are presently
inadequate. Releases from this new basin will be pumped north through the
Price Road Drain to the Salt River. Estimated peak flow rate for the
Chandler drainage to the Price Road.Drain is 100 cfs {Flood Control District
of Maricopa County 1986).·- .

The Town of Gilbert will continue to develop and it is assumed for the
purposes of this study that a policy of on-site retention of runoff from the
IDO-year storm event will be enforced as the area develops. However, it is
also assumed that some runoff will be conveyed along the Western Canal·
alignment to the Carriage Lane Park detention basin for discharge to the Salt
River through the Price Road Drain. Estimated peak flow rate for the Gilbert
drainage to the Price Road Drain is 100 cfs (Flood Control District of
Maricopa County 1986).

The Gila River Indian Community has an adopted Master Drainage Plan.
However, at this time Gila River Indian Community does not have the fiscal
resources to implement the plan. In the plan, the Gila River Indian
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Community will install a drainage system to convey runoff from the northern
part of their property to the Gila Drain. Itis anticipated that the Gila River
Indian Community will not accept storm runoff except at locations and flow
rates similar to pre-expressway construction. The Gila River Indian
Community drainage system will function separately from other systems
except that present users of the Gila Drain may be allowed to continue their
discharges of storm water (Gila River Indian Community 1986).

The construction and operation of new highway systems will not couse
additional flooding problems for the area. The Price Expressway and South­
east Loop Highway will include a separate or joint use system to control and
dispose of runoff generated on-site and to minimize impacts to cross drainage.

Irrigation Facilities

Much of the land in the vicinity of the study area is irrigated land. The major
supplier of irrigation water is Salt River Project. Their major facilities which
impact the area are the Eastern, Tempe, Western and the East Branch of the
Consolidated Conal. The Roosevelt Water Conservation District also delivers
Salt River water to its service area. These large facilities and their smaller
laterals generally intercept surface flows and redirect flow patterns away
from natural flow paths. The canals can also overtop and wash out during
major storms.

The Gila Drain is intended to convey only irrigation tailwater to the Gila River
Indian Community from agricultural areas served by Salt River Project. It
consists of a trapezoidal open channel which generally follows the lower part
of the Southwest Drainage east of Interstate 10. Along some portions of the
upper reach the levee is somewhat above the surrounding ground. Other
portions, particularly at road crossings, are somewhat depressed. Major
storms may produce runoff which enters the Gila Drain from agricultural areas
or by overtopping the roads or levees.
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CHAPTER 5 - PROJECT COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INFORMATION

The Southeast Loop Highway Environmental Assessment and Location and
Design Study has involved considerable communication and coordination with
jurisdictions, .government agencies, utilities, businesses, and citizens. Com­
munication with the affected jurisdictions and agencies has been maintained
through the Southeast Loop Technical Advisory Committee and through
numerous individual meetings and council briefings. Citizens, developers, and
landowners have been kept informed of project events through public informa­
tion activities conducted by the consultant on behalf of Arizona Department
of Transportation.

PROJECT COORDINATION

Stakeholder Contacts

The project coordination and public information process began in May 1986
with the distribution of a letter to key "stakeholders." A stakeholder is any
organization, agency, utility, city, school district, landowner, or individual who
has a "stake" or a direct interest in the location and design of the facility.
The letter introduced the study team, requested names of specific contact
people, and asked that the stakeholder identify any issues or concerns about
the project.

To further address stakeholders' concerns, interviews were conducted. The
interview process was supplemented with numerous telephone calls, meetings,
and briefings. Below is a list of those agencies who have been contacted and
involved in the Southeast Loop project. Letters regarding environmental and
design issues from those agencies who responded in writing to the initial letter.
are included in the beginning of the Public Comment Exhibits section of this
chapter, pages 85 to 154.

Southeast Loop Location and Design Study Contacts

Jurisdictions
City of Chandler
City of Mesa
City of Phoenix
Town of Gilbert
Town of Guadalupe
Gila River Indian Community
Maricopa County

Public Agencies/Elected Officials
Maricopa Association of Governments
Chandler Unified School District
Higley Elementary School District
Kyrene Elementary School District
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Five Southeast Loop public information open houses have been held since
February 1987. The purpose of these informal events was to provide the public
with an opportunity to view maps of the proposed alignment alternatives and
to ask questions and discuss issues with representatives from Arizona Depart­
ment of Transportation and Dames & Moore. Below is a brief summary of
each open house:

• February 19, 1987 - Open house/public information meeting held at
Mesquite Junior High School to discuss the alignment alternatives from
Gilbert Road to Higley Road. Attendance: 197.

• April 27, 1987 - Open house held at Chandler United Methodist Church
to present the alignment alternative from 1-10 to Gilbert Road.
Attendance: 170.

• May 13, 1987 - Open house held at Sunland Village East Community
Center to present the alignment alternatives from Gilbert Road to the
proposed extension of the Superstition Freeway. Attendance: 164.

• June II, 1987 - Open house held at Gilbert Community Center to
review the updated alignment alternatives from Gilbert Road to Higley
Road. Attendance: 157.

• July 29, 1987 - Open house held at Kyrene de La Paloma School to
review the alignment alternative and planning process between Kyrene
Road and Price Road. Attendance: 350.

Fliers ann.ouncing the events were sent to the project mailing list and
distributed to local agencies such as libraries, community centers, and
planning departments. For the Apri I 27 and May 13 events, fliers were·
distributed to all residents living within approximately one-third mile of the
proposed alignments. In addition, press releases announcing all of the events
were sent to all local daily and weekly newspapers.

At each open house, participants w~re asked to register comments about the
Southeast Loop study arid the proposed alignments. The primary areas of
concern mentioned by the participants included:

• Minimize neighborhood impacts;

• Provide greater distance between the freeway and the schools and
houses;

• Provide adequate access at major arterials;

• Minimize noise, air and visual impacts;

• Complete the study and facility in a timely fashion; and
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• Consider the facilities' impact in relationship to future commercial
growth.

Public Information Repositories

Information repositories were established at local libraries to provide the
public with easy access to technical documents prepared during this study.
The following documents are available for public review:

• Final Southeast Loop Highway Environmental Assessment Report, April
I988, Dames & Moore

• Transcripts of Proceedings, Southeast Loop Highway Location and
Preliminary Design Public Hearing, October 27, 1987, Barry and Hetzer
Court Reporting (available only at Arizona Department of Transporta­
tion - Environmental Planning Services)

• Draft Southeast Loop Highway Environmental Assessment, September
I 987, Dames & Moore

• Southeast Loop Highway Reconnaissance Report, March 1987, Dames &
Moore

These documents can be viewed at the following locations:

• Arizona Department of Transportation
Environmental Planning Services
205 South 17th Avenue, Room 204E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

• Tempe Public Library
3500 S. Rural Road
Tempe, Arizona 85282

• Phoenix Public Library
Main Branch Arizona Room -
12 E. McDowell Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

• Mesa Public Library
Dobson Ranch Branch
2425 S. Dobson Road
Mesa, Arizona 85202

• Chandler Public Library
178 E. Commonwealth Avenue
Chandler, Arizona 85225
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• Gilbert Public Library
132 W. Bruce Street
Gilbert, Arizona 85234

Draft Environmental Assessment

The Draft Southeast Loop Highway Environmental Assessment, which
described the potential environmental impacts and iIlustrated the proposed
alternative alignments, was available for public review and comment in early
October 1987. Copies of this document were distributed to the information
repositories and to members of the Technical Advisory Committee. Com­
ments received from the public about the contents of the Draft Environmental
Assessment are summarized at the end of the Public Process Summary section
of this chapter.

Public Hearing

The Southeast Loop Highway Location and Design Public Hearing was held on
October 27, 1987 at Dobson High School, 150 I W. Guadalupe Road, Mesa,
Arizona. The purpose of the hearing was to present Southeast Loop alterna­
tives alignments, preliminary design concepts, and the findings of the Environ-
mental Assessment for public review and discussion. .

Approximately 400 citizens attended the hearing. Following presentations
from the consultant and Arizona Department of Transportation representa­
tives, citizens expressed oral statements about the proposed project. Com­
ment forms were distributed to citizens at the hearing and written statements
regarding the proposed project were solicited. A 30-day public comment
period was announced. Citizens were informed that all letters and inquiries
regarding the Southeast Loop project received during the public comment
period would be given the same consideration as· the public comments
expressed at the hearing in reaching a final decision.

PUBLIC PROCESS SUMMARY

The proposed Southeast Loop Highway is a vital east-west and north-south link
in the Regional Transportation Plan. This facility will serve the residential
areas and industrial developments in the east valley.

The Southeast Loop corridor crosses through the communities of Chandler,
Gilbert and Mesa. Approximately 90 percent of the Southeast Loop Highway
frontage is presently used for agriculture or is vacant land. The remaining
frontage is in a transitional status or is being used for rural residential to
industrial/business parks. The residents and landowners along the Southeast
Loop corridor took a very active role in the public process for this project.

The work completed in the first two phases of the Southeast Loop Highway
Location and Design Study resulted in a total of II alternatives along 4
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sections of the proposed route. The range of alternatives was generated in
response to the many issues and concerns that were expressed by citizens,
special interest groups, landowners, and federal, state and local agencies.
Letters, records of conversation, petitions, and minutes of meetings were
reviewed to address the public concerns.

On October 27, 1987, the alignment alternatives, design concepts, and
environmental impacts were presented at a public hearing. Citizens expressed
comments and concerns about the alternatives and potential environmental
impacts. Statements from the public were recorded and formulated into a
transcript docum~nt.

A 30-day public comment period followed the public hearing. During this
time, written comments concerning the proposed expressway and the Draft
Environmental Assessment Report were received.

After the close of the comment period, all public responses were reviewed and
analyzed. This process included review of the public hearing transcript;
letters received before and during the public comment period; actions and
comments received from the counci Is and staff of the affected jurisdictions;
meetings held with various key stakeholders; ·and discussions with Arizona
Department of Transportation staff and management. This information, along
with engineering and economic considerations and the data presented in the
Environmental Assessment, was used to evaluate the range of alternatives and
determine a recommended alignment.

An alignment recommendation was forwarded to Arizona Department of
Transportation management from the study consultant on December 15, 1987.
On December 18, 1987, the Director of Arizona Department of Transportation
presented the recommended alignment to the Arizona State Transportation
Board. The recommended alignment for the Southeast Loop Highway from
Interstate 10 to Gilbert Road was officially adopted by the Transportation
Board. The adoption of the remaining route, from Gilbert Road through the
towns of Gi Ibert and Mesa to where the Southeast Loop intersects the
Superstition Freeway, was postponed until at least June 1988. This postpone­
ment was granted in response to a request from the Town of Gilbert.

The following sections summarize the comments and questions that were
expressed during the public process. The information has been divided into
pre-hearing agency comments, draft environmental assessment comments, and
public hearing oral and written comments. Letters corresponding to the
various questions and comments are located in the public comment exhibits
section.

Pre-Hearing Agency Comments

In May 1986, pertinent agencies were sent letters announcing the Southeast
Loop Highway Location and Design Study. A list of agencies that were
contacted can be found on pages 73 and 74. Copies of letters from the
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agencies that responded to the initial letter are contained in the beginning of
the Public Comments Exhibits section of this chapter, pages 85 to 100.

Draft Environmental Assessment Comments

The Draft Southeast Loop Highway Environmental Assessment was available
for public and agency review in the beginning of October 1987. A total of five
written comments were received from agencies and citizens. Written below
are representative questions and comments expressed about the Draft South­
east Loop Highway Environmental Assessment. Following each question is a
brief response. Letters corresponding to these questions can be found in the
Public Comments Exhibits Section pages 101 to 114.

Question I

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County commented that the Environ­
mental Assessment should include a section that addresses the floodplains
identified by Federal Emergency Management Agency as areas of potential
ponding within the project reach.

Response I

The Design Concept Report for the Southeast Loop Highway will address
floodways adjacent to railroads and canals. The proposed Southeast Loop
bridge structures will be sized so that adequate conveyance capacity will be
provided.

Question 2

The Gila River Indian Community expressed concerns regarding the sections of
the Draft Environmental Assessment that discussed access from the Southeast
Loop to the Reservation._

Response 2

Under all of the design concepts for the Southeast Loop/Price Expressway
systems interchange, access is provided at McClintock Road to and from the
west. Movements to and from the east are accommodated in the design
concepts that include frontage roads. At this time, a final design concept for
the systems interchange has not been adopted by the state engineer.

80



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
-I
I
I

Question 3

The Marlborough Development Corporation questioned whether the proposed
Southeast Loop Highway right-of-way, -as identified in the Environmental
Assessment, would impact Pecos Ranch, their proposed development at the
southeast corner of Dobson Ro.ad and Pecos Road.

Response 3

The map presented in the Draft Environmental Assessment in the above
mentioned area is consistent with the alignment that was adopted by the State
Transportation Board. The right-of-way for the adopted alignment will fall
within - the reservation identified by the Marlborough Development
Corporation.

Question 4

The Williams Air Force Base submitted a statement to clarify their preference
for Alternatives 2B and Y.

Response 4

The Draft Environmental Assessment section referred to in the Air Force
Base's letter was intended only to show a preference for Alternative 2 over
Alternative I.

Question 5

The City of Mesa expressed concerns over the following items discussed in the
Draft Environmental Assessment: (I) sufficient right-of-way at the Warner
Road overcrossing to permit the construction of interchange; and (2) design
considerations to allow t[te construction of half-mile overcrossings.

Response 5

Right-of-way shown in the Environmental Assessment and detailed in the
Southeast Loop Design Concept Report does not allow for an intersection at
Warner Road. Projected traffic volumes in this section of the Southeast Loop
do not warrant an intersection at Warner Road. Along the Southeast Loop, the
profile does not prohibit the jurisdictions from developing half-mile crossings
in the future.
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Public Hearing Oral and Written Comments

During the Southeast Loop Public Hearing, more than 24 residents, elected
officials, agency representatives, and landowners expressed their views
regarding the alternative alignments for the proposed expressway. Following
the hearing, Arizona Department of Transportation, Environmental Planning
Services office received more than 70 written comments and petitions. Listed
below are representative questions and comments that were expressed during
the hearing and the public comment period. Following each question is a brief
response. Sample letters. for each question can be found in' the Public
Comment Exhibits section of the chapter, pages 115 to 154.

Question I

Statements were received from landowners and business owners regarding
access near the Southeast Loop Highway and Interstate 10 systems inter­
change.

Response I

The systems interchange at Interstate 10 will provide freeway to freeway
movement between the Southwest Loop Highway, the Southeast Loop Highway,
and Interstate 10. This interchange will not have a negative impact on the
existing Maricopa Road Interchange located on Interstate 10 south of the
proposed Southeast Loop. East of Interstate 10, along the Southeast Loop, a
full diamond interchange will be provided at Kyrene and a half-diamond at
McClintock. At 56th Street, the Southeast Loop will be elevated over the
Southern Pacific Railroad and 56th Street will be maintained as a thoroughfare.
under the highway. Existing access to Interstate 10 will be maintained at
Chandler Boulevard.

Question 2

Numerous residents living north of Pecos Road between Kyrene and Price
roads expressed concern about northern Southeast Loop alternative alignment
that was located between Kyrene and McClintock roads (Alternative 3).
Residents objected to this alignment because it was closer to the schools and
houses. They believed this alignment presented greater negative impacts to
their community.

Response 2

A \I of the citizen input, engineering criteria, and environmental issues were
evaluated for both of the alternatives in this area. The State Transportation
Board adopted the southern alignment, Alternative 4.
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Question 3

Numerous letters, petitions and statements were received favoring and
opposing each of the Southeast Loop/Price Expressway systems interchange
design concepts. Some of the residents living north of the Gila Indian
Reservation, betweeen McClintock Road and Price Rood, were in favor and
some were opposed to the use of frontage roads along the systems interchange.

Response 3

Frontage roads were included in several of the Southeast Loop/Price Express­
way systems interchange concept designs in order to provide full access to
McClintock Drive and Dobson Road, and to the proposed commercial/retail'
development located at the northwest corner of Price Rood and Pecos Rood.
After consideration of the public hearing comments, engineering criteria and
traffic analyses, a modified design concept was developed for the system
interchange. This design, which has been agreed to by the Arizona Depart­
ment of Transportation staff and Chandler Stoff, incorporates access roads for
one-half mile east of McClintock Road. These access roods will connect to a
half-mile highway crossing at Country Club Way.

Question 4

Statements were received from landowners and developers requesting half­
mile crossings along the Southeast Loop Highway.

Response 4

The need for half-mile crossings was examined along the entire Southeast Loop
route. Based on traffic counts and current land use, no half-mile crossings
were identified as being required. The only exception to this is the half-mile
access roads incorporated into the Southeast Loop/Price Expressway systems
interchange as noted in Response 3. The design concept does not preclude the
opportunity for local communities or developers to fund the construction of
half-mile crossings •.

Question 5

Numerous residents, landowners and developers presented letters, petitions
and statements favoring and opposing each of the Southeast Loop alignments
between Gilbert Road and Higley Road. Concerns that were raised include
impact to rural lifestyle; land use and development issues; displacement of
homes; cost; noise, visual and air quality impacts; and property values.
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Response 5

To date, an alignment has not been adopted for the portion of the Southeast
Loop that runs from Gilbert Road to Higley Road. This Final Environmental
Assessment examines all of the alternatives that are currently being con­
sidered. The State Transportation Board is expected to address this segment
sometime after the summer of 1988.

Question 6

Individuals questioned why an interchange was not provided at Recker Road
and why interchanges were not provided at every mi Ie street in the eastern
portions of the Southeast Loop Highway.

Response 6

A comprehensive traffic analysis was conducted to identify necessary inter­
changes along the entire Southeast Loop Highway for the design year of 2015.
This analysis found that the projected traffic counts did not warrant an
interchange at Recker Road or at every mile street in the eastern portions of
the Southeast Loop.
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AUluat 11, 1986
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Dear Mr. Qu1nlana

Sinoeroell.

HE a ,Southeast Loop and
Prioe Boad Expre.sway

RIWaSAMarmm

COl Donald K. TUi-ftltJ'p fhJp~rl'j.s,"~", £!~/].a Jl.~!~rt@.l Of'f'1(t@

~~VV
aobert 1. W$Q~er
Hab1tat Ev~luatlon CoordInator
P13nnt~u ~~d Ev~l~atiGn irkCoh

The Arizona Game and Flah Depart.ent haa reviewed the
propoaed Southeast Loop and Priee Road Expr•••wa, project
corridors, and the tollow1n, oommenta are prov1ded. .

We have aoo••••d our Bon,ame Data Manale••nt S,.tea and have
found 'no r.oorda or apeo1al oat"ory .peele. (threatened or
endangere6) ooourr1ng within the propo••d proJeot area, or wIthin
adjaoent areas, that may be afrected by the propo.al. W. do not
antioipate that this actIon will ba•••1lnltloant advers. impaots
on wildlife or wildlIfe habitat.

We appreciate the O))Porotunity to revi." and oomment on th1.
projeot.

Mr. Robert !. Quinlan. Biololl.t
Dames and Moore
1626 Cole Boulevard
Golden, Colorado 80401
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Arizona Commission of
Agriculture and ~orticulture

1688 WEST ADAMS • PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85007 • (602) 255·4373

FIELD SERVICES

Stale Agricultural Laboratory
Fruit &. Vegetahle Standardization

October 23, 1986

Dames & ~1oore

Suite 145
7500 N.Dreamy Draw Drive
Phoenix, Arizona 85028

District Offices Office of State Chemist
Board of Pesticide Control

. Re: Price Expressway, Southeast Loop

Dear Sirs:

An inspection of the above-referenced project/application number has determined
the following:

r8J
D

D

o

There are no protected native plants.

The plants on the site are of low quality and salvage is not recommended.

The terrain is too rough and rugged to make salvage of the plants possible.

The plants or a portion of the plants on the property are accessible and
are of average or better quality, and we recommend plant salvage .

.VARIETY AND NUMBER OF PLANTS:

Saguaro (Hr.. in feet) Hedge- Prickly I
1-3 1 3-6 1 6-10 1 Over

10' Hog Barrel Ocotillo Cholla Pear Misc. Inacces. Unsa1.

Sincerely,

Larry M. Richards
Native Plant Law Specialist
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Ciiy of Meso - ...............-------- ~O~1~terstreet
People • Pride • Progress . Meso. NIZcro 85201.QQ04

(602) 834·2257

Public Works Administration
May 29, 1986

Terry Clapham, Project Manager
Dames &Moore
3737 N. 7th St., Ste 211
Phoenix, AZ 85014

SUBJECT: SOUTHEAST LOOP AND PRICE ROAD EXPRESSWAY LOCATION DESIGN STUDY

Dear Mr. Clapham:

Mesa's primary interest in this project will be that portion of the southeast
loop from Power Road to the Superstition Freeway interchange. This portion of
the loop will be located in the City of Mesa in the future.

Attached are the forms which you requested certain data to be listed •

Sincerely, ..

DEAN SLOAN
Public Works Manager

DES/dme
des/2696

xc: C. K. Luster
Arnold Harring
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Initial Input
Information Form

Part II: Issues and Criteria

I. Issues, concerns, and/or Opportunities you feel need to be addressed in
the study:

As indicated in our letter, the primary area of concern is from Power Road to
Superstition Interchange. We will be concerned about the usual types of things
including: accessibility of the freeway, crossability of the freeway, impact
on adjacent future development and existing development (that is elevated versus
depressed), handling of drainage problems, impact orr the major arterials (par­
ticularly where the freeway is running on a diagonal alignm~nt), possible phasing
of the project, number of traffic lanes planned, compatability with Williams Air
Force Base, special concern for that area immediately south of Superstition Free­
way which is in the development planning stage at this time, and handling of
drainage will be a particular concern.

2. Criteria you feel are important in determining and evaluating
alternatives:

In the short term, available funding should determine the phasing. However
ultimately funding should not be the controlling factor. The final objective
should be a well designed facility to meet the projected demands of the area
and provide the best possible facility for this mode of transportation. I
consider the San Diego Freeway System, the basic standard; along with any
improvements that are known to be desirable for that system.

(Add additional sheets as needed.)
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Please let me know if we can be be of further assistance and keep me advised of
your progress on these studies.

With regard to your study of the Price Road Expressway and the Southeast Loop
corridors, we are returning herewith the completed information forms which you
requested in your letter of May 19, 1986.

200 East Commonwealth Avenue • Cho~jler. ":'J:;:ona 85224 • Phone: (602) 899-9709

H9

• Pinch
istant City Manager

Very truly

June 4, 1986

Street

85014

Mr. Terry Clapham
Project Manager

Public Works Director
Planning Director

CITY OF CHANDLER
Office of the City Manager

Attachment

cc:

JMP/bf

Attention:

Gentlemen:

Dames & Moore
3737 North 7th
Sui te 211
Phoenix, AZ
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Port 11: Issues and Criteria

Initial Input
Information Form

I. Issues, concerns, and/or Opportunities you feel need to be addressed in
the study:

-I
I
1
I
5ee pages

.1 19
-

34

,I
1
I
I
·1
Isee pages
. 39-45

;,~

.::

2.

Consider all recommendations of BRW Study on Pecos Freeway and the
City's transportation plan regarding Price Road. City has been
protecting right-of-way in accordance with these plans:

Criteria you feel are important in determining and evaluating
alternatives:

Service to the Community.
Impact on the land development pattern.
Least possible disturbance of already developed property.

(Add addi tional sheets as needed.)

so



elLA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY
SACATON, AZ. 85247

The Gila River Indian Community submits this letter as a written
statement to the Public Hearing on the Price Expressway Draft
Environmental Assessment.

It should be noted at the outset that representatives from the
Community have been active participants on the Technical Advisory
Committee for the Price Expressway. Community concerns have been stated
on many occasions. Nonetheless, the Draft EA omits substantive response
to the great majority of the issues raised at TAC meetings.

J
.,. c:.... • ........
Li~ ...· " I:::il

RECFIVED

j,RlZorJA DEPT. O~ IHANSPORTATION
"IICHWAYS o,v,c;.t":11

~N'/mo....£.. rAL PLANNING SERYICES
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GRAPHICS
Page 13/Drawing 23 - Price/SE Loop

This alternative eliminates any direct access to GRIC lands at Price
and Pecos.

Access to the mile of prime developable land between McClintock and
Price Road has also been eliminated.
In the low-level expressway alternative, the northbound ramp from the
Southeast Loop eastbound encroaches on GRIC land. 'Ibis cartographic
trespass is inexcusable, as the exact location of the Reservation
boundary in this area has been delineated 'for ADOT staff and project
consultants 'Ibis erroneous map line implies that GRIC lands can be
encroached on for roadway and right of way.

Dear Mr. Smith,

Mr. James R. Smith
Manager, Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 S. 17th Avenue
Room 240E
Phoenix, AZ 85007

TEXT
Pages 31-33: Business Activity

There is no mention at all of impacts to proposed business
development on GRIC lands, even though the Tribe has an active proposal
from Sunbelt Holdings to develop land at Price and Pecos Roads.

Of more concern, there is no mention of the effects on Memorial
Airfield of the Expressway. Memorial Airfield is a key element in
economic development on the Reservation. It is also a major element in
regional economic growth because of its selection in the Arizona Regional
Airport System Plan as adesignate<rgeneral aviation reliever airport for
Sky Harbor International Airport. The Price Expressway, as proposed,
would severely restrict ground access to Memorial Airfield.

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES
P. O. Box 97

(602) 562·3311 or 963-4323

July 16, 1987

"I-~ See pg.
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Page 4l/Drawing 51 ~ High-level Concept One
The take line again encroaches on GR!C land.

31 Access has been eliminated in the vicinity of the freeway to freeway
interchange for more than two miles in each direction. In contrast,.
access to non-Indian lands has been provided at half mile intervals.

CCiMULATIVE IMPACTS
The Price rxpressway, like all other documents so far prepared

relating to new freeway construction, deliberately deals with the
specific route component, as if it has no relationship to other route
segments in the system.

The consequence of this blinders-on "assessment" of environmental
impacts is to deal with individual route segments without ever addressing
the system as a whole. In the Price Expressway Draft EA, this results in
avoiding mention of the fact that the Tribe is denied access points along
its land on the Southeast Loop, when in fact the access points on the
Southeast Loop were designated in order to accomodate design constraints
on the Price Expressway, specifically the junction at Pecos Road.

By separating freeway route segments in the environmental assessment
process, it becomes possible to ignore the cumUlative impacts of system
interactions. This is a serious distortion of fact.

The Price Expressway Draft Environmental Assessment is thus biased in
what it omits to say. The impacts of the proposed route on the Gila
River Indian Community are not mentioned, with the justification that the
route does not physically touch Reservation lands. This is an absurd
premise.

The proposed route has severe adverse impacts on the Community's
socio-economic opPortunities. Without access, theCOrnmunity is denied
the economic opportunity which the Expressway readily provides
off-Reservation land owners.

The most significant factor in assessment of environmental impacts
--eguity-- has once again been ignored.

Sincerely,

£L- -eJ' x?CZ:;~.4.,
Donald R. Antone, Sr. - Governor

DRA/DH

cc: Thomas R. White, Lt. Governor, GRIC
Rodney B. Lewis, General Counsel, GRle
James Stevens, Director, Phoenix Area Office

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Honorable John McCain, OS Senate
Honorable Morris Odall, US House of Representatives
Honorable Jon Kyle, US House of Representatives
Honorable Jay Rhodes, US House of Representaives
Honorable James Kolbe, US House of Representatives
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Many homeowners residing in the Twelve Oaks, Glenview, Estes and Stellar Air
Park subdivisions in Chandler, Arizona are deeply concerned over the alignment
proposed by Dames & Moore for the Santan Freeway between Kyrene and McClintocK
Roads.

Those of us living in these neighborhoods cannot understand the logic of
placing the Santan Freeway at grade level 50 close to a newly developed
residential area, particularly when there is an abundance of vacant land
available further south along Pecos Road. We believe that the City of
Chandler and Dames &Moore have not given due consideration to the effect the
proposed alignment will have upon the quality of life in our area.
Specifically, we feel the proposed alignment has a number of serious flaws,
namely:

Santan "Freeway Alignment Between Kyrene and McClintock Roads

July 1, 1987

( ,

C! PI " B1 .-
r-)'-;';'!:-1!--t~--+-"-"-+-'l~,,-t_0'

, Dfo\lv!fS ~ ,1,,:,0"

'I' 0 S.E. LOOI-'o PRICE ROAl)
I

\ _p.H--rJ_U_AlL-r-_;--r-l~9~81 ~

The alignment is too near homes already occupied,

The alignment abuts the back yards of homes yet to be constructed in
the Twelve Oaks SUbdivision,

The alignment runs along the entire length of a 14 acre proposed,
neighborhood park,

The alignment iS,approximately 450 feet f~om the Kyrene Junior High
School,

The alignment is approximately 600 feet from the Kyrene De La Paloma
School,

5.

" 3.

" 2.

RE:

Dear Mr. Louis:

Mr. John Louis, P.E.
Urban Highway S~ction

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
205 South 17th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85007
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6.

7.

The alignment is intended only to serve the potential industrial and
commercial development of property between Pecos Road and the Santan
Freeway,

Industrial development south of the alignment will reflect traffic
noise back into the unprotected neighborhood.
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Sincerely,
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Mr. John Louis
Page 2 '
July 1, 1987

The neighbors in the adjoining subdivisions affected by the proposed alignment
have formed an association entitled, "Citizens for a Better Freeway
Alignment". This association has scheduled a neighborhood meeting with the
City of Chandler and the engineering firm, Dames & Moore, for July 28, 1987 at
the Kyrene De La Paloma School at 7:00 pm.

The Executive Committee of Citizens for a Better Freeway Alignment request the
opportunity to meet separately with you and other appropriate members of the
Arizona Department of Transportation prior to our neighborhood meeting. The
purpose of the meeting between A.D.O.T. and the CFBFA Executive Committee is
to outline our proposal for a safe and environmentally acceptable alignment
for this section of the Santan Freeway.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

''7\
..>~'~ }- ;?)A..wk/~_I
.~; .: -...-'

Patrick J.Burkhart
President!. CFBFA
118 South Rita Lane
Chandler, AZ 85226
961-0565

cc: A.D.O.T., Environmental Planning
Eric Keen, Dames & Moore ------~.
Jerry Brooks, Mayor, City of Chandler
CFBFA Executive Committee

dk
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TOWN OF
ILBERT, ARIZONA

Gilbert, Arizona 85234

459 N. Gilbert Rd., Suite A2/O

July 28, 1987

Mr. Steve Martin
Urban Highways
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Mr. Martin:

This letter 1temizes the considerations which the Town of Gilbert
would like taken into account in your evaluation of the San Tan
Freeway Alignment through Gilbert. These considerations address the
freeway in general and each specific alternate currently being
stUdied.

ALL ALIGNMENTS

I 1. A primary concern of the town is the mitigation of negative
See pgs. impacts of the freeway on adjacent properties. The study should
52 53 & 58 show potential noise contour lines and methods which will be or

I ' should be used to reduce noise impacts to a minimum. Fully
submerged profile is preferred. The visual impact of the freeway
and noise mitigation measures should also be addressed.

Higley Road will be a major north-sQuth parkway or super street
used to connect the Superstition and San Tan Freeways. The
interchange at Higley Road and the San Tan should be upgraded
from the proposed- diamond- to one which permits more continuous
flow. Several upgraded alternatives should be evaluated.

All overpasses should be designed to take full advantage of the
visual resources of the East Valley providing unobstructed views
of the mountains.

All interchanges should be designed to allow continuous right
turns off the freeway onto arterial streets without requiring a
stop.

Interchanges at all planned six-lane arterials should be Urban
Interchanges, allowing one traffic light to control flow. The
designated six-lane arterials are: Gilbert, Val Vista, Power and
Williams Field. Higley is a higher level street as mentioned in
(2) above.

2.

3.

5.

AIWCode602
Mayor 892.oB02; Tou," Jtanager 89UJ802; Polke 892-3434; Firr 89].()089; Publ~ Worlu 892.Qs02

Plamling &Zoning 892.()800; Building &ElIgi1U!erlng 892.Q8()(}; Finaru:e &Customer Services 892.Q802; lilJraty 892-3141; Court 892.()802
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See pgs.
64 & 65
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Possible dedication of right-of-way for the freeway alignment by
land owners who may benefit from the freeway location should be
pursued in the evaluation.

The freeway alignment and its secondary impacts should be
evaluated for compatibillity with the goals of Gilbert's General
Plan: especially levels of service provided to the town's Planned
Urban Core, and land use transitions required to blend with the
town's General Plan.

multi-

.r-,
\. ....;p

shall accommodate a bicycle lane
walkway on both sides of the

.-
(."

All retention basins shall be designed to accommodate
purpose use allowing for recreational facilities.

All overpasses and underpasses
on the street and a pedestrian
arterial.

Mr. Steve Martin, Urban Highways
Arizona Department of Transportation
July 28, 1987
Page 2

I,
I
,I
I 6.

Ie 7.
g. 36

I 8.

I 9.

I~' 32

I 10. Air pollution impacts of freeway including those of alternate
,ee pgs. interchange designs.

'-S2ALTERNATE A

1. Special provisions, in addition to depressing the freeway, should

I p be made to atenuate noise where the freeway passes near homes
. A~~S8gs. along Williams Field Road.

ALTERNATE C

I
I
I
I
I

I
I

2.

3.

4.

1.

An interchange is essential at Val Vista Road. Realignment of
Val Vista Road will be required and impacts of this realignment
should' be addressed.

Noise impacts on th.existirig residential neighborhood at Ray and
Val Vista should be addressed. Mitigation will be difficult
since the freeway is elevated here. Anticipated level of
acceptance and likely transition of this neighborhood into
alternate use should be addressed.

An interchange is essential at Greenfield Road.

Extra noise mitigation measures in addition to depressing the
freeway should be taken to reduce noise impacts where the freeway
passes close to existing neighborhoods near Val Vista, Pecos and
Ray Roads.

Interchange at Greenfield is essential.

S6



Mr. Steve Martin, Urban Highways
Arizona Department of Transportation
July 28, 1987
Page 3

ALTERNATE D

ALTERNATE E

See pgs.

152
-

58

2.

•

97

•

Extra noise mitigation measures in addition to depressing the
freeway should be taken to reduce noise impacts where the freeway
passes close to existing neighborhoods near Val Vista, Pecos,
Greenfield and Ray Road.

Extra noise mitigation measures in addition to depressing the
freeway should be taken to reduce noise impacts where the freeway
passes close to existing neighborhoods near Val Vista, Pecos,
Greenfield and Ray Roads.

The existing Greenfield Road alignment should be considered a
collector street with a 66' right-of-way to be relocated and
constructed when the land to the east of Greenfield is developed.
Right-of-way will be traded for the abandonment of the existing
Greenfield Road right-of-way.

Access for four traffic lanes, two bicycle lanes and pedestrians
should be accommodated on the Greenfield Road alignment south of
Ray Road under the freeway overpass.

From the south, Greenfield Road should be aligned to the west
north of Pecos Road crossing the freeway with a 4 lane overpass
which will also include bicycle lanes and pedestrian ways on both
sides. From the north, Greenfield will also be realigned to the
west intersecting Ray Road one quarter mile west of the present
Greenfield and Ray Road intersection.

Probable land uses between the freeway and Greenfield Road should
34 be defined. Impacts on existing neighborhood due to logical land

use transition and secondary impacts caused by the upgrade of
Greenfield Road from 4 lanes to 6 lanes should be evaluated.
Likely transition of existing neighborhoods to more intense uses
should be addressed.

Probable land uses between the freeway and Greenfield Road should
be defined. Impacts on existing neighborhoods due to logical
land use transition and secondary impacts caused by' the upgrade

34 of Greenfield Road from 4 lanes to 6 lanes should be evaluated.
Likely transition of existing neighborhoods to more intense uses
should be addressed.

3.

1 .

4 .

. 2.

I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I 3.
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Mr. Steve Martin, Urban Highways
Arizona Department of Transportation
July 28, 1987
Page 4

The above considerations addr~ss the broader issues which the Town
would like you to take into consideration in your evaluation of each
alternate alignment. If you have any questions, please contact Ed Del
Duca. We look forward to the results of your analysis.

Sincerely,

cc: Mr. Eric Keen
Dames and Moore
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Sincerely,

99

--

DAMES &MOORE
OS.E. LOOP
o PRICE ROAD

"JAN 1 2 1987

'C
__L-__

January 9, 1987 ...-•.-.ot-_...-+--:.::l::....-\.. ,_
G8 ..

MARICOPA COUNTY
FARM BUREAU

MP/pl

Monica Pastor
Executive Director

We have had two farmers call in to say the proposed route
of Pecos Freeway will affect their property. I told both gentle­
men to send a letter to your office using the insert in your
newsletter but I wanted to also pass the infonnationalong to you.

Please keep me informed on your activities.

VerI Peterson said his property is ~ mile south of Pecos
Road on the west side of Gilbert Road. He would like to see the
alignment nOved further south.

Harrell Boyster has a dairy on Warner Road, 1300 feet east
of Hawes. He has already experienced freeway relocation when
the Superstition freeway went through his property. He does not
want to move again because he did not receive a good settlement
the last time and feels he will be treated unfairly again.

I told both gentlemen that you planned to have a hearing in
February or March and that I would let them knc:M the time, date and
location.

Alison Orr
Dames & Moore
7500 N. Dreamy Draw Drive #145
Phoenix, Arizona 85020

Dear Alison:

455 South 48th Street #111 • Tempe, Arizona 85281 • (602) 437·1330
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for Shereen Lerner, Ph.D.
State Histroic Preservation Officer

~
Robert E. Gasser
Archaeologist & Compliance Coordinator

October 6,1987

100

We appreciate your continued cooperation in meeting the historic
preservation requirements for State undertakings. Please contact me if you

have any questions.

I have reviewed the cultural resources technical report prepared by Dames
and Moore for the Southeast Loop (Santan Freeway) which adequately
presents the results of Class I (overview) and Class 11\ (intensive,
on-the-ground) cultural resource surveys. I further note that once a
specific alignment is selected, ADOT will make arrangements to conduct
supplemental surveys, test excavations, and data recovery at a few small
sites, in areas identified as archaeologically sensitive. We look forward to
reviewing the testing plan and continuing consultation pursuant to A.R.S.
41-861 et seq. of the State Historic Preservation Act. '

Dear Mr. Smith:

Mr. James Smith, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
206 South 17th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re: Southeast Loop (Santan Freeway), Project RAM-600-7·301, ADOT

•

JONI BOSH
SECRETARY

PHOENIX

RONALD PIES
TEMPE

DUANE MILLER
VICE CHAIRMAN

SEDONA

WILLIAM G. ROE
TUCSON

EVAN MECHAM
GOVERNOR

STATE PARKS
BOARD MEMBERS

COURTLAND NELSON
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

REESE G. WOODLING
TUCSON

M. JEAN HASSELL
STATE LAND COMMISSIONE"

KENNETH E. TRAVOUS
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ELIZABETH A. DRAKE
CHAIRMAN

PHOENIX

ARIZONA
STATE
PARKS

I
800 W. WASHINGTON

SUITE 415

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007
TELEPHONE 602-255-4174
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Question l/Response 1
Enclosure Page 80

The Flood Control District feels that the possible impact of these floodplains
should be evaluated with respect to the Southeast Loop project. If you have
any questions, please contact Scott Clement of my staff.

The Flood Control District has completed its review of the Southeast Loop Draft
Environmental Assessment. We think that the Environmental Assessment should
address floodplains identified by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as
areas of potential ponding within the project reach. These areas are:

--

BOARD of DIRECTORS

Fred Koory, Jr., Chairman
George L. Campbell

Carole Carpenter
Tom Freestone

Ed Pastor

I
DAMES & MOORE

OS.E. LOOp·
o PRICE ROAD

OCT 2 3 1987
1:1I AI. I SE I All-I Gl

C3 PI I VI I 0' I co
.. -TC .. : .. :~

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
01

Maricopa County

3335 West Durango Street • Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Telephone (602) 262-1501

Dear Mr. Keen:

RE: Southeast Loop Draft Environmental Assessment

OCT 22 1987

Mr. Eric Keen
Dames and Moore
7500 North Dreamy Draw. Suite 145
Phoenix. AZ 85020

According to FEMAall of these areas are mapped as floodplains with "limited
detailed studies". The Flood Control District and the City of Gilbert have
contracted with Franzoy-Corey Engineers to conduct a detailed floodplain study
(a map showing the extent of the study area is attached) which will cover the
areas mentioned above with the exception of the Southern Pacific Railroad at
56th Street. This project will be complete in approximately ten months and
will provide additional data which will be useful in the design of the freeway
drainage system.

1. The Southern Pacific Railroad in the vicinity of 56th Street.
2. The Southern Pacific Railroad east of and parallel to Arizona Avenue.
3. Consolidated Canal in the vicinity of Cooper Street.
4. The Eastern Canal crossing Greenfield. Val Vista. and Lindsey.
5. Rittenhouse Railroad crossing Val Vista and Greenfield.

Sincerely,

--/~<0~John E Rodriguez. P.E •• Chief
Plan ~ng and Project Management Division

D. E. 5agramoso,P.E., Chief Engineer and General,\-\anager

: MJlJ/JCOPA
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GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY
SACATON, AZ. 85247

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES
P. O. Box 97

(602) 562·3311 or 963-4323

October 27, 1987
t

Mr. James L. Smith, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 S. 17th Avenue, Room 240E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

STATEMENT OF THOMAS R. WHITE, LT. GOVERNOR
GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY

The Gila River Indian Community has participated on a government to
government basis with the State of Arizona in planning a regiona1­
freeway system. Three major segments of this regional freeway
system run parallel to core than 16 miles of Reservation land. The
effects of this system on the future of the Gila River Indian
Community will be great. It has been Gila River's goal to maximize
access from the regional freewats to Reservation land for the
economic development benefits the freeway system will bring.

We have already made statements on the effects of specific freeway
design alternatives presented at the public hearings for the South
Mountain Parkway and Price Expressway. My comments tonight address
the proposed alignment and design of the San Tan Freeway.

The Gila River Indian Community prefers the alignment designated
Alternative 3-D. This is the ·sam~ alternative recently endorsed by
the City 0= Chandler.

A full diamond at McClintock Drive is essential to the economic
development of Reservation land south of the San Tan Freeway. We
therefore prefer Alternative 3-D, which calls for a full diamond at
McClintock and frontage roads east to the Price Expressway systems
interchange.

We also wish to state that Alternative 3-D does not fully satisfy
the Tribe's needs for access to the northeast portion of the
Reservation. Page 44 of the Southeast Loop Highway Draft
Environmental Assessment states that the Tribe will have access to
the San Tan Freeway at Kyrene Road and Price Road, in addition to
the interchange at McClintock.

Question2/Response 2
Page 80
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This is not correct. There is no direct access to the Kyrene
interchange unless the Arizona Department of Transportation will
make the commitment to build an access road from the interchange
south to the Reservation boundary.

The Draft EA also refers to access at Price Road. Present design
for this systems interchange does not provide for access from Price
Road to the Res~rvation. We therefore request that ADOT and its
consultants protect future access to Tribal lands. Specifically, we
request that Alternative 3-D be designed so .that an access road can
connect to the frontage road at the half-mile point between
McClintock and Price.

In conclusion, it is clear that the San Tan Freeway inadequately
provides access from the north to Tribal lands. In light of the
limited access from the San Tan Freeway, the Gila River Indian
Community intends to continue working' in cooperation with the
Arizona Department of Transportation to build access points to
Reservation land from the South Mountain Parkway and Interstate 10.

Thank you.
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Re: SanTon Freeway

In The landplanning of Pecos Ranch a subsTanTia1 amounT of
acreage has been reserved for The conSTrucTion of The SanTon
Freeway. The parcel reserved was designed by our engineers,
MeTTee, McGi11, and Murphy WiTh consulTaTion from BRW. The
parce1 appears TO be sufficienT for ADOT's needs as beST as we
can Te11 from reviewing The EnvironmenTc1 drafT; however, we are
adamanTly opposed TO a high profile inTerchange aT Dobson or any
OTher variance from a fUlly gepressed freeway design. To Th~s

end Marlborough wi11 Toke whaTever aCTion is necessary and will
combine forces WiTh The CiTy of Chandler and OTher developers in

Question 3/Response 3
Page 81

Marlborough's concern shou1d be obvious and ThaT is The freeway
clignmenT and profi1e musT nOT compromise or reduce The markeT
value of our developmenT. The high profi1e opTion for The Dobson
inTerchange a10ne cou1d reduce The va1ue of The Pecos Ranch in
excess of The TOTa1 1/2 mi1e freeway cOST adjacenT TO Pecos
Ranch. The residenTia1 va1ue of Pecos Ranch on The OTher hand
does nOT appreciaTe aT a11 due TO The adjacenT freeway even if iT
is fully depressed.
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The purpose of This 1eTTer is TO express Mar1borough Deve10pmenT
CorporaTion's Oppos~T~on TO a porTion of The proposed SanTon
Freeway wh~ch The o~ignmenT of wi11 pass Thru The 220 acre
residenTia~ and commercia1 deve10pmenT my firm is presenT1y under
consTrucTion WiTh. The projecT, known as Pecos Ranch, is p1anned
primar~~y as a residenTia1 deve10pmenT supporTed by neighborhood
commercia~ 10nd uses. As a residenTia1 homebui1der in This
communiTy for more Than 15 years, Mar1borough p1aces greaT va1ue
in The Pecos Ranch properTy primari1y for The invenTory of
residenTia1 lOTS ThaT wi11 be creaTed for housing consTrucTion.
To aTTraCT a markeT for $150,000 TO $250,000 homes Marlborough
has 01 ready invesTed a subsTanTia1 amounT of money in land
acquisiTion and 1and improvemenTs inc1uding a 12 acre 1ake sysTem
WiTh addiTiona1 acreage for 1andscaped open areas. Our plans for
Pecos Ranch are vesTed in The zoning approva1s granTed by The
CiTy of Chandler and in recorded p1aT mops (see enclosures)·.

GenT~emen,

Ar~zono DeparTmenT of TronsporTaT~on

Env~ronmenTc~ P~onn~ng Serv~ces

205 SouTh 17Th Avenue, Room 240E
Phoen~x, Arizona 85007

I··
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



t'

-I
:1
·-1
·~I

I
I
I
:1

I
,I

I
:.~~-~:
::.:::~;

,·1
""..-

I
[,:-:;':

;.1
\ ...'.

....;:

1;'i. ::; :~~

:1
;.::~

:1
'-"";;

I
I

Arizona DeporTmenT of TransporTaTion­
Page Two

b~ocking The STaTe from any variance from a fu~~y depressed
freeway. We recommend TO ADOT The True economics of a fu~~y

depressed freeway in Terms of Time and ~and va~ues wi~~ more Than
offseT any eSTimaTed consTrucTion COST savings T.haT mighT resu~T

'from a high profi~e variance.

We appreciaTe This opporTuniTy TO express ourse~ves on This
maTTer.

Very Tru~y yours,

MARLBOROUGH DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

~~
/

."" "//
i /"" ./

f Vt1-1';"! -:=;1-/ '? '"t /J-'--

ry . Benson
PresidenT

•
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 82ND FLYING TRAINING WING IATC)

WILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE AZ 85224

Question 4/Response
Page 81

iSS7 .

29 OCT 1987

'If \' .)1'.U J .:.

? ~ i~ F' \1 r= T"\
,~, ... .J J'/!...,,)

.,"lzonA DEPT. O~ I~ANSPORTAT10N
-,GHWAVS DIVISION

:tNIRONMU.tAL PLANNING SERVICES

cc: Dames & Moore
City of Mesa

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter, please
feel free to contact our Bas~Community Planner, Richard Isaac at
988-6249.

Our comments specific to the Environmental Assessment consist of
the alignment proceeding north of the base. On page 35 of the
draft document, reference is made to Williams AFB and the support
of alternatives 2A and 2B. Recently, Williams AFB has been
working on a Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) with local
communities. In reference to several draft working papers which
assess aircraft noise and land use, it would be in the best
interests of Williams AFB to support a freeway alignment that is
in close proximity to the base. This alignment would be
indicated as alternatives 2B and Y, which reestablishes the
preference of the base. This type of rationale would help
eliminate incompatible land uses and prevent potential
encroachment development.

Dear Mr. Smith

Thank you for the opportunity for Williams Air Force Base (AFB)
to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment for
the Southeast Loop Freeway (Santan Freeway). As you know, a
representative from the base has been serving on the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) providing comments and guidance on the
location and design of the freeway.

Mr. James L. Smith, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of ~ransportation

205 S. 17th Ave., Room 240E
Phoenix, AZ 85007
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Dear Mr. Smith:

October 20, 1987

Sincerely,

Question 5/Response 5
Page 81114

Transportation Department

320 East 6th Street. po. Box 1466 • Mesa. Anzona 85201 • (602) 634-2160

DS/se
19/0242

3. Design considerations to allow the construction of half-mi1e
overcrossings in the future, as needed.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

4. The vertical profil es shown on page 17 of 24 in the report are
acceptable to the city.

1. Adopt al ignment 2Y.

Re: SanTan Freeway - Loop 202

The City of Mesa has reviewed the draft environmental assessnent for the
SanTan Freeway project and after careful evaluation of the alternatives, we
reccmnend the following for Mesa's area of interest east of Power Road:

2. Obtain sufficient right of way at the Warner Road overcrossing to
permit the construction of ramps in the future.

~.~/I//~ ve&-~
~Sloan

Pub1 ic Works Manager .

Mr. Janes R. Smith, Manager
Environrrental Plarming Services
Arizona Dept. of Transr:crtation
205 S. 17th Ave. Roam 240E
Phoenix, Az. 85007

.~~~o;~.~~

CITY OF
MESA



PUBLIC HEARING ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMENTS



Some of the major issues which are of concern to Lone Butte
regarding the Southeast Loop are:

fone Batte 9ndUJtziat flJevetopment eotpotatlon
PIMA·CHANDLER INDUSTRIAL PARK 7125 W. ALLISON. BOX 5000 CHANDLER ARIZONA 85226

(602) 961-1033

1] Interchanges at Kyrene and McClintock Roads together with
access roads to the Boundary of the Gila River Indian
Reservation;

2] The maintenance of 56th Street as a thoroughfare; and
3] The preservation of the Maricopa Road Interchange at 1-10.

The Board of Directors of the Lone Butte Industrial Development
Corporation have asked me to write you regarding our concerns about
the proposed Southeast Loop Highway. Lone Butte is the developer of
the Pima-Chandler Industrial Park which is located immediately South
of Pecos Road-Reservation Boundary and East from 56th Street to just
East of Kyrene Road.

:;'"1 '. :

.:, .-: .:
.:._ ·.....i I

;1i\iZC;JA DEPT. O~ IRAN~FIJili,';TiO:J
U'''H\'VA'''~ n"', : ":

<:N\lIRcNM~Nr"L ?V.rltlll:'~ ';;:ilVI"-~

Question l/Response 1
Page 82
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;2Tr~~:r--
p~sundust, President

cc: file

November 18, 1987

The foregoing are the more pressing concerns of the Lone Butte Ind.
Dev. Corp. that are passed along for your consideration. If you
should have any questions or if you should need any additional
information regarding these matters, please do not hesitate to
contact me or the staff of Lone Butte. Thank you for your
consideration regarding these matters.

RE: Southeast Loop

Dear Mr. Smith:

Mr. James L. Smith, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 S. 17th Avenue, Room 240E
Phoenix, AZ 85007
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Thank you.

Please include this correspondence as a part of the permanent record of the
Public Hearing held October 27, 1987.

As President of the Citizens for a Better Freeway Alignment representing
approximately 300 petition signers, I wish to express support for
Alternati ve 11!.j for the alignment between Kyrene and McClintock Roads.

RECF1VED

ARIZONA DEPT. 0.. IHANSPORTATION
HIGHWAYS OIVISI')N

ENVlltONMlNTAl PLANNII'IG SEIlVICE!f

Question 2/Response 2
Page 82

Dear Sirs:

RE: State Route 220
Santan Freeway
Project No. RAM - 600-7-301

I wish to compliment both the representativei of Dames & Moore and the staff
of the Urban Highway Section of A.D.O.T. for their willingness to meet with
our citizens group throughout this past summer and fall in order to find a
satisfactory resolution to our concerns.

October 28, 1987

Environmental Planning Services
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
205 South 17th Avenue, Room 240E
Phoenix, AZ 85007

We are pleased that both Dames & Moore and the City of Chandler have taken
positions in favor of Alternative #4. It has been our contention for
several months that a more southerly alignment was both environmentally and
technically superior. In a recent letter from Mr. Owen Ford to the City of
Chandler, A.D.O.T. indicated that Alternative #4 would only be marginally
more expensive than the original alignment and the more southerly route
would not have any material effect upon construction schedules.

dk
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Sincerely,

'~;;;_7:c.1,) (:) ,cci(:;r
Patrick J~Burkhart
President
Citizens for a Better Freeway Alignment
118 South Rita Lane
Chandler, AZ 85226
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I
DAMES & MOORE

OS.E. LOOP
o PRICE ROAO

NOV 23 1987
III II. II All II

GI " VI • co

It W QJ M,O ::II

Mt'. Jim Sflli th
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue, Room 240E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

N.:.vember 20, 1 '387

I
I

I
I
I
I

Dear Mr.Sr.,ith:

We, COYrcer1'",ed citizens of .. Charldler arid Hearthstor.e Subdivisic.rl V
(see attached signatures>, respectively request that the Arizona
Department of Transportation approve the System Interchange 3c of the
proposed Santan Freeway. We make this request for the following
t'easClns:

I
I
I

1. The pt,o:.p.;:,sed I 1'",t erchange 3c has beerr t'at ed gc..:,d i 1'", belt ~ the
system connection priority and the Price Road north-south connection by
Dames and Mc..:.t'e.

2. The proposed Interchange 3c is projected to cost $14 million
less than the other interchange rated good by Dames and Moore. As
concerned taxpayers, we urge the Arizona Department of Transportation
to save tax dc,llars whenever possible if the quality of the freeway
system will not be affected by a different design.

I
I
I
I

~. The proposed Interchange 3c will not require the acquisition
of 10 homes south of Pecos Road. The acqUisition of these homes will
only bring the freeway traffic and frontage roa~ traffic closer to the
homes left remaining.

4. The proposed frontage road in Interchange 3d may increase
commercial development and traffic near our homes.

We are confident you will seriously consider the.alternatives and
approve the alternative that will strengthen our residential community.

I
I Gary Skarsten

3625 West Kesler Lane
Chandler, Arizona 85226
As representative of the attached signers

I
cc Mr. Eric L. Keen v'
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Question 3/Response 3
Page 83
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31..-33

Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation

205 South 17th Avenue, Room 240E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 ,,-,t:J /') ~ AIJ. /;

4;tJOSz" i!~. ~~'~J~
6/() J".~ .(CVL{ ~d~
3~D~ rJ· ?uos ~.D. G.tJ1NOUel liz. .;~z.2.~

~9 iV~~ ~, ~1l,.'f:;;/..f;L ~2. ~~z~Lo

(/Orz)

WRITTEN VIEWS AND COMMENTS

LOCAnON &. DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY

(Santan Freeway)
STATE ROUTE 220

PROJECT NO. RAM -600-7-301
October 27, 1987

We, the undersigned, support the Southeast Loop interchange i

s'7J:.m 3C'J ,f~ 3 (, 3:; w. K~ L cg~A-# c7.'~ SCoC}Jj' U) f(e.4f-<,/v tLtu Cho-n.~
?0~ 9. h;~ (. ., "

/), ,- ~.
~(luA.....l;)1<...- ~

36-33 tJ /11c.U,-'-SS7. c..tll }N1>U£.. ..

3t~ '7 r UJ. J;'1d-/'e'/~/ C j~l~ cll..c.z.
~~q ,UJ. \"ilore~s (11ta.uLu..r 4t...

I~Wt~ 3M)/ L0. (Y)CftCLto~ d!J-A 0r
.d,J, os';>""} abl;). ....:l. lPC.tos c:r7/e/, fl~

L~"~O-~~ 3612 tu,. rYJorehs ChU';)dlt-i'~ H&-

4 '~!l .1(, I], ,~......~ (f., C'" ""'..clt.... A~

~~~ 36t.?1 aJ./ikre/tJr C/wfrlkr !Ie...-
PLEASE MAIL YOUR COMMENTS TO:
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WRITTEN VIEWS AND COMMENTS

LOCAnON &. DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY

(Santan Freeway)
STATE ROUTE 220

PROJECT NO. RAM -600-7-301
October 27, 1987

We, the undersigned, support the Southeast Loop interchange

System 3C.

4~r(Ji~
d-){J3 W t~
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WRITTEN VIEWS AND COMMENTS

LOCATION &. DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY

(Santan Freeway)
STATE ROUTE 220

PROJECT NO. RAM -600-7-301
October 27, 19&7

~~~~~ ~ct~
~ cLt:". j)~ ;..IT~~ /t:')7.7/tf-?

710... ci- ~, I~A~
3~J7 <.0. p~ 'R~

~)~
g-S"~~Co

RECFIVED
1 ..-'j-'HO''l l lJc;f

ARIZONA DEPT. O~ IHANSPORTATION
... IGHWAYS DIVISION

tnvlRONMENTAl PLANNING SERVIC£S'

PLEASE MAIL YOUR COMMENTS TO:
Environmental Planning Services

Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue, Room 240E

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Question 3/Response 3
Page 83
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OPTION 2

". I

SAN TAN FREEWAY

NPC HOMES
COUNTRY CROSSING
CHANDLER, AZ.

SUBJECT:

REFERENCE:

Ge.nil.eme.n:

Mtt.. & ~. Ke.nne.th. Se.hUt.U.n
3637 W. Pe.co~ Road

Chandt~, Az. 85226

.
Ae.e.oJtcU.ng to the in.6oJtma.tion given at the Oc.tob~ 8 COwtcU. Meeting,
~ nJteeway will Jtwt paJl.aUe1. :to OM bae.k. pMpe.Jtty, w.UJU.n 700 6ed
o6 0 altJtuidene.e. At the fue 0 nthe e.owtcU. meeting, th~e
appe.aJLed :to be ;two optiOn6 being e.onoid~ed. The hnpact tJU6 woutd
have on Oalt hou.&e and u.& woutd depend on which option ~ 6.<.n.a...U.zed.

OPTION 1

Inc.Wdu a 6JtOrLta.ge Jtoad paJLa.Ue1. to the pJtopo~ed path 06
.:the 6JteeJJJa.y. Woutd nee.u~.ua.te Jtemoval 06 OM home.

Vou not inci.udea nMntage Mad bat woutd nee.u.b.ua.te
the Jtemoval 06 ~ome homu to the OM ¢ou.th lc.ul-de-¢ae.l.
The othe.Jt homu, ince..u.cu..ng o~, woutd Jtema.in.. No.t e.on6L'!.me.d,

We. Jtuide in an NPC home. at CountJty CJto~~in9 between Pltie.e and
Me.Clintoe.k., on the ~ou.th ~ide. 06 Pee.o~ Road. In view 06 OM deep
e.Olte.~n6 Jtega.Jtding the San Tan FJteeJJJa.y optiOn6, we woutd appJtec.ia.te
ljoJJ.!t JtevieJ)J a.nd e.onoide.Jt.a.-ti.on 06 OM e.omme.nU pJUoJt to ma.IU.ng 6ina.e.
de.wion6 0 n .:t:.hM pito j ect.

MJt. Jamu L. SmLth, Mana.g~

Env-Utowne.nta...e. PlanrU.ng S~vie.u

AJUzo na. Ve.paJt.tme.n.t 0 6 TJl.aJ1.O po!l.t.a.tion
205 S. 17th Ave.nae.
Room 240£
Phoe.nix, Az. 85007

- and -

Oc.tob~ 19, 1987

Mtt. EJL.i.e. Ke.en
JameJ.J and MooJte.
7500 N. VJtea.my VJta.W VJL.i.ve.
Su-Ue. 145
PhoerU.x, Az. 85020
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bu.:t a good pO.61>-<-b-iLi.:ty and M.6umption, .<..0 -tha.:t Pecoi> Road
woutd be.come. .the. "Flt.orLta.ge. Road".

TIU.o option woutd ha.ve. a defti.ment.a..e. e.nv.<Jtonment.a..e. hnpae-t on
-the homu and pe.ople -<-n .th.a-t alLea. The nlt.eeway woutd be
aga..<.not OUlt back wa-U..o M we.U M a VeJl.y btUy /t.Oa.dway .i.n
nlt.ont 06 OUlt holLO u. The no.i..o e, po.f..u..t<.on a.n.d. It.e..out.ting
hea.Uhha.zalLdl> aile con.o.i.deJl.e.d nega..u.ve. 6ac..to/t..6 and h.i.ghty
wtdu.<Jtea.bf..e. Add.<..tiona.Uy, It.e..oa.f..e va.f..uu woutd pi..u.nge.

Ano.titeJl. .i.mp0Jt..ta.n.t .<..0.6ue. , not yet .& e.t.t.e.ed, "W.i.f.f.. -the 6It.e.eway
be. de.plt.ui>e.d Olt. not?" I6.<..t.<..o not, ~ becomu ano:the.Jt.
nega..tive.

WE ARE IN FAVOR OF OCTION I - REMOVAL OF OUR HOME.

We. have fuC1.U>.6ed th.<..o 6lt.eeway .6.i..tua..tion and con.tJt.OVe./t..6y amony
OUJt.6e.f..vu and Mnd .<..t veJl.y haJLd to be.Ueve Olt. wtde./t..6.ta.nd why NPC
WM a..e..e.owe.d .to bu.i.f..d J.:,outh 06 PecoJ.:, Road without a bu66eJl. zone.
It.equ.<.Jt.e.meltt. A.6 OUlt Mayolt. po.i.nte.d out, ~ i>houtd have been
1> e.t.t.e.e.d -<-It 19 85 pUOIt. to any builcUng peJun.i.:th be..i.ng .(.J.:,i>ued.

T!U.J.> "LIMBO" .6.<..tua-ti..on ha..o been a. glt.ea..t .i.nconve.uence .to tU and
ItM p.to.c.ed undue bUltden.o on tU a..o we.U a..o oUv'L/~ne.i.ghbo/t..6. The
9 e.neJl.a..t a..tt.Uu.d.e6 have. be.e.n ne.ga..tive.. Comple..u.on 0 n .i.ncUv.i.dua..e.
p.to.n.o Ita..6 be.e.n "ZERO". Plt.euotU.t.i.me ha..o been lMt•••• once gone.
.<..t cannot be. 1t.e.c.a.p:6.vte.d and the.Jt.e. .(.J.:, no mone.taJLy va..tu.e. glt.ea..t
e.nough .tha;t woutd compe.Mate. nOll. lO.6t .t.i.me.

1.t WM note.d the. Kylt.ene G/t.Oup .to the. wut 06 tU plt.otuted bec.a.tU e.
.tite. 6lt.eellJay wa..o go-<-ng to be. wUJun 300 .to 600 neet 06 -the..<Jt
pltOpe.Jt..ty Une..o. We. wtdeJl..6.ta.nd thei"t obje.c..u.OM aILe. bung
coM-i.de"te.d and the. roa..t.teJl. may be .6 e.t.t.e.ed ..i.n the..<Jt 6avolt..

Pf..e.ew e. co M-<-de.Jt. 0 Wt -CimCeJl.M and 0 bj e.c..u.o YL.6, M we.U a..6 0 U/t.

Hugltbo/t..6 w.i.-tJt an ope.n ro-i.nd. JtUt knovU.ng what .the MIta.i..
appMved p.ta.n will be. vU..e..e. g.i.ve. tU .6om~ mea..ou.tr.e on .6a..ti.o6ac..u.on.
We. aILe .i.nteJl.e..ote.d ..i.n wha:t .(.J.:, be6t 6olt. tU, ou.tr. nughbo/t..6, and
the. c.Lt.y 06 Cha.nd.e.eJl.. I6.<..t.i..o ne.ce..o.6a1LY .to It.e.move. a..e..e. the
hotU e6 to roaR.e.lt.oom n0lt the. .i.nteJl.c.ha.nge at Puce Road, a
6lt.on.ta.ge It.oad a.n.d. the 6lt.eewa.y path, -then we aILe .i.n 6avolt. 06
that.

We want a dec..i..oMn It.eached be.6olt.e. the end 06 the ye.aJL!

S.i.nceJl.e..f..y,

125



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
-I
I

;~.o~,;

·(1

I
·1
I
1
1

~...:.-.

:.1
1
1
,I

Cop..<.eo to:

THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF CHANDLER
250 E. COMMONWEALTH AVE.
CHANDLER, AZ. 85225

MJt.. J eNtlj &0°k..o, Ma.ljoJt
MJt. JeNtlj McGhee, V..<.ce Ma.IjOlt.
MJt. John Huppe.n:tha.t, CouncUma.n
MJt.. John Swa...<.n, Counc.il.ma.n
~~. Coy Pa.yn~, Councilman
MJt. OJten WaLe.a.ce, CouncUma.n
MJt. Jay T"<'b.6hJta.enlj, Councilma.n
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Dear Mr. Shanahan;

Question 5/Response 5
Pages 83/84

From the Office of

the Mayor

24 November 1987

RECEIVED

NOV 24 1987

URBAN HIGHWAY SECTION
Town of Gilbert. Arizona

A Bicentennial Community
Town Hall· 119 N. Gilbert Road

Gilbert. Arizona 85234

Area Code (602) 892-0802

Mavor. Town ManaKer. Town Clerk. Finance & Customer Services. 128

It is critical that a pro-active planning approach is taken
to reach this important decision. The issues involved go far
beyond simply selecting a route through the town for the
freeway. The-planning of this element of our transportation
system must be integrated with and help implement our land
use, infrastructure, and economic growth plans.

Mr. Harold Shanahan
Urban Hight-7ays
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 south 17th Avenue
Phoenix, Az 85007

The major issues of concern to the Tot-7n of Gilbert regarding
the San Tan Freeway alignment are: to encourage beneficial
grot-7th patterns in accordance with the town's General Plan;
to mitigate impacts on existing land uses; and to assure
good access to the freeway.

The Tot-7n Council has held several pubic hearings on the
freeway alignments including three special hearings in the
Higley area. Public input gathered at these hearings has
been taken into consideration in our unanimous request for
Alignment E with the design modifications stated in the
attached document.

The Tot-7n has planned an intense urban core in the vicinity
of Williams Field Road between Greenfield and Val Vista
Roads since the R.U.D.A.T. study was completed in 1982. It
is also designated in our General Plan which was adopted in
1986. The core is planned to accommodate a mixture of
regional scale intensive uses as well as uses similar to
Fiesta Mall a.ad the surrounding area or the planned
Superstition Springs development as well as intense
residential development. It will be the economic center of
the town encompassing approximately 1800 acres (three square
miles) and will be a major traffic generator. Convenient
access is critical to its success. Consolidation of this
core will be essential to servicing it efficiently with
regional and local mass transit systems.
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It is essential that the freeway alignment and interchange
locations be designed to encourage the intense land uses to
locate within the designated core area by making it the most
desirable location. Like wise, the freeway must serve the
needs of the core area and be planned as a part of a
transportation network which includes the arterial streets,
regibnal and local mass transit. The freeway design must
also consider both the primary and secondary impacts which
it will have on our Community and our plans.

After careful consideration, we clearly find that the
secondary impacts of alignments A, D and C make these
alternates highly. undesirable. The secondary land use
implications and impacts of the alternate alignments are
understated in the environmental impact assessment. They are
discussed in more detail in the attached analysis of the
alternates. However, since the major opposition to Alignment
E comes from residents of the Higley area it is important to
emphasis the towns position regarding their concerns.

The Town Council and staff has meet with the Higley
representatives on several occasions and has a clear
understanding of their concerns. Primarily, they would like
the freeway as far from their homes as possible to reduce
the immediate impact of noise on their neighborhood and to
preserve their life style. The Towns evaluation of this
finds that considering both the primary and secondary
impacts of the alternate alignments, alignment E would
result in less over all impact on the neighborhoods and
their lifestyle due to the following:

All three alignments have equal primary impacts on the
neighborhood referred to as the Harvey Claxton subdivision
which is one-half mile south of pecos road and east of Val
Vista Drive. In fact, alignment C which they now prefer
is actually closer to their neighborhood than Alignment E.

The other Higley neighborhood opposing Alternate E is east
of Greenfield Road and one-half mile south of Williams field
Road. Alignment E would be one-half mile closer to this
neighborhood than Alignment C and the town requests that
noise mitigation measures be taken to reduce the primary
impacts of the freeway. If Alignment E is selected the town
plans to designate the Greenfield Road alignment as a
Neighborhood Collector Street rerouting Greenfield Road as
an arterial away from this neighborhood and into the urban
core. If Alignments D or C are selected the town will have
to upgrade Greenfield Road in its present alignment from a
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four lane arterial to a six lane arterial to accommodate the
land uses which would be planned and constructed between the
freeway and Greenfield Road as a part of the Urban Core
area. These land uses and the noise generated by Green Field
Road would have a substantially greater negative impact on
this neighborhood than would alignment E.

To put this matter in perspective, although these
neighborhoods are vocal and have a petition with many
signatures against Alignment E, the difference between
alignments C and E is that an additional 13 homes in one of
these neighborhoods would be within one-quarter mile of
alignment E. However, Alignment C would place the Freeway
closer and through a neighborhood adjacent to Ray Road with
a greater number of homes impacted since the freeway will be
elevated to overpass the Railroad and buffering would be
difficult.

The cost estimates presented in the environmental assessment
do not reflect any of the considerations requested the by
the Town making it difficult to make a fair and realistic
comparison between the alternatives. A false bias is created
by representing that one alternate costs more or less than
the other without consideration of the necessary
modifications. For example, alternate C does not provide­
adequate access for the land uses proposed in the Towns
General Plan. Additional interchanges and overpasses of
local streets will be necessary which are not reflected in
the cost estimate.

More over, certain assumptions have been made about the cost
of Alternate Ewhich the town feels are extraneous and which
will be resolved by agreements between the Town, the land
owners, and ADOT. The Town believes that Alternate E will
both cost less than a ~_~d' Alternate C and provide much
greater long term value.

The Town has and will continue to diligently pursue
resolution of concerns raised by. ADOT of cost, severance
damage, and the realignment of Greenfield Road.
Preliminary discussions with the property owners who would
be impacted by right-of-way acquisition indicate that a
favorable resolution can be reached in a manor which is
satisfactory to all parties. The land owners have agreed to
provide a non-access easement along the west side of
Greenfield Road to mitigate the possibility of severance
damages. The town and the land owners agree on realigning
the existing Greenfield Road to the east as a collector
street and creating a new Greenfield Road to the west of the
freeway as an Arterial S~reet. These Agreements will reduce
the freeway Right-of-way acquisition cost and resolve
severance damage and realignment concerns. However, they are
contingent on ADOT'S selection of alignment E.
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Based on the above and on the information received at public
hearings and other important considerations for each
alternate alignment which are discussed in detail in the
Town's analysis submitted with these requests, the Gilbert
Town Council unanimously request that you select Alignment E
with the modifications listed in the attached requested
design modifications and with the condition that the abo~e

mentioned agreements are executed between the landowners,
ADOT, and the Town within 180.days of the the time ADOT
officially selects Alternate E. If these agreements are not
executed with in this time frame, baring unforeseen delays
not directly caused by the town or the land owners, we would
reconsider our request. It is my belief that alignment D as
modified in our analysis would then become the prefered
Alignment.

~
ncerelY.l'.'~~'"

mes F
ayor
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To whom it may concern:

~e the undersigned are property owners near the prop9sed South­
east Loop Free\rJay. Welihereby protest and oppose Al ternative A.
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To whom it may concern:

We the undersigned are property owners near the proP9sed South-
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east Loop Freev1ay. Welihereby protest and oppose Alternative A.
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SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY.
(Santan Freeway) N
From Gilbert Rd. to Higley Rd.

Dames & Moore
6/11/8.1

141

o Proposed Interchange

• Possible Interchange

---- Required Greenfield R:j,
Rea Ii gnmen t with~ I!. ::.

...••.••. Required Val Vista Dr
Realignment '.'/Ith

AIL A Ray Rd.
Interchange
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MJH/MML/lfm

M. J. HASSELL
STATE LAND CO...... IS.ION...

162.04 WEST .... O .... MS

PHOENIX.....RIZONA 85007

('"~rizDnn

~t2Ite JIianh ~epartment

Mr. James L. smith
Environmental Planning Services Manager
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 S. 17th Avenue, Room 204E
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: Southeast Loop Highway (Santan Freeway)

Dear Mr. Smith:

Our evaluation of the alternative alignments concluded that
Alternative 2B has the least negative impact on State Trust land.
Parcel configuration created by the freeway alignment, the
proposed interchange at Elliott and the potential for an
interchange at Warner influenced our support of Alternative 2B.

Eric Keen, Dames & Moore

During the past year a State Land Department representative met
several times with the ADOT consultants, Dames and Moore. The
information obtained during these meetings assisted us in
evaluating each alternative's impact on State Trust land in the
area. The Trust lands affected are 89 acres at the southeast
corner of Power Road and the proposed freeway; 160 acres at the
northwest corner of Hawes and Warner Roads; and 480 acres bounded
by Hawes, Elliot, Ellsworth and Warner Roads.

c: Bill Fish
Melinda Lewis

Sincerely,

/ ()~/' -­
J!)0~("---!--d-(.-(/
M. J. 'Hassell
State Land Corr~issioner

GOV.. fIlNOIil

November 18, 1987
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Date

Question 5/Response 5
Pages 83/84

Rich Martin
Claxton/Harvey Representative

143

11IIS IS A TRUE fu'ID CERTIFIED COPY Of TIlE ORIGINAL.

011

.~O'K L.:roye
Street Representative

;("6n Dewe
Treasurer

~iJd!>:JC~!hlf)
I1J~.:rrtf'Taylor . /
'"Publi Reiftionv

t)...-?/l

Respectfully,

Eo.ward D.
President

~
Tom Naugle
Vice-President

~~ c c2'l? «uzL
Sue Ahlquist
Sec...·"'"'"."..,.-'"

After careful consideration of Gilbert's last minute proposal, the people

in the Higley and Cl~~ton/Harvey areas are still adamently opposed to Alternatives

E and D, and very much concerned about Alternative C. This survey that we have

taken in our neighborhood concludes that the public is highly in favor of

Alter.native A for the following reasons:
1. Excessive Maricopa County taxpayors dollars required for

Alternatives E and D.
2. Gilbert's inability to assure control of growth if Alternatives

D and E were adapted.
3. Alternatives E and D tend to promote excessive commercialism

which will seriously undermine our rural lifestyles.

4. D and E are excessively developer oriented.

5. Altemative A offers more sui table room for transitional zoning.

Based on the above reasons we can only conclude that Alternative A is the one

of choice. Attached is a copy of our poll.

M.A.G.

Higley Community Council
Box 473
Higley, Az. 85236

M.A.G.
820 W. Washington
Phoenix, Az. 85020

July 14, 1987I
I
I
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I
I
I
I



"D"

October 27, 1987

11IESE ARE TRlJ"E Ju\JD CERTIFIED COPIES OF 11 IE ORIGINAL SURVEYS.

J.~.~'"d/(:)~C. ~L.ft'-'L/
Toni Flecer)l\Jotary PUblic

I(J,Q z/:Jf77
Date I
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R.E: HIGLEY RESIDENfS SURVEY ON 1HE SJu'J TAl'J FREEWAY DATED 6/29/87

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

RESULTS OF SURVEY

OPPOSED STATED NO PREFEREJ'JCE IN FAVOR

13% 31°0 56 9.;

31% 16°.; 53"0

.§% 1",0. 18%I '0

8/"0 13?o 0"0

TO: Arizona Department of Transportation
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SURVEY--SAN TAN FREEWAY
The town of Gilbert has offered to exchange
information and goals on the route to be chosen
for the San Tan Freeway loop, with the Bee :
in a working meeting (or meetings) to be held
during early July. We are sending this survey
to all of you,to get a feel for how you feel,
and represent you better. Please help us by
filling it out as completely as you can. We will
keep you informed as we go along.--Laird Taylor

1 I

Wtldly
in favor

Strongly
In favor

29 June 1987
Higley Community Council
PO Box 473
Higley, Arizona 85236

-Ed Welsh, President
-Tom Naugle, Vice Pres.
-Ron Dewes, Treasurer
-Sue Ahlquist, Secretarj
-Laird Taylor, PR Dir.

Williams rield Rd

MIldly
In lavor

route 0 if Gilbert planned a recrea
triangle between route 0, Greenfiel

Ooesn t
matter

~a:
) ? 'tl 'tl >-a: CIa: ...

IQ
'tl eI'... ... -'" Ql = !... Frye Rei> -

er ...
~I u

I'
III
> .,

l' .
~ai:"iew Ln I

I I,
ir II

tion I'c::on nd iI
ght: Ii

ates I
I

out
Iay

of I Willi: Rd I
! I

I

I i
j

I
Cermann Rei ,I

I ,
Mildly

opposed

'\f

~

I
\!'

Strongly
Opposed

Violently
cposad

'\
•. How much would you support alternate
t~onal area (golf, pic~ic, etc.) in the
& Pecos Rds. In,:'W\e

§J
[]
@]

D

--

1. What is your primary interest
i~,the Higley area {circle one

a. Own a residence
~ Rent a residence
c. Operate a business
d. Non-resident property own
e. Operate a farm
f. Land Developmen~

g . Othe r __:-----,__--:- _
How much acreage do you have/use
Hig~ey?_______ Indicate its loca
(approximacely) on the map at ri

2. Mark each of the four alte=n
~elow ~o reflect how you feel ab
each of the four proposed :reew
routes. Reasons why? Use back
.;: 'J:_or:r. ~ ... necessary .. -. _

II

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
-I
I
I
I
I
I
',I

4. How close are you willing to have the San Tan freeway to your place? _

5. Please wri~e general CQmments on back of form ...
I ncknowledge that this surueu form mey be supplied to Demes & Moore, to nrlzona
Department of Transportetion, and to the townof Gilbert, for Informlltion and planning
purposes. It represents my opinion flS of this date . ~

fv( e.1"\.,. e v\. +t' slgned~ Cf!.rrr:Y1V
.-N;" Dote f./? '1,/3>' ~Print r.ame~:~r~r.:~~~ c~~_v-' ~ _

Address I f:, Il.l 'l (=:.::; 5 1- R-1 E" (1~hone O~,\,. 3 \..1 2y)
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WRITTEN VIEWS AND COMMENTS

LOCAnON &. DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY

(Santan Freeway)
STATE ROUTE 220

PROJECT NO. RAM -600-7-301
OCtober I7, 19&7

PLEASE MAIL YOUR COMMENTS TO:
Environmental Planning Services

Arizona Department of Transportation
20.5 South 17th Avenue, Room 240E

Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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JEFFREY &TONI FLECKER
16044 E. FAIRVIEW LAUE

HIGLEY, AZ 85236
(602) 988-2629

I
I

Wovember 20. 1987

Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 S. 17th Ave .• Room 240E
Phoenix. AZ 85007

RE: HIGLEY RESIDENT PLEA TO SAVE PERFECT LIFESTYLE

I've had a very successful carreer in accounting for the last thirteen years
but my goals in life have changed now. 11 m finally ready to start a family
and I have found the most perfect place in the world to raise my children.

I 1 ive right off Greenfield road and a freeway in my backyard will cause me
to move away from my I ittle farm. We simply cannot live next to a major
freeway and if we donlt sell our home now, we wonlt be able to sell it at

a I J.

Today I can't imagine I iving in the city or even the suburbs. I think you
have to 1i ve in our communi ty to rea Ii ze hovi very wonderru 1 it is. ~le i ghbors
helD and truelv care for each other. I'm a comoletelv changed Derson now..
If Jim and Lynn Staoles goat gets off her rooe and starts off down the road
on one of her eating crusades, I don't run in the house and call the author­
it i es; I get out there. ,un that goat down and out her back on the rooe.

years ago and Je~f cractical Iv
I was raised a city-oerson and
dusty dirt road and a u5 minute

l've decided to make a Christmas tradition at my home each year on the day
the Higley Hayride combs the streets. Last year I just happened to have
a party of friends and family on the same night of the hayride. We all
couldn't bel ieve our eyes when this big wagon covered with lights. full
of kids singing carols and looki~g like something from outer space drives
by our house. It was -the neatest thing. Definitely the highl ight of my
party. It's things like this that totally charmed me into loving my new

home.

My husband and I ~ought a house in Higley two
had to drag me out to this rural community.
wasn't at all impressed with farm animals. a
drive to the office every day.

To Whom is Concerned:

'I
'I

I

I

I

I

:1

I

1

I

I
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HIGLEY PLEA
PAGE 2

I'm tell ing you all of this with hopes that you wil I please consider our
quiet friendly community and help us to keep it that way.

I was prepared to tell this very story at the Gilbert Council meeting last
Tuesday, but it was perfectly obvious that the council had already made up
their minds. They were very impatient with the Higley speakers and in my
opinion, rude and uncaring.

I know I speak for everyone in the Higley area when I say "\.,Ihat's important
to us is not progress, big business or freeways; it's our community and our
f am iIi e s .-11-

Thank you for taking the time to read my story.

Sincerely,

Toni Flecker

/TF

ce. Ed Welsh, Pres.
Higley Community Council
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COOLEY FARMS
110 S. MESA DR. ~~

MESA, Al 85210
834-0039

NOVEMBER 24, 1987

Mr. James L. Smith
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Ave., Rm. 240E.
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Mr. Smi th:

·1
1
1
1

RE: Proposal for
Recker Road.

Interchange at Santan Freeway Loop and

I
:1

Enclosed herewith is a petition for an Interchange at the Santan
Freeway Loop and Recker Road, signed by the respective property
owners along Recker Road. We hope that ADOT will seriously
consider our recommendation and designate an interchange at. the
said location. We feel it is extremely important for the
development of the area and therefore be important for the Town
of Si 1 ber t.

I
1
,I

:f you have any questions in regards to this proposal
c~n be of any assistance, feel free to contact me.

r ly, //

II./AJ/~ L~Olt:;Y

Enc.

or if I

,I
c:. r-- . ~ent Cooper / Manager of the Town of Gilbert

11
:1
[I

JLC/tf

Question 6/Response 6
Page 84
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SYMBOL OF
OWNER
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ACREAGE

150

!! (0 I (

ADDRESS

PETITION FOR INTERCHANGE

AT SANTAN FREEWAY LOOP AND RECKER ROAD

NAME

The Town of Gilbert wants to see an interchange at this
location and we, the property owners along the Recker Road, most
strongly urge that an interchange be placed at this location.

We, the undersigned, being property owners along Reck~r

Road respectfully request that the Arizona Department of
Transportation designate a freeway interchange at the
intersection of the Santan Freeway and Recker Road. Under both
the Town of Gilbert General Plan as well as the Maricopa
Association of Governments Eastside Joint Land Use Study, there
exists some three and a half miles of proposed industrial which
abuts on the east side of Recker Road. Additionally there is
some industrial use on the northwest corner of Warner and Recker.
With this, some four square miles of industrial, significant
amounts of traffic will be generated and will have no way to
access the freeway except for Power Road and the Higley Road
interchanges. This will put tremendous traffic pressure on both'
Power and Higley Roads which could very easily be diffused by
putting an interchange at Recker.

I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I

II[>~("J' "ti,.,t ;I:lii'«(f .1'(0::J ':.:-!

:I(~/~-'-::.,.4'~~~..f:::=:.:.-L\)~~~~~~---!.~
..><~

, I -_•• r-,.'"I i-''V~ L\, r.vQ
. ~ . - I.. ,
L (.J • > 0- ,-' , .... > I' ;7c'l L.;_ '.i t,7 U '? I::. ,>..tI ;" / r !. d (1 ¢i: 1\.'. ( C!-z. c :)./
;:;( ~~:. /' ,r" I' _, I /"'-/ .>

1 ~(i;;~:s·~~;~~..;·;/~::,_z
'·1 ~~~_~it ~/ .. ~.~ffUlj;1.~,~~:':;~1

l~/\;...-IVI : ... )(::/\Gr: .~~~/2~ \~/,.. ..... ·o.., .. I·\~· ... ·t 1:)_.... AC~£/ . ..'-.-:>-~ /

:1 .t7 /".~ +'9tt' J~-f,/;/,-. /~O .c/. .:<·/?7

:1
'I
'I,
'I



,,,,or,

ROAD

o
..:oa:

10800'>

" ~

,
' ....,

8

1........9ILI3ERT

\
I

I
:.,...

. :6
'.

U-HAUL

CoeUY
. - GllJZL

.\ ;., ......
CO.~.J.LY
." ....... ~ ,...

ROAD

~...
~ SA}/J)EIt..J

~ ~~

~ ,,~

I"

UJ
o
o

CDOt.LY ~ ~

~. ,~ ~ I
..1"",s-U.L,B-J-E-1C~T _1lIIoL_...;;"~'__...._::..,1

! utJ"lu.
_--tN1CHt:J"-J1-----1

>­w...
":r

..

156005 ® ~

~
u

RAY
I
I
1-

I
II
II
ll.,,,,.

,I
il·,,··..·····, .

PECOS

.. 5

u
o..:o
a:
A

~ ......wooe ,f

...,.....
i ."(HI. "

U-J.lAUL·

2

ROAD

•.:.. ,

r}



..

Industrial/ Commercial

Low Intensity nesidential
o - 2 units per acre

Medium Intenslly Residential
2 - -l.b units per acre

Comme~cial/High Intensity

Commercial/Medium !nter,sity

High Intenslly Core
C·)mmerclal/Reslde ntial
Lucallon Undetermined

",

Commercial

Planned Mixed Use
Dusiness Park
Induslrial/ Commercl al
High Intenslly Residential

~ Higley Parkway

Airport Impact Compallble
Use Zone

40 - 80 acre Community Park
General Sile area

~ Freeway

~ MaJor Arterial

Downtown Herllage District
Study Area

CIvic Center &
Municipal Complex

f§§j Freeway Alignment Study Area

<..1'. ,,,_ .•
Development Mup

E3 Minor Arterial

CJ
c=:J
L7M
/j§

emm
lIB
It II Iii

/

,

-

Rd.

Field Rd.

Rd.

.-
,.!laseline Rd.

..
~
o
0.

u
a:..

.x

~II

u
a:

.... , ..-

'=======111==="'='~='·=!I..Queen Cre ek Rd.

....

TOWN OF GILBERT
GENERAL PLAN I ~ .."..- ~.

-ci
-ci -ci -ci a:

" a: -ci cc
> -ci a:
< c: a: a: ,.. ....
c .. co .!!
c: " .. ..

~0 0 !IIfl ~I
g ..,
0 >

II

rK

....
U1
N

-

,i
\,.



·- ..- .- ,.",.,- .- - - - - - .- -.-1i:..:"; ",,'~' .;:-~
·I.r. -= L"'"-- ~

~~9 __

---- ...------

FigU(871 RecommlHlCMd l.JJnd Usa Plan

~ n..;a."ti.elllhif".....1.,..

E!EI n",id«ltUi15 UniU PH"""

c:.J R-ud."tia/

_ eanm.....,OtI!<»

~ Oftloehd......Pri

rn;;] MM'"

_ POlbtR.a-6on

IEZJ FV>ft:

CJ O"....'AgriaJltunJ

rzzJ Iofbred UIld U..

Illl&!I Doom,.,...,Hon~ CUtict
SAJdyAt-.

I~ooo

1000 18000
!

'000 <00)

SC,\lE IN fEET'0.0000"

I
I

I
I
I
I
J

....
U1
W

.. _.. _.__..-_ ..~-- --- -_.-_.~
,i



WRITTEN VIEWS AND COMMENTS

LOCATION &. DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY

(Santan Freeway)
STATE ROUTE 220

PROJECT NO. RAM -600-7-301
. October 27, 1987
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Ruzycki
7611 E. Minton Pl.
Mesa, AZ 85207
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APPENDIX A
ROADWAY ALIGNMENTS, PROFILES AND TYPICAL SECTIONS
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ARIZONA DEPARTMEro.7 OF TRANSPORTATION
HIGHWAY DIVISION.......
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DESIGN ARIZO:-lA DEPARTME:-lT OF TRANSPORTATlO:-

HIGHWAY DIVISION_....
SOUTHEAST LOOP HIGHWAY
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