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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A11envi11e, Arizona is a small community located on the Gila River
1.5 miles south of Buckeye and 35 miles west of Phoenix. Flooding of
the Gila in March and December 1978 forced residents of Allenvi11e from
their homes. These people are presently living in a mobile home park
developedwith Department of Housing and Urban Development funds and
designed as temporary housing after the flood of March 1978. The com­
munity has been waiting for th~ State of Arizona to provide permanent
relief from flooding.

The Arizona State Division of Emergency Services requested that the
Los Angeles District of the Corps of Engineers investigate the flooding
problems at Al1envi1le with a view toward assisting in reducing flood
damages to the.community.

A number of structural and nonstructura1 alternatives initially was
considered by the Corps, and four appeared to warrant further study.
The four alternatives included: 1) channel clearing of the Gila River
·in the vicinity of Allenvile, 2) a levee to protect the community, 3)
flood proofing by raising the community above the 100-year flood level,
and 4) permanent evacuation or relocation of the residents out of the
floodplain. Of these, relocation was determined to be the only economi­
cally justified alternative for flood damage reduction. Two relocation
plans were studied in detail: 1) individually relocating the residents
to dwellings in the Buckeye Valley or metropolitan Phoenix, and 2) con­
structing a replacement community outside the floodplain. The first
plan was rejected because of a lack of suitable and affordable housing
in the area, and because it would have destroyed the unique community
cohesion which has developed in Allenville. The second plan is the
selected plan, because it both eliminates flood damages and preserves
community cohesion. It is the economically justified alternative
favored by the residents of Allenville.

The District Engineer, therefore, recommends:

That the Chief of Engineers adopt a project for the reduction of
flood damages at Allenville through relocation of the community out of
the Gila River floodplain in accordance with the selected plan described
in this Detailed Project Report, and in accordance with the authority
contained in Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s).
The cost will be shared 80 percent by the Federal government and 20 per­
cent by the State of Arizona. The estimated cost to the United States
will be $2,866,000.
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STUDY AUTHORITY

The Study of Flood Damage Reduction for Allenville, Arizona is being
carried out under provisions of Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of
1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s) which states:

That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to
allot from any appropriations heretofore or hereafter made
for flood control ••. for the construction of small flood
control projects not specifically authorized by Congress,
and not within areas intended to be protected by projects
so authorized, which come within the provisions of Section 1
of the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, when in the
opinion of the Chief of Engineers such work is advisable ..•

This legislation has since been amended to increase the amount of
money available to. the Secretary of the Army for small flood control
projects. Two recent amendments directly affect the A11envil1e Study:
PL 93-251 increased the fiscal year allotment to $30,000,000, and in­
creased the required allotment to $2,000,000 for a project at a single
locality declared to be a major disaster area pursuant to Disaster
Relief Act of 1966 or Disaster Relief Act of 1970. PL 94-587 increased
the limitation on the allotment for a project at a single locality from
$1,000,000 to $2,000,000 and for a project protecting a major disaster
area from $2,000,000 to $3,000,000.

On December 21, 1978 President Carter designated Maricopa County,
Arizona a major disaster area, thereby making a small project at A11en­
ville eligible for the maximum Federal $3,000,000 allotment.

Certain alternatives considered by the Corps of Engineers in the
A11envi11e study are governed by Section 73b of the 1974 Wat~r Resources
Act (33 U.S.C. 7016-11) which states:

Where a nonstructura1 alternative is recommended, non­
Federal participation shall be comparable to the value of
lands, easements, and rights of way which would have been
required of non-Federal interests under section 3 of the
Act of June 27, 1936 (Public Law Numbered 738, Seventy­
fourth Congress), for structural protection measures, but
in no event shall exceed 20 per centum of the project costs.

In addition to these measures, Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Re­
location Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,
and Public Law 91-611, the Flood Control Act of 1970, contain provisions
which affect alternatives examined in this Detailed Project Report.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The Study of Flood Damage Reduction for Allenville, Arizon~ is being
carried out at a site on the Gila River, 1.5 miles south of BucKeye and
35 miles west of Phoenix, in Maricopa County. The comm~nity of Allen­
ville has no formal corporate limits, although it occupies a distinct
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geographical area. It is bordered on the south by the Gila River, on
the north by agricultural fields and the Town of Buckeye's sewage treat­
ment plant, on the east by desert growth and dense tamarisk thickets,
and on the west by agricultural fields. For purposes of this Detailed
Project Report, A11envi11e is viewed as both a geographical and demo­
graphic unit. Persons are considered residents only if they lived in
the community prior to the flood of March 1978.

The A11envi11e study has been pursued at a level sufficient to
accomplish plan formulation and develop details of the plans.

STUDY PARTICIPANTS AND COORDINATION

The A11envi11e study was undertaken by the Corps as a result of a
request from the Arizona State Division of Emergency Services, and from
the outset has been a cooperative venture with the State. The Corps,
therefore, has carried out extensive coordination with the State through
the Division of Emergency Services.

On November 13. 1979. a meeting of the Western Federal Regional
Council was held in San Francisco. The recommendation resulting from
this conference, presented at a meeting with Governor Babbitt of Arizona
in Phoenix on November 15, was that the Department of Housing ~nd Urban
Development (HUD) and the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) could be of
assistance to residents of old A11envi11e who had been renters prior to
the 1978 floods. It also was decided that the Corps would remain the
lead agency in the project and that coordination among the agencies would
be carried out by representatives at the local level.

Acting through the Division of Emergency Services, the State will be
the sponsor of the Al1envi11e project. Coordination has also been carried
out with the Arizona State Land Department with regard to a land exchange.

Because the study area lies within the jurisdictional limits of
Maricopa County, the Corps has coordinated with agencies of the County.
In particular, it was recognized that a flood damage reduction project
at Allenvi11e could affect, or be affected by programs of the Flood
Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC) discussed later in this report.

Since Allenville is an unincorporated community, no town government,
as such, exists with which to coordinate. There is, however, an organiza­
tion known as Allenvi11e Community for Progress, Inc., which provides
leadership. Both the Corps and the State have coordinated informally
with A11enville Community for Progress, Inc. A petition dated October
1979. and signed by 67 percent of the residents designated the board of
directors of the A11enville Community for Progress, Inc. as their
representative in matters pertaining to the study. Both the Corps and
State will continue to work closely with this organization.

3



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The role of public involvement in the Corps of Engineers' planning
process for the Allenville study is to provide timely information so that
the Corps' water resource plans will respond to public needs and prefer­
ences. The Corps also has the responsibility of providing the public
information to acquaint persons desiring to participate in the study
effort with the issues and opportunities associated with a particular
project or program. The Corps, together with elected and appointed
officials, on the other hand, still retains the major decision-making
authority. It must balance the needs and preferences of many groups
with each other, as well as with the technical and political elements
which may influence the selection of a plan. Public involvement, there­
fore, is basically a two-way communication process in which the public
relates to the Corps the particular problems, needs, and concerns of a
study area, and the Corps, in turn, informs the public about the various
technical, environmental, political, and economic issues involved in
planning for water resources.

Definition of Publics

For the purpose of the Study of Flood Damage Reduction for Allen­
ville, Arizona, the term IIpublic ll describes any entity other than the
Corps and the State Division of Emergency Services staffs directly in­
volved in the study. The public can be identified as several groups to
illustrate the broad sense of this definition.

•

•

•

Governmental Sector. This group includes elected officials and
agency representatives at the Federal, State, and local levels.
It also includes public utility companies, irrigation districts,
and special purpose governments such as flood control districts;

Special Interest Groups. Included in this classification are
special interest organizations, such as environmental groups,
and residents' associations, such as the Allenville Community
for Progress, Inc.;

General Public. This includes everyone affected by the study.
Of particular interest, however, are property owners outside of
Allenville who could be affected by courses of action contem­
plated by the study.

Objective

The objective of the Allenville public involvement program was to
provide a continuous two-way communication process which would:

•

•

Promote full understanding of the manner and means by which the
problems and needs are investigated and solutions are propos£d;

Provide an opportunity for a variety of interests withir, ,he
community to understand diverse viewpoints and re;olve possible
confl icts ;

4



• Allow residents to present their ideas and viewpoints regarding
designs of the replacement community.

Program'Overview

To meet the objectives of the Allenville public involvement program,
activities were conducted appropriate to plan development. Rather than
being a fixed program,public involvement was flexible and monitored for
effectiveness as the study progressed. The public involvement program,
as a vehicle for discussion of community desires, provided the opportunity
of obtaining information concerning the acceptability of alternative plans.

In January 1979 coordination on Allenville between the State of
Arizona and the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (FDAA) began
with meetings between State officials, the FDAA, and a representative of
the Allenville community. The public involvement program began with the
preparation in July 1979 of the Reconnaissance Report, Small Flood Control
Project Authority, Gila River Basin, Allenville. Arizona by the Los Angeles
District of the Corps of Engineers. This document contained background
data and presented initial alternatives for the alleviation of Allenville's
flooding problems. .

Following publication of the Reconnaissance Report, a survey con­
ducted by the State indicated that almost all of the residents of Allen­
ville favored the evacuation alternative. On September 19, 1979, a
meeting of Allenville residents was held in Buckeye,Arizona with repre­
sentatives of the Corps and State to discuss the alternatives. A leaflet
summarizing the study and alternatives was then prepared by the Corps of
Engineers and distributed to Allenville residents and other concerned
citizens, agencies, and organizations. This was followed by a formal
public meeting September 28, 1979, at the Buckeye Union High School
Auditorium, at which results of the study to date were presented, questions
were answered, and comments noted. One workshop was conducted on
October 23, 1979, in Allenville by the State1s Architect-Engineer and
attended by members of the Corps and State study teams to present descrip­
tions of the relocation site plans in detail and solicit the ideas and
preferences of the evacuees regarding the new location, and housing
designs. Following this, two petitions were circulated among Allenville
residents. These stated that the residents favored relocation as a com­
munity and acknowledged the Board of Directors of the Allenville Community
for Progress, Inc. as their spokesman on matters pertaining to the com­
munity. A second public workshop was held in Allenville on January 24,
1980, to bring the residents up to date on the planning process and to
discuss with them the preliminary designs and costs of homes at the new
site. The final public meeting was held 'on the evening of April 2, 1980
at the Buckeye Elementary School Cafetorium. Findings of the Detailed
Project Report were summarized. A question and answer period followed,
during which ~oncerns of residents of the Buckeye area regarding the
community relocation alternative were addressed.

5



PREVIOUS STUDIES

In 1957, the Los Angeles District of the Corps of Engineers pub­
lisbed the findings of a ~tudy of flooding problems along the Salt-Gila
River system. This report resu·lted in the authorization of a project to
reduce flood damages consisting of a single levee along the north bank
of the Salt River from Tempe Butte to 40th Street and a cleared channel
2,000 feet wide from the confluence of the Salt and Verde Rivers to
Gillespie Dam on the Gila. The initial cost of the project as authorized
was estimated at $3,570,000. Background and technical information pre­
sented in this report has been used in preparing this DPR*. The flood
damage reduction project for Allenville will not supplant the 1957 project.

Although authorized and listed in the active category, the 1957 pro­
ject has not been implemented because of subsequent authorization of the
Central Arizona Project (CAP) to be constructed by the Water and Power
Resources Service. A feature of the CAP was to have been Orme Dam,
located at the confluence of the Salt and Verde Rivers. As authorized,
this structure would have reduced floodflows through the study area
significantly. Local reaction to the draft environmental statement for
Orme Dam, President Carter's recommendation in April of 1977 to eliminate
Orme Dam from the CAP, and the extensive floods of 1978 and 1979 have
resulted in the initiation of a study of Orme Dam alternatives by the
Water and Power Resources Service, assisted by the Corps of Engineers.
The "Plan of Study" for the Central Arizona Water Control Study, prepared
in January 1980, schedules the completion of the study in May 1982. The
Plan of Study describes numerous alternatives. Among those pertinent to
Allenville are the clearing of the channel, upstream flood control storage,
a levee system, and relocation. The Formulation of Alternative Plans
section of this report discusses these options. The Corps' flood damage
report of February 1979, describing the floods in Maricopa County, Arizona,
during the period of February 27th through March 6th, 1978, pi-·ovides
information on the subject floods and subsequent damage. The Flood
Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC) is currently conducting a
study of the feasibility of channel clearing on the Gila River in the
vicinity of Allenville, but there is no schedule set for completion of
the project.

*Detailed Project Report
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THE REPORT

The Detailed Project Report for Flood Damage Reduction at Allenville,
Arizona (DPR) is composed of three main sections. The first consists of
a description of the study area and an identification of the major prob­
lems to be addressed by the report. Also contained in this portion of
the DPR are descriptions of the stages through which the formulation of
preliminary alternatives progressed, and a presentation and evaluation of
detailed plans, the views of concerned agencies and the public, a com­
parison of the National Economic Development (NED) and Environmental
Quality (EQ) plans, conclusions, and recommendations.

The second portion of the DPR is a compilation of technical appen­
dices. These cover the public views and responses, hydrology, design and
cost data of the recommended plan, and economic data. The last appendix
consists of a draft of the Section 221 Agreement between the Corps and
the State of Arizona for permanent floodplain evacuation of Allenville,
and a letter of intent by the local sponsor.

The third portion of the DPR consists of an environmental assessment.
This section presents the results of environmental and socio-economic
investigations of the study area, as well as impacts associated with the
selected plan.

STUDY PROCESS

In general, the Corps of Engineers' planning process consists of the
refinement of a large number of alternatives down to a few detailed plans
and eventually to a recommended solution. During the planning process,
the number of plans decreases while the level of detail at which they are
examined increases. .

The three basic planning stages are:

•

•

•

Stage I, Delineation of Strategies. Efforts during Stage I
center on the identification of problems and needs in the
study area, establishment of broad planning objectives,
definition of public concerns, and formulation of a manage­
ment program for conduct of the study;

Stage II, Formulation of Alternatives. The planners and
engineers do the bulk fo their work in Stage II. Included
in this stage are the detailed investigations of such
factors as hydrology, hydraulics, costs, structural designs,
and institutional analysis. Detailed environmental assess­
ments and socio-encomic studies also are made. Stage II
work eliminates non-viable plans, and formulates a limited
number of alternatives for more detailed study in Stage III;

Stage III, Refinement of Plans. Stage III includes the
necessary modification of plans and designs based on
economic, engineering, environmental, and social concerns
during the review at the conclusion of Stage II. Emphasis
is placed on a more thorough evaluation of these plans and
the necessary arrangements for implementation.

7



Additionally, four tasks are accomplished within each planning
stage. These four tasks are:

•
•
•
•

Problem Identification;
Formulation of Alternative Solutions;
Impact Assessment;
Evaluation.

Although all of these tasks are carried out in the three planning
stages, the emphasis placed on them varies at each stage.

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

Study Area Location

Allenville is an unincorporated community located along the north
boundary of the Gila River floodplain 1.5 miles south of the town of
Buckeye, Arizona, and about 35 miles west of Phoenix. The l60-acre
site is situated at approximately 890 feet above sea level. (See Plate 1.)

Figure 1. Aerial view showing Al1envil1e in the center,
with the Buckeye Sewage Treatment Plant in the
lower right.

8
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Cl imate

The climate of th.e study area is arid and marked by low rainfall and
extreme heat. The nearby town of Buckeye frequently records the highest
temperature in the nation during the summer months. Daytime thermometer
readings of over 100 degrees Fahrenheit are normal from June through
September. .

Precipitation in the study area is usually less than six inches per
year. Winter rains occur from November through March. They are usually
the result of cyclonic disturbances originating over the Pacific Ocean.
These storms bring widespread, though often light, precipitation. The
arrival over central Arizona of moist tropical air from the Gulf of Mexico
in midsummer signals the start of the summer rainy season. This extends
from July through September and is marked by localized heavy convective
showers, thunderstorms and cloudbursts. These storms can result in
periods of high winds, severe blowing dust, and flash flooding.

Physical Setting

The study area is located within the Basin and Range Physiographic
Province of the Western United States, and is characterized by wide, flat,
alluvium-filled valleys surrounded by rugged, low-relief mountain ranges.
The area surrounding Allenville is an outwash plain, gently sloping south
from the White Tank Mountains to the Gila River. With ~he exception of
developed areas in the community, the land is devoted either to un­
developed desert or irrigated agriculture. The Gila River is the only
surface water resource in the study area. Except during periods of
floods, it maintains a base flow of effluent from the 91st Avenue waste­
water treatment plant operated by the City of Phoenix. Many smaller
ephemeral drainages have been obliterated by development and agricultural
use.

Fish and Wildlife

Undeveloped areas within Allenville display a disturbed vegetative
cover, predominately suaeda, shrub, and scattered saltbush. These areas
have moderate value as habitat for quail, songbirds, rabbits, and small
rodents.

Socio-economic Base Conditions

Allenville was founded in the early 1940s by John Allen who organized
migratory black farm workers and offered them something better than life
in a labor camp. Unable to reside in Buckeye because of restricted
housing patterns, the workers constructed a cluster of shacks and huts
south of town, which became known as Allenville. The 51 families compris­
ing the community remain generally less affluent than most others in the
area but most are proud of the fact that they own the land on which they
live. Approximately one-third of the community is retired. There is
strong community feeling. The socio-economic conditions of Allenville's
history have created a close-knit soci.ety in which virtually every
member of the community knows everyone else. The residents of Allenville
are currently living in a mobile home par~_on the south edge of Buckeye.

9



This park, developed with funds from HUD and consisting of trailers, was
designed for temporary housing after the March 1978 flood. Between March
and December some families returned to their homes, and the remaining
evacuees made preparations to return. Community activities were approach~

ing normal when the December 1978 flood occurred. The community is now
waiting for the State to provide promised guidance in relocation or other
flood control alternatives.

Social Characteristics

The community is composed of 48 black and 3 Mexican-American house­
holds. There is a strong religious feeling as shown by the fact that this
small community can $upport two churches. The Masonic Lodge has been
active, drawing its membership from Phoenix as well as the Buckeye Valley.
The Al1envi11e Community for Progress, Inc., a non-profit corporation,
has been in existence for 14 years. This community-minded group bought
land and was responsible for the construction of a community center and a
County park. A local State-supported day-care center serves working
residents.

Land Use and Population

Most of the residents of Allenvil1e live in single family dwellings.
Many of the single family units in the community had vegetable gardens
and chickens, reflecting the strong local sentiment for the rural life­
style.

: Land use is affected by a Maricopa County ordinance passed in 1974,
iand revised in 1975 and 1976, regulating construction in unincorporated
areas of the County. This ordinance, in general, has restricted severely
new construction in the 100-year floodplain. Nonetheless, the population
h~s remained relatively constant for the last two decades. Notwithstand­
ling this restriction, A11envi11e ls leaders feel that the progress they
have made to better the standard of living in the community, with such
'improvements as a community center, day-care center and the A11envi1le
Water Co. Inc.ls well, would have resulted in growth of the community
over the next ten years.

Housing

Much of the housing in Al1envi11e was substandard even before the
1978 floods. There were 51 occupied dwellings in March 1978, when the
first of the three most recent floods occurred. Thirty-one of these
dwellings were owner occupied; twenty were rentals. These homes ranged
from 2,200 square feet block construction to nothing more than a four-wall,
single-room shack. One new home was under construction. All the homes
received damage in the March and December floods of 1978 and many were
damaged beyond repair.

10
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Figure 2. Several buildings in Allenville suffered total
devastation in 1978.

Economic Characteristics

TABLE 1

ANNUAL INCOME RANGE OF ALLENVILLE RESIDENTS PER HOUSEHOLD

Even before the floods of March and December 1978, there was very
little commercial activity in the community. A tavern and the non-profit,
State-supported day-care center were the primary sources of economic
activity.

Allenville's median income is $7,073 yearly. One-third of the
families earn incomes below poverty level. (See Table 1.) This compares
with a median income of $9,853 and an 8.9 percent poverty rate in Maricopa
County.* Only eight families in Allenville have an annual income of
$12,000 or more. Nineteen households receive 'social security and three
receive welfare payments.

Less than $3,000 per year 17
$ 3,000 - $ 7,999 11
$ 8,000 - $11,999 9
$12,000 - $14,999 2
More than $15,000 6
No answer 6

Source Survey - State Division of Emergency Services

*SOURCE: City and County Data Book, U.S. Department of Commerce 1977
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Transportation

Allenville is situated two miles south of U.S. Highway 85. Five
miles north of the community is Interstate 10 which can be reached by way
of Miller Road. Both highways provide important regional access. The
community's only effective mode of transportation is the private auto­
mobile. Allenville has no regular bus service. Southern Pacific freight
lines run l-t miles north of the community of Buckeye, but the nearest
depot is in Phoenix. Local air service is available by charter two
miles northwest of the community. Many national air carriers serve
Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport, 35 miles to the east.

Cultural Resources

The Phoenix area contains archaeological resources associated with
the Hohokam, a Native American culture which existed until about 1450 A.D.
An archaeological overview of the region performed by Arizona State
University rates the area south of Buckeye, near the Gila River, as
having high archaeological sensitivity. A more detailed examination of
the cultural resources of the study area is contained in the Environmental
Assessment Report.

Conditions If No Federal Action Is Taken

If no Federal action is taken, a situation will develop posing a
serious threat to the health and safety of Allenville's residents.
Although the State of Arizona has indicated that it wishes to relocate
the. residents of the community out of the floddplain, no formal assurances
to this'effect have been made. Because many residents of Allenville can­
not afford to move elsewhere, and because of the strong community sentiment,
if the State reverses its position or if the process of relocation is de­
layed for an extended time period, displaced persons now living in mobile
homes or residing in other locations would return to their former homes.
The likelihood that this would occur is illustrated by the fact that
residents of Allenville repaired and moved back to their homes after the
Maroh 1978 flood, and five households had returned to the floodplain after
the December 1978 flood. As of this report, no residents have returned
to Allenville following the February 1980 flood; however, if Allenville
is reoccupied, the dangers to the lives and property of its residents
from flooding and public health hazards will be substantial. Timely
action to reduce flood damages at Allenville, therefore, is essential.

12
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Rainswept Allenville is turned into muddy sea agajn
r.. \....,t,,,"', J'

.....

Figure 3. Allenvil1e residents evacuate again in Decernoer 1~7~.

Problems and Needs

Problems and needs in the study area center around the necessity of
reducing flood damages at Allenville, assuring an adequate water supply,
preserving the unique cohesiveness of the community, maintaining recreational
facilities for the residents, and protecting the natural resources of the
region.

Flood Control

Flooding in Allenville is most often the result of spills from up­
stream reservoirs on the Salt, Verde, and Agua Fria Rivers following
periods of rapid snowmelt on the watershed. Six dams on the Salt River
and its tributary, the Verde, are non-Federal structures and are operated
by the Salt River Project. (See Table 2.) Waddell Dam on the Agua Fria
River also is a non-Federal structure and is operated by the Maricopa
County Municipal Water Conservation District No.1. These dams are de­
signed for water storage only and have no dedicated flood control function.
Waters from the Salt, Verde, and Agua Fria Rivers flow into the Gila about
fifteen miles east of Allenville.

13



TABLE 2
STORAGE CAPACITIES OF SALT RIVER PROJECT DAMS

ON THE SALT AND VERDE RIVERS

Reservoir Percent of Year
Dam Capacity (acre-feet) Total Completed

Salt River
Roosevelt 1,381,580 1911
Horse Mesa 245,138 1927
Mormon Flat 57,852 1925
Stewart Mountain 69,765 1930
Grani te Reef Negligib'le 1908

Total: Salt System 1,754,335 85%

Verde Ri ver
Horseshoe 131,427 1946
Bartlett 178,186 1939

Total: Verde System 309,613 15%

Tota1: Salt &Verde Systems 2,063,948 100%

Inflow from the Gila and its tributaries above the confluences with the
Salt and Agua Fria was negligible in the 1966 and 1978 floods, but such
inflow could affect Allenvi11e.

The immediate flood problem in Allenville results when floodwaters
exceed the capacity of the Gila Riverls natural channel. This is compli­
cated by the channel IS minor meanderings caused by low flows and periodic
flooding. Damage in Allenville can be expected when flows in the Gila
River increase to 65,000 cubic feet per second (cfs). Under present
conditions, the standard project flood (SPF) with a peak discharge of
360,000 cfs and the 100-year flood with a peak discharge of 215,000 cfs
would inundate the entire community. Flooding along the Gila River
,th,rough the study area has been recorded since the 1930s. The most
'se~ious of the early floods occurred in February 1891, with a peak flow
a1o'ng the Gila at Gillespie Dam of approximately 250,000 cfs .

. . ;. Since 1891, flooding on the Gila River has occurred in 1905-1906,
J.~16, 1920, 1938, 1965-1966, 1973, 1978 and 1980. The first significant
flood at A11envil1e occurred on New Year's Eve of 1965. Residents at
the west end of town were evacuated for four to five days. On March 2,
!978, Allenville was flooded when the Gila River peaked at 95,000 cfs.

14
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Figure 4. March 1978 floodwaters reached window level in
some areas.

The results were devastating and residents once again were evacuated.
Water marks and mud1ines were left on the outside of homes six feet above
ground level. The damage, estimated at $150,000, left the entire com­
munity uninhabitable. After recession of floodwaters, the residents
began a cleanup campaign. In December 1978, however, A11envi11e was in­
undated by a flood that peaked at 120,000 cfs, causing $120,000 in
damages. The community has been evacuated since that time. On February
15, 1980, as this report was being prepared, A11envil1e was again flooded
by the largest spills from the upstream dams to date. Flows in excess of
150,000 cfs did little additional damage, however, as homes had for the
most part not been repaired since the December 1978 flood. Plate 2 shows
the floodway and 100-year floodplain.

Figure 5. Following the March 1978 flood, residents began
clean up operations to move back into their homes,
only to be forced out again by flooding that December.

15



Water Quality

Domestic water for Allenville is provided by wells. The quality of
groundwater in the area, however, is poor. Levels of total dissolved
solids (TDS) are greater than 7,000 mg/l, well above accepted standards
for drinking water. Chloride, nitrate, sulfate, and fluoride levels also
are high at Allenville. The Maricopa County Health Department (MCHD) has
declared the Allenville water source to be substandard and condemned its
use for drinking. At the same time, MCHD has allowed the well to remain
in operation, provided that the residents drink only bottled water. In
fact, however, most persons living in Allenville continued to consume
water from the well. Any solution to the flooding problems at Allenville
will take into consideration the need to improve water quality for the
community.

Social Factors

A unique social feature of Allenville is the cohesion of the settle­
ment. Socio-economic factors have combined to foster a strong feeling of
community among the residents. Throughout the early planning of the flood
control study, persons living in Allenville voiced a strong desire to re­
main together as a community no matter which flood control solution was
selected. If no prompt action is taken to relieve the flooding problem,
or if· residents are relocated separately in other metropolitan Phoenix
areas, the cohesion of the community could be disrupted and cultural
patterns de~eloped over yeats of economic and social discrimination de­
stroyed. The need to preserve the community of Allenville as a unit must
be recognized in continued flood control planning.

Recreation Needs

Residents of Allenville are proud of the fact that through the
Community for Progress organization, they have been able to develop a
County park and community center. These facilities, however, were in­
undated by the 'floods of March and December 1978 and February 1980, and
will continue to suffer damages if no Federal flood control action is
taken. The necessity of enhancing the recreational facilities in Allen­
ville is addressed in this DPR.

Figure 6. A vacant ramada is all that remains of the County Park.
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Natura1 Resou"r'ces

The floodway of the Gila River in the vicinity of Allenville con­
tains dense thickets of phreatophytes, principally tamarisk. This growth
provides habitat for a number of species of reptiles, small mammals, and
birds. Flood control alternatives examined by this study will include
plans for maintaining or improving the natural resources of the region.

Planning Constraints

Time is the principal planning constraint facing the Allenville
flood damage reduction study. Most of the displaced persons have been
living in mobile homes for the past 24 months and can expect at least 15
more months in temporary housing. Some families returned to their sub­
standard and damaged homes after the 1978 floods, inviting danger from
flooding and/or public health deficiencies. Any delays in solving flood­
ing problems can only result in more families moving back into the flo~d­
plain, thereby aggravating an already dangerous situation.

A second planning constraint arises from the expressed desire of the
inhabitants of Allenville to remain together as a community. Any plan
which does not take into account these wishes would be unacceptable to
the residents and could cause severe social dislocation.

Fi Sure 7. Since Decenber 1978, most Allenville residents have
been living in trailers supplied originally by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, but
now owned and administered by the State of Arizona.

17



Planning Objectives

In order to address the problems and needs of Allenville within the
aforementioned constraints, planning objectives for the flood damage
reduction study have been formulated. Principal planning objectives are:
1) to eliminate dangers to life and propert~ through flooding by either
structural or nonstructural measures; and 2) to keep the community of
A11envi1le together as a social unit. Other objectives of the study in­
clude: 3) improvement of water quality for Allenville; 4) maximizing the
recreational benefits to be derived from a project; 5) minimizing adverse
impacts on cultrual resources; and 6) enhancing fish and wildlife in the
area.

Evaluation Criteria

Corps of Engineers plan formulation compares alternative solutions
against a Iino-action" plan which projects conditions if no Federal action
is taken. The recommended solution must be obtained through an analysis
of plans which maximize National Economic Development (NED) and Environ­
mental Quality (EQ). The NED plan increases the value of the nation1s
output of goods and services and improves national economic efficiency.
This is realized by a maximum net economic return, the determination that
a project accomplishes a stated purpose in a more economlcal manner than
any other means of accomplishing that purpose, and realization that a
definite need exists for the specific project or component. In order to
be considered economically viable, an NED plan must have a benefit/cost
ratio of at least 1.0. The benefit/cost ratio is a comparison of expected
benefits to projected NED costs.

The EQ plan preserves, restores, or improves the environment. This
is accomplished through management, protection, preservation, enhancement
or creation of areas of natural beauty, enjoyment, or archaeological,
historical, ecological, or geological importance.

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS

The Corps of Engineers examined a number of alternatives to accom­
plish the stated objectives of the A11envi1le flood damage reduction study.
These included structural measures, both upstream and in the vicinity of
the community, and nonstructura1 solutions.

Structural Alternatives

Upstream Solutions

The Plan of Study for the Central Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS)
being conducted by the Water and Power Resources Service with the assist­
ance of the Corps of Engineers, finalized in January 1980, considered
the construction of new dams with flood control capacities and modification
of existing structures to provide increased protection. .

The best estimate at this time, however, is that the most ambitious
of the proposed dams would still allow a release of 50,000 cfs downstream
from the confluence of the Salt and Verde Rivers. This release, when

18
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added to possible inflow from the- Agua Fria River would result in flood­
ing at Allenville, causing damages at least as severe as those experienced
in the 1965 flood. In addition, selection of the preferred alternative,
which may not include any of the above-mentioned structures, is not
expected until 1982, and completion of the recommended project may not
occur for several years thereafter. For these reasons, consideration of
upstream solutions for Allenville flood control was discontinued.

Channelization

The Central Arizona Water Control Study also examined channelization
of the Salt and Gila Rivers for flood control. Several channel configura­
tions were analyzed including rectangular concrete, trapezoidal concrete,
and soft-bottom with revetted sideslopes. Of the three, the soft-bottom
type appeared to be the most cost-effective for flood control. An
economic analysis completed as part of the Plan of Study for the CAWCS
of a projected soft-bottom channel extending from the Salt-Gila confluence
to Gillespie Dam, which would provide some protection for Allenville,
produced an estimated benefit/cost ratio of 0.11. This was based on first
costs of $76,000,000, annual costs of $5,700,000, and annual benefits of
$680,000. Channelization, therefore, has been eliminated from further
study.

Channel Clearing

The alternative of clearing a channel through the dense growths of
tamarisk which currently choke the Gila River near Allenville also was
examined. Ordinarily, vegetation growing in the floodway will slow the
flow of water, causing it to spread out over a wider area and inundate
a larger portion of the floodplain. By clearing a section of the channel,
the river will flow more swiftly, decreasing, somewhat, the width of the
floodway and the area flooded.

A number of methods, including chaining, burning, and use of herbi­
cides, could be used to accomplish clearing in the river bed. Channel
clearing, however, has met with strong opposition from environmental
groups, and it is unlikely that this conflict will be resolved in the
near future. Although this flood control measure is being investigated
by the CAWCS, it has· been determined that channel clearing alone would
not significantly reduce the flooding at Al1envil1e. The Flood Control
District of Maricopa County currently is conducting a study of the
feasibility of clearing a l,OOO-foot wide channel in the Gila River in
the vicinity of Allenvi11e, although there is no established schedule
for completion.

A hydraulic analysis of a cleared channel 1,500 feet wide and 10
miles long prepared for the Allenville study indicated that the water
level for a 100-year flood would be lowered approximately two feet at
the south edge of A1lenville. The estimated cost of this alternative
is $11,076,000, with an average annual maintenance cost of $1,000,000,
and total annual costs of $1,790,000. Since this alternative did not
provide sufficient protection and the annual benefits are only $32,600,
the examination of channel clearing was not pursued.
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Initially channel clearing also was examined in combination with
levee construction and flood proofing. Since channel clearing costs
could not be justified by a wide margin, these combinations have not
been included in the econohlic analysis of the alternatives. The pro­
jected effect of channel clearing on the levee and flood proofing plans,
however, is illustrated in Plate 3.

Levees

The possibility of constructing a levee along the north bank of the
Gila River from its confluence with the Salt to Gillespie Dam is being
investigated by the CAWCS. Since this levee would pass to the north of
Allenville, requiring the evacuation of the community, a levee to pro­
vide local protection for Allenville'was analyzed as a part of this
study. The levee would be approximately two miles long and have an
average height of 9.25 feet. (See Plate 4.) This alternative would
provide benefits for damages prevented to the Buckeye sewage treatment
facility as well as to Allenville itself. Initial costs for the levee
are estimated at $1,269,000 while annual costs for operation and main­
tenance are estimated at $9,000. Annualized at 7-1/8 percent, these
costs come to $99,500. The annual benefits would be $88,000, giving a
benefit/cost ratio of 0.88. This alternative, therefore, could not be
economically justified. See Hydraulic Design, paragraph 8, of Appendix B
for additional information.

Summarizing structural solutions, upstream flood control is not ex­
pected to be provided in the near future and, even if provided, would
not offer adequate protection for A11envil1e. Neither channelization
nor a levee are economically justified. Channel clearing under either
the authorized project or the program being considered by local interests
would not provide adequate protection for A11enville. Table 3 outlines
the economic evaluation of the structural alternatives. See A~pendix D
for additional detaiJs.

TABLE 3

ECONOMIC COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES*
(Values in Thousands of Dollars)

Alternative
Initial
Cost

Operation and Annual Annual
Maint. Costs Costs Benefits

Benefit/Cost
Ratio

Channelization
Gila Confluence to
Gillespie Dam** 76,000 100 5,700 680.0 0.11

Channel Clearing 11,076 1,000 1,790 32.6 0.02

Levee 1,269 9 99.5 88.0 0.88

*Based on January 1980 price levels and 100-year period of ana1Y~ls at
7-1/8 percent interest rate

**Economic Analysis taken from CAWCS Plan of Study.
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Nonstructural Alternatives

In conformance with Section 73a of the 1974 Water Resources Act, the
Allenville study investigated the feasibility of nonstructural solutions
to the flooding problem. These solutions were: 1) flood proofing, and 2)
permanent evacuation of the residents out of the floodplain.

Flood Proofing

The alternative of flood proofing involved ralslng a sizable portion
of Allenville above the level of the 100-year flood. (See Plate 5.)

This alternative would require raising of land in the fringe of the
Gila River floodway, and reconstruction on the raised land of those
structures presently in the floodplain. The construction and condition
of the bUilding still standing in Allenville are such that none could be
raised or moved. Streets and utilities also would have to be improved to
meet County standards. In addition, it was determined that a small levee
system would be necessary to ensure that Allenville would not be isolated
during a major flood.

The option of flood proofing in combination with channel clearing
also was examined. This study indicated that, when combined with a cleared
1.SOO-foot-wide channel in the Gila River, the height to which the community
would have to be raised was decreased by only one foot.

The economic evaluation of flood proofing without channel clearing
produced annualized costs of $198,600 based upon an initial cost of
$2,750,000 and annual O&M costs of $2,500. Annual benefits were $92,200
producing a benefit/cost ratio of .5. This lack of economic justification
cause the flood proofing alternative to be dropped from further study.

Floodplain Evacuation

The nonstructural solution of permanent evacuation or relocation
of the residents of Allenville out of the floodplain appeared to be the
only economi~ally justified method of providing flood damage reduction
for Allenville.

Initially, three alternatives for relocation were developed:

•

•

•

physically moving the structures in Allenville
to a different site outside the floodplain;

razing existing structures in Allenville and
individually relocating residents to dwellings
in the Buckeye Valley or metropolitan Phoenix;

razing existing structures in Allenville and con­
structing a replacement community for the residents
outside. the floodplain.
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The first of these, relocating existing substandard structures in
Allenville out of the floodplain, was rejected because the Corps cannot
participate in a project which does not provide for safe, decent, and
sanitary housing for the residents. Since many of the buildings in
Allenville did not meet these standards even before the 1978 floods,
relocating them and allowing them to be reoccupied would be counter to
Corps policy. In addition, it was detennined that most buildings in
the community were so dilapidated as to make moving them impossible.

The two remaining relocation alternatives both were feasible from
an engineering standpoint and produced positive NED benefits. Detailed
descriptions and evaluations of these plans are presented in the follow­
ing section.

DETAILED PLANS

Individual Relocation

The individual relocation alternative requires the permanent ~bandon­

ment of the present site of A11envi11e. Residents of the community would
receive relocation benefits under provisions of PL 91-646. The~e benefits
would be administered by the State of Arizona. The 51 families would then
be resettled to houses or rental units in the Buckeye Valley, communities
west of Phoenix, or in the city of Phoenix itself. Structures remaining
in A11envi1le would be razed, and the cleared parcels converted to uses
compatible with Federal floodplain management goals.

Community Relocation

The community relocation alternative also requires the abandonment
of the present A11envi11e site. Under this plan, however, a replacement
community would be constructed for the residents outside of the floodplain.
The relocation site would be on a 60-acre tract near the intersection of
1-10 and Palo Verde Road, approximately eight miles northwest of Buckeye
(see Plate 6). The Corps would construct the streets and utilities,
community center, park, and replacement houses at the new site, with
work beginning in September 1980 and completion of the prpject in June
1981, subject to authorization and funding. This community relocation
plan provides for the continuation of the A11envi11e community but does
not restrict any of the former residents from relocating elsewhere.

Plan Evaluation

The individual relocation alternative is the NED plan, producing
the greatest net benefits. Estimated NED costs for this plan are:

Structure
Acquisition

$650,000

Razing
Al1envi1le

$110,000

TI

Land
Acquisition Total

$32,000 $792,POO
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Average annual costs for the individual relocation alternative, annualized
at 7-1/8 percent over 100 years would be $56,000. Average annual benefits,
based on emergency costs prevented, damages prevented to public utilities,
as well as a portion of the damages prevented to homes and other structures
come to $88,000, producing a benefit/cost ratio of 1.6 (see Appendix D).
The individual relocation plan had no significant adverse environmental
effects. Allowing the existing site to revert to natural conditions,
under the management of Arizona Department of Game and Fish, will enhance
wildlife resources in the area. This alternative has been designated the
EQ plan .

•
"

,
¥

Although this alternative produces a favorable benefit/cost ratio,
individual relocation would result in unacceptable socio-economic effects.
A survey of housing in Buckeye and the area to the west of Phoenix in­
dicated a lack of available safe, decent, and sanitary homes or rental
units which the people of Allenville could afford. This would require
most residents to relocate in Phoenix, where affordable housing also would
be difficult to find. Many relocatees, therefore, could be forced into
substandard housing or into a higher level of indebtedness.

In addition to the financial difficulties which individual relocation
would produce, the alternative also results in severe social consequences.
The factors of Allenville1s founding and development have led to the
creation of a very olose-knit community. People have to depend upon one
another, particularly in times of distress. The presence of a large
number of elderly residents in the community has increased this inter­
dependence. They rely on their neighbors for transportation and other
forms of assistance. The individual relocation alternative would destroy
this community cohesion. Scattering the residents throughout the Buckeye
and Phoenix areas would result in a serious social trauma, particularly
to Allenville's elderly. It is also highly unlikely that the churches
and Masonic Lodge, institutions vital to the cohesion of the community,
could survive under the individual relocation alternative.

It was determined that, despite the favorable benefit/cost ratio,
the individual relocation alternative would result in unacceptable
economic and social impacts to the community of A11enville. For this
reason, further study of the plan was discontinued.

alternative also produces positive net
NED costs for this plan are:

Site Dev. Engr. &Design
and and
Uti 1iti es* Suprv. & Admi n. Total

The community relocation
economic benefits. Estimated
Structure
Acquisition Razing Land
atAllenville A11enville Acquisition

$650,000 $11 0,000 $32,000 $98,000 $10,000 $900,000

*This figure represents the cost of replacing the streets and utilities as
they exist in Allenville. The difference between this amount and the cost
of constructing new facilities to safe, decent, and sanitary standards
mandated by HUD at the relocation site is a betterment, and is not an NED
cost. The $98,000 includes $89,000 for construction and $9,000 for contin­
gencies.

23



These costs are based upon all families relocating; forty families as a
community and eleven individually. Average annual costs for the community
relocation alternative, annualized at a rate of 7-1/8 percent over 100
years would be $64,200.. Average annual benefits, based on emergency
costs prevented, damages prevented to public utilities, as well as a
portion of the damages prevented to homes and the structures, come to
$88,000, producing a benefit/cost ratio of 1.4 (see Appendix D).

The community relocation alternative provides affordable safe, decent,
and sanitary housing for the people of Allenville at the new site. The
goal of the plan is to relocate the residents to the new site and leave
them in a financial situation as close as possible to their pre-flood
status. To accomplish this, the State of Arizona would. in some cases.
supplement the relocation benefits of those residents who elect to move
to the new site. This would enable them to purchase the housing constructed
by the Corps without incurring a large debt. The Corps, however. would not
share in the cost of these supplemental payments. In addition to providing
affordable housing for the residents of Allenvi11e. the community re­
location alternative has the advantage of encouraging social cohesion by
keeping the community together. Unlike the individual relocation alterna­
tive, this plan includes construction of a replacement community center
and provides sites for the churches and lodge hall. The community re­
location plan has no significant adverse environmental effects. Allowing
the existing site to re~ert to natural conditions, under the management
of Arizona Department of Game and Fish, will enhance wildlife resources
in the area.

Although its benefit/cost ratio is somewhat lower than that of
individual relocation, the community relocation alternative is the only
plan for reducing flood damages at Allenville which is economically
justified as well as socially acceptable. It provides safe, decent, and
sanitary housing which both homeowners and renters in Allenville can
afford. It also promotes community cohesion. For these reasons, community
relocation was chosen as the selected plan.
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS

Individual Relocation Community Relocation

A. Si gni fi cant Impacts

,..

I

1. HOJres Taken

2. Business Taken

3. Community Cohesion

51

Destroys social co­
hesion of the
communi ty

none

1

Encourages commun­
i ty cohes ion

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

Esthetic Val ues

Transportation

Leisure Opportunities

Community Growth

Local Activity and
Land Use: beneficial

adverse

Public Facilities

Employment: beneficial

adverse

none

Possible long dis­
tances to and from
work

none

Destroys community
of Allenville

none

none

Destroys community
center and County
Park

none

none

none

No significant
impact

none

Promotes growth
by removi ng
commun i ty from
floodplain where
it was subject
to County zoning
restrictions

Changes relocation
site from vacant to
residential
Possible loss of
some adjacent crop­
land due to pesti­
cide restrictions

none

none

none

11. Displacement of Farms none
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Possible loss of
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TABLE 4 (cont.)

Individual Relocation Community Relocation

12. Property Values:
beneficial

adverse

13. Noise

14. Air Quality

none Increases. value of
re10cati on site

Loss in assessed value of old site due to
relocation

Short-term effects during razing of old site

Possible long-term
impacts from Buckeye
Municipal Airport

Short-term effects
during construction
at new site

Slight increase in
anbient levels due'
to proximity of
Buckeye Ai rport

Short-term effects during razing of old site

Short-term effects
during construction
at new site

15. Biology

16. Endangered Species

17. Prime Farmland

18. Cultural Resources

19. Water Quality
surface/ground

Creates ripari.an
habitat

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

Creates riparian
habitat - disturbs
upl and habitat

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

B. Plan Evaluation
1. Contributions to

Planning Objectives:

flood contro1 Protecti on from SPF by reroova1 of cOlllJ1unity
from floodplain

recreation Destroys County Park

26

Maintain~ County Park



TABLE 4 (cont.)

Individual Relocation Corrmunity Relocation

.•
~'

environmental quality

water quality

2. Relationship to
-National Accounts

'a) NED

Create new areas of wildlife habitat in the
floodplain by razing old site

Improve water quality for residents

. ..~.. '

: 1

b)

beneficial
-flood control

adverse
flood control

Net NED Benefits
(equivalent annual
7-1/8% - 100 yrs.)

Environmental Quality
threatens endangered

species
negative esthetic appeal
destroys cultural

resources
disturbs upland habitat
destroys riparian habitat
creates riparian habitat

+$88,000

-$56,500 _

+$31,500

no
no

no
no
no

yes

+$88,000

-$64,200

+$23,800

no
no

no
yes
no
yes

3. Relationship to Other
Accounts

a) Regional Development:
beneficial
adverse

b) Social Well-being:

beneficial

Same as NED accounts
Minima 1

Reduce threat to 1i fe and property due to
floods

Maintains community
cohesion

adverse Des troys soci a1
fab ri c oJ the
community
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED PLAN

Under the community relocation alternative, the local sponsor
(Arizona State Division of Emergency Services) will acquire all the ne­

·ce.ssary real estate.

Arizona state participation in floodplain relocation is governed in
part by the Arizona Flood Plain Land Exchange Law, a part of the State
Omnibus Flpod Control Act of 1979. As provided for by the Act, the
Division of Emergency Services presented alternative relocation sites
to the ,residents of Allenville for selection. Five suitably-sized parcels
of State trust land located outof the Gila River Floodplain butwithin the
general vicinity of Allenville were considered (see Plate 7). The
farthest site was fourteen miles from Allenville, and the closest one
(the Palo Verde Road site) was approximately nine miles distance. The
selection was made by the Board of Directors of Allenville for Community
Progress, Inc., at the request of the residents. Of the alternate sites
considered, the site designated 1 on plate 7 was unsuitable because of its
proximity. to the Palo Verd,e, Nuc;;~e,ar Generating Station (approximately five
miles) and the fact that the Hassayampa River floodplain passes through
part.of the section. Alternatjves 2 and 3 were sited on relatively rugged
ter'rain with gullies and washe·s 'cutting through the area. Both sections
of land are subject to shallow flooding by sheetfiow resulting from local
storms and runoff from the White Tank Mountains. Site 3 was particularly
objectionable due to its reputation as an arf:a of violence. Site 4 and
the selected site at Palo Verde Road were considered as the best choices

.'.~'-~----

:'

Fi gure 8. The Palo Verde Road relocation site for Allenville
appears in.the.center,. of this photograph. To the
left is the BUGkeye~unicipal Airport.
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based upon proximity to transportation, attractiveness and relatively
flat terrain. Both parcels were also being considered ~t that time as
future prison sites by the State. Knowing the political upheaval the
prison site selection was causing within the state, the Board of Directors
of the Allenvil1e for Community Progress, Inc. elected to choose the site
not selected by the prison, primarily to avoid conflicts and controversy.
This site has the additional advantage of being protected from significant
sheetf10w by a Soil Conservation Service Detention Dike directly north
of the site and is the closest site to Buckeye and Allenvi11e. Many of
the residents are familiar with the area having worked the nearby fields
and having lived in the area in labor camps in the 1930s and 1940s.

Subsequent to the selection, the State Flood Recovery Act was
amended, allowing for the consideration of non-trust lands as relocation
sites. The Board was notified of the potential for changing the re­
location site, but reconfirmed the choice of the Palo Verde site, by
letter, in January 1980. By this time, considerable engineering and
environmental work had been performed at the site. Since the site was
acceptable from engineering and environmental considerations, and was the
choice of the residents, it was accepted by the State and the Corps as the
relocation site.

The State of Arizona will administer the relocation assistance
program in accordance with PL 91-646. Proposed Corps Regulation 1165-2-122,
however, specifies, "... the non-Federal share of costs for recommended
nonstructural measures will in all cases be 20 percent of the first cost
of such measures, thereby assuring comparability to the average value_of
lands, easements and rights-of-way required for Corps structural projects. II

A waiver of the requirement that the Corps acquire all necessary interest
in real estate (paragraph 9A of this regulation) is required to allow
lands, easements, and rights-of-way to be acquired by the local sponsor
as required by Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended.
Such a waver, nevertheless, will transfer only the responsibility for
such transactions. The costs of these items will be cost-shared in
accordance with the arrangement described in COST SHARING.

The Division of Emergency Services will perform all necessary co­
ordination with the residents of A11envil1e, specifying the types and
quantities of homes to be built. The new structures will meet HUD
standards for safety, decency, and sanitation.

The Division of Emergency Services has contracted an architect­
engineer firm which has completed preliminary designs and cost estimates
(see Appendix C). The new community will consist of 20 single-family
dwellings on lots of either one acre or approximately one-third acre.
Current designs include facilities for 20 mobile homes (two renters have
indicated they wish to purchase houses). The mobile homes are intended
to serve as a means to allow renters from Allenville to remain with the
community. The Division of Emergency Services intends to make the HUD
obtained temporary housing units available on a sliding price scale (at
a very nominal amount) to these displacees. Eleven families have elected
to move to locations other than with the community. These households
will still receive all entitlements of Public Law 91-646.
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Another possibility explored was the construction of an apartment
complex for some, or all, of the twenty families who could not afford
single-family housing. The apartments, constructed by a local developer
in the northern portion vf the relocation site, would have been financed
through a loan from FmHA, with rents subsidized through an arrangement
with HUD. The apartments would have been included as a local cost. The
concept of apartments as an alternative to mobile homes was explored
through a local ad hoc committee representing agencies of the Western
Federal Regional Council. Results of this committee's coordination with
appropriate State and County agencies were presented to the residents of·
A11enville, who unanimously preferred the mobile home alternative.
Consideration of the apartment concept has been discontinued because it
was considerably more expensive than the mobile home option and was not
desired by the community.

Also included in the plan are a County park and a community center.
Designs of these facilities were based on replacement of features which
had existed in A11envi11e.

Locations for two churches, a Masonic Lodge hall, and a commercial
concern are included in the community relocation alternative, but these
features would not be built by the Corps. First costs rlo include the
acquisition of these structures and applicable relocation benefits in
accordance with PL 91-646.

When construction is complete, the subdivision, consisting of twelve
one-acre and twenty-three one-third-acre residential lots, as well as
twenty mobile home lots (see Plate 8), will be turned over to the State.
The State will either sell or rent at fair market value the homes and
mobile homes. It is intended to construct only those facilities ne­
cessary to house the Allenville displacees desiring to relocate as a
community. At a public workshop held in Allenvi11e on January 31.
1980, a lottery was held to match households with subdivided lots in
the new community. Plate 9 shows the results of this lottery and Table
5 lists the families who have signed letters of intent to purchase homes
on those lots at the corresponding estimated costs. Should any vacant
lots or houses not occupied by former Al1enville residents remain. a
clause in the section 221 Agreement requires the State to sell this real
estate on the open market.

Future use of the land at the present site of A11envi11e is dependent
on the means whereby the State obtains the property at the relocation site.
The Arizona Legislature enacted an amendment to the Omnibus Flood Recovery
Act of 1979 in April 1980. The Omnibus Act had appropriate funds to re­
imburse the State Schools of lands held in trust by the State Land
Department. The amendment extends the authority of the Division of
Emergency Services to use these funds to purchase land from the trust for
exchange with residents of floodplain areas. This would be done in lieu
of reimbursing the trust for the loss in value of exchanging land out of
the floodplain for floodprone parcels. The amendment is a dirPct result
of the Allenville project, since the State could not provide the lands
without encumbrance as long as the lands were held in trust for the
schools.
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TABLE 5

OWNER RESIDENTS MOVING TO NEW ALLENVILLE
HOUSE SIZE* <- HOUSE SIZE*

NAME (No.o/Bedrooms) Lor NO. NAME. (No. o/Bedrooms) LorNO.

Bolden, Will ie 2 29 Lofton, George 3 23
----

Brown, James 4 17, 18 Maynard, Margarette 3 ·13,14,15

Cobbin, Clyde 4 3 McGinty, Emily 4 10
-'

Cooper, Willie ·3 26 McGowan, Jul ia 2 12

" Gonzales, Cruz 4 8 McCrae, John 62

Harri s, Abe 4 11 Robinson, James 1 7

Harri s, Wi 11 is 2 27 Wil burn, Arthur Sr. 1 5

Herring, Earl ine 3 24 Wilson, Ernestine 3 1

Jackson, Frank 2 34, 35 Woods, Will i e 1 4

Land, Richard 4 16

Mr. C. C. Franklin, a resident of A11envi11e whose home was washed aw~

completely in the 1978 floods, intends to construct a new home on lots 19& 20:-

*Estimated house prices: 1 Bedroom - $34,600 3 Bedroom-- 45,900-
2 Bedroom - 38,400 4 Bedroom - 54,500

RENTERS MOVING TO NEW ALLENVILLE
NAME Lor NO. (Mobile Home) NAME LOrNQ (Mobile Home)

Blackshire, V. L. 37 Larry, Frank 46

Brown, Gerald 53 Lee, George 51

Brown, Roy 52 Lee, RichlOOnd 38

Calvert, Matthew 50 Lee, Ronnie 54

Chambers, Thurman 41 Nixon, JilTlTJie 43

~ George, Frank 55 Wilburn, Ralph 44

Grayson, Mel vi n 45 Wi 1dfi re, Betty 47

He rri ng, Freeman 42 Wi 11 iams, Albert 49

Jenkins, Levell 36 Will i ams, Floyd 48

Land, Emery 40 Wi 1son, Wi 11 i e 39
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· With the enactment of this law, the Division of Emergency Services
wlll purchase the 60-acre tract identified for relocation of Allenville.
The Corps of Engineers will construct the homes, park, community center,
and support facilities. The division of Emergency Services will sell
the homes at their f~ir market value and exchange the lands with their
owners. Renters in Allenville will buy floodplain land from non-resident
owners, thereby enabling them to exchange land through the State's program.
Mobile home sites will be exchanged for renters' newly-acquired land, and
the mobile homes will be sold to these families.

The churches, lodge, and tavern will have their lands exchanged and
will receive their relocation benefits as prescribed by PL 91-646. The
Allenville Community for Progress, Inc. will exchange land and receive
title to the community center and well site in return for any consideration
for their property in Allenville. It also will be responsible for the
operation and maintenance of these facilities in the new community as it
had been in Allenville. Maricopa County will exchange its park in Allen­
ville for a comparable parcel at the relocation site.

After all improved parcels have been exchanged and all structures
acquired in Allenvi11e, the site will be razed and the land conveyed to
the State Game and Fish Department. Although the land will not be con­
tiguous, because the Division of Emergency Services does not intend to
exchange unimproved land, the State Game and Fish Department has expressed
an interest in managing these parcels. (See Appendix A). Unimproved
land in Allenville will remain in private ownership, although County
zoning and floodplain ordinances enacted in 1974 will restrict severely
any type of construction in the lOO-year floodplain. These ordinances
will be relied upon to prohibit floodplain use not in accordance with
floodplain management goals as outlined in ER 1165-2-26 which implements
Executive Order 11988. Specifically, these goals include:

a. the avoidance of the base floodplain;
b. the reduction of hazard and risk of. flood loss;
c. the minimization of the impacts of floods on human

safety, health and welfare; and
d. the restoration and preservation of the natural and

beneficial floodplain values.

Returning lands in Allenville to nature will result in a positive contri­
bution to the EQ account with the creation of additional riparian habitat.
Before construction proceeds on the new community, the section 221 Agree­
ment will ensure the future use of the floodplain in a manner compatible
with Federal floodplain manag~ment policy (see Appendix E).

TOTAL COSTS AND FIRST COSTS

Not all costs associated with this project can be counted as first
costs since this would in fact amount to double counting. Sr-e recover­
able funds used for acquisition of real estate and relocation benefits,
and consequently returned when the relocatees purchase these houses, are
not counteq as_ first costs. In fac~, the payment of the. relocation
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benefits is tied to the purchase or rental of a comparabl~, iafe; decent,
and sanitary home. No payment, therefore, will actually be made, but
rather a credit is allowed in the cost of a purchase of a home, for those
families electing to move to the community relocation site. Table 6
differentiates total, first and NED costs.

COST SHARING

The net cost of this project is $3,723,000 as shown in Table 8. It
is the intent to cost share the Federal and local costs on an 80/20 basis,
as is authorized by Sec. 73b of the Water Resources Act of 1974. Expendi­
tures by the State of Arizona for preliminary engineering and design for
the relocation site Quring the preparation of the DPR will be given credit
in project cost sharing.

Two other considerations which are unique to this project require
minor modification of the 80/20 cost sharing formula. First, there are
certain costs by both the Corps and the local sponsor which will not be
shared. The Corps' expenses in preparing the DPR and Reconnaissance
Report (total of $150,000) would be borne entirely by the Corps. Also,
the State intends to supplement relocation expenses allowed by the
Federal government in the total amount of $179,000. Because sharing
these additional relocation expenses would be inconsistent with the
Uniform Relocation Act, these costs will not be shared by the Federal
government, but rather will be borne entirely by the State. The total
of these costs (labeled lI uns hared" costs in Tables 7 and 8) ($329,000)
is subtracted from the net projected costs ($3,723,000) to give a total
shared cost of $3,394,000 (see Table 8). This is then apportioned, with
80% (or $2,716,000) being borne by the Federal government and 20% (or
$678,000) being borne by the State. The net cost to the Federal govern­
ment is the sum of its shared cost ($2,716,000) plus its unshared cost
($150,000) or $2,866,000. Similarly, the net cost to the State is deter­
mined to be $857,000 ($678,000 shared plus $179,000 unshared).

The second unique consideration is that all of the facilities
constructed at the new site will be sold to inhabitants, resulting in:
(1) the recovery of a part of the initial cost, (2) a net cost which is
less than the initial cost, and (3) costs to each agency that vary
throughout the period of construction and relocation. The total initial
cost is estimated at $4,655,000 (again, see Table 8). An 80% Federal
share of this cost would be $3,724,000 which would exceed the Corps'
authority under Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended.
The sharing of initial costs and the recovery of costs takes into account
the restraint that Corps' cost should at no time exceed the .$3,000,000
limitation. The plan detailed in Table 7 and summarized in Table 8 is
essentially that the Corps will cost share the initial costs up to the
$3 million limit and that the State will bear 100 percent of all initial
costs beyond th~t point. Then, as homes are sold and costs are recovered,
the State will keep all of the initial costs borne solely by them (labeled
lI uns hared recovered ll costs in Tables 7 and 8). As funds continue to be
received, these-funds (labeled II shared recovered ll

) will be· recovered by
the agencies on the 80/20 basis.
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The effect of applying these two considerations is best understood
by analyzing Table 8 with particular attention to "unshared recovered"
" h •s ared recovered. 1I and "unsharedll costs as defined above. Table 7 is
a more detailed, sequential determination of the costs based on the cost
sharing conditions ..

TABLE 6

ESTIMATED COSTS

Structure!
Acquisition
Allenvi1e

R
• 4aZlng

A11envi11e

Recoverable
1st Cos t ..::C.=.os::...:t::.=s:.-__
$ 263,0002 $387,000

110,000

Total NED
Costs Costs
$ 650,000 $650,000

110,000 110,000

Land
Acquisition

Relocation
Benefits

Housing

COl1lTlun ity Center

Park

Site Development
and Utilities

C
. • 8ontlngencles

S .. d9upervlSlon an
Administration

Design and Engi­
neering

DPR

Additional State10

Contributed Benefits

32,000

190,0005 347,0006

852,000

216.000

247,000

1.146,000

246,000

140,000

150,000

32,000

537,000

852,000

216,000

247,000

1,146,000

246,000

140,000

150,000

150,000

179,000

32,000

89,0007

9,000

5,000

5,000

TOTAL $3.592,000 $734,000 $4,655,000 $900,000

Footnotes for Table 6 and 7 follow Table 8.
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TABLE 7

ALLENVILLE COST SHARING11

State Total

Structura11
Acquisition

Razing4
Allenville

Land
Acquisition

Re1 ocati on
Benefits

$ 650,000

$ 110,000

32,000

537,000

$ 650,000

110,000

32,000

537,000

TOTAL SHARED COST
80/20 Shared Cost12

Unshared Recovered Cost
Recovered Costs13

Unshared Costs Recovered
by the Local Sponsor

Housing

Community Center

Park

Site Development
and Utilities

C t · . 8on lngencles

S ., d9uperV1Slon an
Administration

Design and
Engineering

Tota1s
Shared

Unshared

TOTALS

852,000

216,000

247,000

1,146,000

89,000

140,000

50,000

2,850,000

150,000

$3,000,000

157,000

100,000

1,476,000

179,000

$1,655,000

852,000

216,000

247,000

1,146,000

246,000

140,000

150,000

4,326,000

329,000

$4,655,000

4,326,000
-3,562,000

764,000
932,000

$ .. 764,000

. $ 168,000
80% .Jt" ~ 20%

Shared Recovered Costs $134,000 $34,000
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TABLE 8

COST RECAPITULATION

Corps State Total

Initial Cost $3,000,000 $1,655,000 $4,655,000

Unshared Recovered -0- -764,000 -764,000
$3,000,000 891,000 3,891,000

Shared Recovered -134,000 -34,000 -168,000

Net Cost 2,866,000 857,000 3,723,000

Unshared Costs -150,000 -179,000 -329,000

Shared Costs $2,716,000 $ 678,000 $3,394,000, /"
80% 20%
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FOOTNOTES

1. Acquisition costs are based upon January 1980 values of just the
structures (not the land) provided by the Arizona Division of Emergency
Services.

2. Acquisition costs not recoverable - i.e., appraised value of
structures owned by businesses (the tavern and churches); non-resident
home owners (landlords); and resident landowners electing not to move
to the relocation site.

3. Acquisition costs paid to relocatees moving to the relocation site
which will be recovered in the form of house sales.

4. Includes contingencies and supervision and administration.

5. Relocation benefits in accordance with PL 91-646 which will not be
recovered - i.e., benefits to businesses (tavern and churches); residents
not moving to the relocation site; and the $500 per family moving expense
benefit.

6. Relocation benefits paid to relocatees moving to the relocation site
which will be recovered in the form of house sales and improvements to
mobile home lots.

7. Value of existing facilities in Allenville (see Appendix D for
explanation).

8. Contingencies based on 10% of construction costs for housing,
community center, park, and site development. This category of costs is
used to balance the columns to insure that total initial Corps costs do
not exceed Federal limitations in Table 7.

9. Supervision and administration based on 5% of construction costs for
housing, community center, park, and site development for the Corps.

10. Relocation benefits in excess of those authorized by PL 91-646, to
be provided by the local sponsor and not cost shared.

11. The breakdown between Corps and State of each category of shared
costs denotes primary responsibility. Total shared costs are the basis
for cost sharing.

12. Based on $2,850,000 (Federal limitation minus the DPR cost), equaling
80%, and therefore the corresponding non-Federal share, equaling 20% is
$712,000 ($2,850,000 + $712,000 = $3,562,000).

13. Estimated market value of houses and improvements to mobile home lots.
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ANALYSIS OF SELECTED PLAN - SUMMARY

Economics

Initial NED costs for the selected plan amount to $900.000. No
operation or maintenance costs were counted since these costs are to be
essentially the same as for the facilities replaced. Any additional
costs are assumed to be offset by equal benefits. The NED costs annual­
ized at a rate of 7-1/8 percent over 100 years would be $64.200. Total
costs ($4,655,000) are considerably greater than the NED costs used for
the economic analysis for a number of reasons. First, there are structural
acquisition dollars and relocation benefits which will be recovered when
the residents buy the new homes. Altogether $932,000 are expected to be
recovered. Secondly, the costs of the DPR are not NED costs. Finally,
the replacing of the substandard housing and facilities in Allenville
with a safe, decent and sanitary community constitutes an improvement to
the national well-being. The improvements above the existing conditions
are not considered to accrue NED costs because the social benefits are
assumed to at least equal the associated financial costs.

Average annual benefits are based on emergency costs prevented
($46.000), damages prevented to public utilities ($4,100) and those
damages to homes and other structures which might reasonably be assumed
to have been borne by the nation through subsidized flood insurance
($37,900). Additional, intangible benefits exist through the new land
use at Allenville of open space and increased riparian habitat. These
benefits add to the EQ account and are evaluated although no specific
,monetary benefit is claimed. The annual benefits come to $88,000,
iproducing a benefit to cost ratio of 1.4. See Appendix D for details.

Environmental Effects

The selected plan - community relocation, has no significant long­
term adverse environmental impacts. There will be no effects on surface
or ground water. No fillin9 will take place within waters of the United
States, and a section 404(b) evaluation is not required. Air quality
effects will be temporary - dust, smoke and exhaust emissions resulting
from the construction activity. Noise resulting from the construction
will be minimal. Ambient noise levels for the residents will increase
as a result of the proximity of the Buckeye Airport to the new site.
However, noise levels should be well within Federal and State limits for
residential areas. No known cultural resources will be affected by the
construction. This was verified b¥ the State Historic Preservation Office
(see Appendix A for correspondence). Some upland vegetation will be
disturbed - but this will not significantly affect wildlife resources in
the area. The relocation will have no effect on endangered species.
Riparian habitat will be created by razing the old site and allowing the
area to revegetate and be managed for wildlife purposes. This is con­
sistent with the Executive Order 11988 on floodplain management. Re­
location to the new site will improve the quality of drinking water
available to the residents. The new site is subject to overspray of
pesticides from adjacent agricultural lands. This is nut anticipated to
be a serious problem. (See Environmental Assessment for details.)
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Social Effects

The selected plan will maintain the Allenville Community identity
and the close-knit relationship of the residents. Relocation will provide
upgraded housing for both home owners and renters. Community growth will
be promoted by the removal of floodplain restrictions. No significant
additional financial burden will be borne by the residents as a result of
the relocation. Employment will not be affected. Local government
finances will increase slightly as a result of higher property values
and associated tax revenues. Public services and facilities will not be
significantly affected. The transfer of ten children into Palo Verde
Elementary School will not significantly stress the facility. Services
required as a result of flooding and the associated displacement of
residents will no longer be needed. The need for non-flood related
emergency services will remain the same. The increased distance from
Buckeye to the relocation site will. not affect th~ provision of services,
and will not cause significant transportation problems for the residents
of Allenville. There will be no significant change in land use as a
result of the conversion of 60 acres of open space to residential use.
Nevertheless, a potential conflict exists here between residential and
agricultural land uses as it does in the remainder of the Buckeye Valley
agricultural areas. No impact to the adjoining State-leased farmland is
presently anticipated. However, if pesticides become a serious problem,
or future legislation requires buffer zones around agricultural areas,
the adjoining farmland may be affected. (See Environmental Assessment
for details.)

Public Views

Throughout the course of this study public views were solicited from
the general public, as well as from government agencies at all levels and,
of course, the residents of Allenville. Response has been, for the most
part, favorable. No major controversies have been identified by State,
local or Federal agencies or by the residents of Allenville concerning the
relocation. Although there have been areas of concern raised by non­
Allenville residents of the Buckeye Valley, no significant issues remain
unresolved. See Appendix A for a complete discussion of public involvement,
views and responses.
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CONCLUSION

Various alternative solutions t both structural and nonstructural
for flood control at Alle~villet Arizona were examined. All but the re­
location alternatives were not considered feasible because they either.
did not provide sufficient flood control for the community or were not
economically justifiable. Public involvement and interagency coordination
played an important role in the planning process and selection of the
preferred alternative.

It is the conclusion of this study that the nonstructural alternative
of permanent evacuation of the community of Allenville away from the Gila
River floodplain to a site eight miles northwest of Buckeye t Arizona is
the only economically justifiable and environmentally and socially
acceptable flood damage reduction solution.

Upon approval of this report t completion of plans and specifications
can follow quickly. Approval by May 1980 will allow contract award by
August/September 1980. Nine months is the estimated construction time.
This will place the residents of Allenville in their new community in just
over three years from their evacuation in March of 1978.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The District Engineer Recommends:

That the Chief of Engineers adopt a project for the reduction of
flood damages at Allenville t Arizona through relocation of that community
in accordance with the authority contained in Section 205 t Flood Control
Act of 1948 t as amended t and in accordance with the selected plan de­
~cribed in this report. This will be done at an estimated cost to the
United States of $2 t866 tOOO and $857 tOOO to the State of Arizvna.
\

That prior to the commencement of construction t the non-Federal
interests will enter into a written agreement satisfactory to the
Secretary of the Army. Provisions of this agreement are included as
Appendix E to this DPR.

~va.v,..........~
COLt E
District Engineer
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Social Effects

The selected plan will maintain the Allenville Community identity
and the close-knit relationship of the residents. Relocation will provide
upgraded housing for both home owners and renters. Community growth will
be promoted by the removal of floodplain restrictions. No significant
additional financial burden will be borne by the residents as a result of
the relocation. Employment will not be affected. Local government
finances will increase slightly as a result of higher property values
and associated tax revenues. Public services and facilities will not be
significantly affected. The transfer of ten children into Palo Verde
Elementary School will not significantly stress the facility. Services
required as a result of flooding and the associated displacement of
residents will no longer be needed. The need for non-flood related
emergency services will remain the same. The increased distance from
Buckeye to the relocation site will not affect the provision of services,
and will not cause significant transportation problems for the residents
of Allenville. There will be no significant change in land use as a
result of the conversion of 60 acres of open space to residential use.
Nevertheless, a potential conflict exists here between residential and
agricultura'l land uses as it does in the remainder of the Buckeye Valley
agricultural areas. No impact to the adjoining State-leased farmland is
presently anticipated. However, if pesticides become a serious problem,
or future legislation requires buffer zones around agricultural areas,
the adjoining farmland may be affected. (See Environmental Assessment
for details.)

Public Views

Throughout the course of this study public views were solicited from
the general public, as well as from government agencies at all levels and,
of course, the residents of Allenville. Response has been, for the most
part, favorable. No major controversies have been identified by State,
local or Federal agencies or by the residents of Allenville concerning the
relocation. Although there have been areas of concern raised by non­
Allenville residents of the Buckeye Valley, no significant issues remain
unresolved. See Appendix A for a complete discussion of public involvement,
views and responses.
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CONCLUSION

Various alternative solutions, both structural and nonstructural
for flood control at Alleoville, Arizona were examined. All but the re­
location alternatives were not considered feasible because they either
did not provide sufficient flood control for the community or were not
economically justifiable. Public involvement and interagency coordination
played an important role in the planning process and selection of the
preferred alternative.

It is the conclusion of this study that the nonstructural alternative
of permanent evacuation of the community of Allenville away from the Gila
River floodplain to a site eight miles northwest of Buckeye, Arizona is
the only economically justifiable and environmentally and socially
acceptable flood damage reduction solution.

Upon approval of this report, completion of plans and specifications
can follow quickly. Approval by May 1980 will allow contract award by
August/September 1980. Nine months is the estimated construction time.
This will place the residents of Allenville in their new community in just
over three years from their evacuation in March of 1978.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The District Engineer Recommends:

That the Chief of Engineers adopt a project for the reduction of
flood damages at Allenvil1e, Arizona through relocation of that community
in accordance with the authority contained in Section 205, Flood Control
Act of 1948, as amended, and in accordance with the selected plan de­
~cribed in this report. This will be done at an estimated cost to the
United States of $2,866,000 and $857,000 to the State of Arizuna.
I

That prior to the commencement of construction, the non-Federal
interests will enter into a written agreement satisfactory to the
Secretary of the A~. Provisions of this agreement are included as
Appendix E to this DPR.

~VIV""-'-I../'-
COL, E
District Engineer

40



·.. APPENDIX A

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, PUBLIC VIEWS, AND RESPONSES



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Objective

The objective of the Allenville public involvement program was to
provide a continuous two-way communication process which would:

•

•

•

Promote full understanding of the manner and means
by which the problems and needs are investigated
and solutions are proposed.

Provide an opportunity for a variety of intere~ts

within the community to understand diverse view­
points and resolve possible conflicts.

Allow residents to present their ideas and viewpoints
regarding designs of the replacement community.

Program Overview

To meet the objective of the Allenville public involvement program,
activities were conducted appropriate to plan development. Rather than
being a fixed program, pUblic involvement was flexible and monitored for
effectiveness as the study progressed. The public involvement program,
used as a vehicle for discussion of community desires, provided the
opportunity of obtaining information concerning the accep·tability of
alternative plans.

In January 1979 coordination on Allenville between the State of
Arizona and the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (FDAA) began
with meetings between State officials, the FDAA, and a representative
of the Allenville community. The public involvement program began with
the preparation in July 1979 of the Reconnaissance Report, Small Flood
Control Project Authority, Gila River Basin, Allenville, Arizona by the
Los Angeles District of the Corps of Engineers. This document contained
background data and presented initial alternatives for the alleviation
of Allenville's flooding problems.

Following publication of the Reconnaissance Report, a survey con­
ducted by the State indicated that almost all of the residents of
Allenville favored the evacuation alternative. On September 19, 1979,
a meeting of Allenville residents was held in Buckeye, Arizona with
representatives of the Corps and State to discuss the alternatives. A
leaflet summarizing the study and alternatives was then prepared by the
Corps of Engineers and distributed to Allenville residents and other
concerned citizens, agencies, and organizations. This was followed by
the initial formal public meeting held on September 28, 1979 at the
Buckeye Union High School Auditorium, at which results of the study to
date were presented.
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At this meeting, the following issues were raised:

1. Concerns regarding the equitable nature of the
proposed land exchange;

2. Nonresident landowners' concerns over the land
exchange and future use of the present site of
Allenville in the relocation alternative;

3. Concerns over the nearness to the Palo Verde
Nuclear Generating Station;

4. Concerns regarding the quality of water at the
proposed relocation site.

There was considerable confusion among the residents of Allenville
regarding the proposed community relocation alternative. It was deter­
mined that details of this alternative could best be clarified for the
people of Allenville through workshops with Corps and State representa­
tives.

The first workshop was conducted on October 23, 1979 in Allenville
by the State's Architect-Engineer and was attended by members of the
Corps and State study teams. Descriptions of the relocation site plans
were presented in detail and the ideas and preferences of the evacuees
regarding the new location and housing designs were solicited. Follow­
ing this, two petitions were circulated among A1lenvi11e residents.
These petitions, signed by a majority of the citizens of Allenville,
stated that they favored relocation as a community and acknowledged the
Board of Directors of the Al1enville Community for Progress, Inc. as
their spokesman on matters pertaining to the community. A second public
workshop was held in Allenville on January 24, 1980, to bring the
residents up to date on the planning process and to discuss with them
the preliminary designs and costs of names at the new site.

The final fonmal public meeting occurred on April 2, 1980 at the
Cafetorium of the Buckeye Elementary School. Findings of the Draft
Detailed Project Report were presented at this gathering. A question and
answer period followed at which the following issues were raised:

1. Possible harmful effects on the population from
pesticide spraying adjacent to the relocation site;

2. Possible loss of cropland because of pesticide
spraying restrictions;

3. Impacts resulting from the introduction of resi­
dential and commercial land uses into a rural ~rea;

4. Concerns regarding the quality of water at the re­
loCation site;
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5. Impacts of large numbers of children from the
new community on the Palo Verde Elementary
School District;

6. Increased distance of the relocation site from
services and facilities in Buckeye;

7. Opposition by upstream and downstream residents
to transfer of the present Allenville site to the
Arizona Department of Game and Fish once the
structures are razed.

These concerns have largely been addressed in revised portions of
the Main Report and Environmental Assessment of this Detailed Project
Report. It also should be noted that the issues raised at the April
public meeting came from farmers and non-Allenville residents from the
surrounding area, most of whom believed that the relocation of Allenville
would lessen chances for channelization or channel clearing of the Gila
River from its confluence with the Salt River to Gillespie Dam. Persons
from Allenville attending the meeting spoke out strongly in favor of the
community relocation alternative.

COORDINATION

From the beginning of the Allenville Flood Damage Reduction Study,
the Corps of Engineers has encouraged coordination with government agencies
at the Federal, State, County, and local levels, as well as with interest
groups and concerned citizens.

The Corps has coordinated the environmental work that has been per­
formed at Allenville with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona
Department of Game and Fish, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and
the Soil Conservation Service. In order to make certain that the County
park would be maintained at the relocation site, coordination was initiated
with the Maricopa County Parks Department. The views of this agency agree­
ing to continue the park appear in a letter below. In addition, in order
to insure proper use of the Old Allenville site following the razing of
the structures, it was necessary to, involve actively the Arizona Depart­
ment of Game and Fish. A copy of a letter from Game and Fish expressing
interest in managing the ·property in conformance with Federal floodplain
management goals also is included in this appendix.

During the plan formulation process, letters were received from
other agencies, interest groups, and private individuals commenting on
the Allenville Flood Damage Reduction Study and on the Draft Detailed
Project Report. These letters are reprinted in this appendix and, where
applicable, issues raised in the correspondence are addressed on separate
pages. Also included in this appendix are responses from the State A-95
Clearinghouse circulation of the DPR to State agencies. In addition, a
list of agencies, individuals, and organizations to which copies of the
DPR were sent for review follows:
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Department of HOllsing and Urban Development

Farmers Home Administration

Environmental Protection Agency

Economic Development Administration

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Arizona Congressional Delegation

Arizona Natural Heritage Program

Arizona Department of Health Services
(Bureau of Water Quality Control)

Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development

Arizona Department of Transportation

Arizona Department of Game and Fish

Arizona State Parks Board

Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture

Arizona State Land Department

State Liaison Office, Arizona Outdoor Recreation
Coordinating Committee

Arizona Division of Emergency Services

Arizona Department of Economic Security

Arizona Water Commission

Arizona State Mine Inspector

Arizona State Clearinghouse

Arizona Mineral Resources Department

Maricopa County Health Department

Maricopa County Highway Department

Maricopa County Planning Department

Flood Control District of Maricopa County

A-4



Maricopa Association of Governments
(Planning and Transportation Office)

Maricopa County Supervisor, Ed Pastor

Citizens Concerned About the Project

Maricopa Audubon Society

City of Buckeye

Allenville Community for Progress, Inc.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following correspondence has been received and where necessary
responses follow.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

215 Fremont Street
San Francisco. Ca. 94105

Gwynne A. Teague
COL, CE
District Engineer for Arizona & Nevada
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers'
2721 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1028
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Dear Colonel Teague:

31 MAR 1980

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed theEnvironmental Assessment (EA) for the DRAFT MAIN REPORT­TECHNICAL APPENDICES AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STUDY OFFLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION FOR ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA.

The EPA has no comments to offer at this time. Weappreciate the opportunity to comment on this EA and requestthree copies of the subsequent documents describing anyNational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) actions.

If you have any questions regarding this project, pleasecontact Susan Sakaki, EIS Coordinator, at
(415)556-6925.

Sincerely yours, -+D
c~.~~=~ :irectorSurveillance a~d Analysis Division
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
2934 W. Fairmount Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85017

March 28, 1980

Colonel Gwynn Teague
District Engineer
Corps of Engineers, u.s. Army
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles. CA 90053

Dear Colonel Teague:

We have reviewed the draft Main Report - Technical Appendices and Environ­
mental Assessment Study of Flood Damage Reduction for Allenville, Arizona.
The report presents a concise evaluation of the alternatives available
to reduce such flooding damage in Allenville and adequately describes
the biological resources that would be impacted by the implementation of
each alternative.

We concur with the selection of community relocation in toto as the most
viable solution to the flooding dilemna of the AllenvlTleresidents.

Sincerely,

~P1.-13~
Frank M. Baucom
Acting Field Supervisor
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t.:\)mment ;'or .... j 0 ~~ Como'etea ov "e\!~w:n9 ~encv

TO:

Mr. Terry B. Johnson
Arizona Natural Heritage Program
30 North Tucson Boulevard
Tucson, Arizona 8571~

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washir.gton Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

HAR If. 1980 SUT"A2~ 80=-&0- 001
Economic Security Health
Mineral Resources Water
Came &Fish 'arks
A,. &Hort. Land
M1ne Inspector ACRee
e.ergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of GeololY , Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: P. Bergthold

J. Nelson

Region I

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255·5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

~ No comment on this project D Proposal is supported as wrinen o Comments as indicated belQ\l\'

,. Is project consistent with your agency goals and Objectives? 0 yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to tt'ais !genCY

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and Objectives of which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 ~Jo

3. Is there overldP or duplication with other Slate agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives? 0 Y~s 0 No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs 'Nith your agency or within projef::t irnpac. area? 0 Yes 0 No

5. Does prcjea viOlate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does project adeQuately address.the intended efforts on target p'opuiatiq;,? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is oroject in accord w;tt'a existing aoolicable laws. rules or regulations With which you Are familiar? Dyes DNo

.A.dditional C~ments (Use back of sheet. :f necessary):

Rev.ewers Signatur~_.,..,....qIP~..::.3Io#~_-=-__
A-8 o.tel2~~t'
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Health
Water
Parks
Land
ACRCC

.1
80-&0- 0019

Economic Security
Mineral Resources
Game &Fish
Ai' &Hort.
~hne Inspector
Emergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology &Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: P. Bergthold

J. Nelson

MAR If. 1980 S"'f"AZ:'IIo.
Dr. Suzanne O!ndoy, Director
~partrrent of Health Services
1740 ~st Adams Street .
Pl'renix, Ari.zona 85007

TO:

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

-.-'.

"8-':'.

Reeion I

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the following questions, After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above, Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255·5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review, .

o No comment on this project 11' Proposal is supporteci as written o Comments as indicated below

1. Is project consistent with your ager-cy goals and Objectives? ~ Yes 0:'110 0 Not Relative to tl'l;s agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? ~ Yes 0 ~Jo

3. Is there overlCip or duplication with other state agency I)r local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives? 0 Yes .1SlNo

4. Will project halle an adverse e.hect C?n existing programs with your tllIency or wittlin project impact area? 0 Yes~ No

..
5, Does prOject violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes I2JNo

6. Does f:roject adeQuaU!ly address the intended efforts on target population? ~ Yes 0 No

'"
7. Is project in accord wit'" ex isting applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? ~ Yes 0 NO.

.Additional Comments (Use back of sheet, :f necessary):

00 'r~
ReVIewers Sionature f\.-~~

- --~ll"l<::"l:S:T'iro:-.I'll.t1'(NMI~,,~.. (iT.'t.~,.'''I""'~I""------.----
fl" 'l"'J\ 'Il t': 01 III All II '.LINI::! ~

1·,1,. ,., ..... ': I~J"I~I)M"ltll'l ."/-lI'1 :"LIi~ICLla

., '

K~ '20 t380
Date.... _
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J. Nelson
OEPAD
1700 W. Washington. Rm.
Pboenix. Arizona 85007

TO:

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
.1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

•. \.1.: '. .
7

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the foilowing questions. After cOlilplelion, retum THIS FORM AND ONi:
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no -later than 17WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need funher information or additional time for review. -

o No CX)mment on this project Cl P:'o~sal is supporteo as written -Iia Co.mmenu as indicated below .

1, Is project mnsisu!nt with your agency goals~Ocject~? 0 Y~ 0 No klNot Relative to this IgellCY

2. Does project mntribute to statewide andlor areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? ilYes 0 No

3. Is there overlap or duPli~tionwith other state agencY or local responsibilities and/or goals and obiecti.? 0 Yes iJNo

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or witflin projecti~ area? £j Yes 0 No

(OVER)

·5. Does prcject violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes ilNo

. -...
• • 4' ~.. . . ,.-

6. ~~jecr adeQU8t~ly address t~ intendoo efforts on target papulat~? Dy~ iii No

(OVER)
0"

7. Is project in accord ':'lim existing applicable laws. rules or regulations with which.you are familiar? Iia Yes 0 No

.~ditional Corr.menu (Use back o~ sheet.;f necessary):

Please Dote commeDts OD back
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Propos ed site is adjacent to Buckeye Municipal Airport. Problems of .
safety, noise, and conflicting land use, both current and especially future.
are not adequately addressed.
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a.ervices and other facilities in Buckeye. The proposed site is eight miles ....
distant from these facilities. The implication of this remote site on ..-',
'emergency services. shopping, schools, etc., especially in light of the .<,

generally lo~ income levels of the target population and the increased ' ...i-'
cost of transportation have not been addres~ed.
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1)
Potential, present and future noise impacts resulting from the proximity of the
relocation site to the Buckeye Municipal Airport are adequately addressed in the
Noise section, on page 26 of tbe Environmental Assessment. No significant effects
are anticipated if the use of the southwest-northeast runway by small private jets
is restricted in the future. The Health and Safety section of the Environmental
Assessment has been revised to include the safety aspects of the use of the
southwest-northeast runway. If expansion significantly increases airport activity,
restrictions can be placed on the use of this runway. Land, use conflicts are
addressed in both the land Use and Health and Safety sections, pages 34 and 29,
respectively. The maximum impact which may result in the future would involve
the, loss of approximately 100 of 480 acres of state leased land adjacent to the
relocation site presently in agricultural production.

2)
Allenville residents continue to depend upon the automobile for their transportation
needs. Residents oftentimes carpool to and from shopping areas to ~ave transport­
ation costs, and therefore do not view the increased distance as a significant
problem. The same emergency services will be available at the relocation site.
School bus service from the relocation site to Palo Verde Elementary School is
currently available. Information on these subjects is presented in the following
sections of the Environmental Assessment: Transportation and Public Services.
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. .. MAR n\' 1980 sa~AZNo,80-'0- 001 ~
Eeonmlie Security Health
Mineral Resource. .ter
Gale • Fish Parks
A,. , Hort. . Land
Mine Inspector . IORCC
EIler,eDey Services . . .:. ,
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1700 West Washington Street, R~m~E .... J. Nelson
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MAR 121980

SOCIOECDNONil(; ANALYSIS

TO:

...,

,.

This project is referred to you for review and comment. PluM eValuate IS

to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no I.terth.n 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

~ comment on tho "",ject 0 "",_, "SUO"""" 1$....men 0 Comments 1$ India,,,, bel...

1, Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectives? 0 Ves 0 No 0 Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals Ind objectives of which you Ire tamiliar? 0 V. D:,~

3. Is there overlap Of duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives? tJVes 0 No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or witt'lin projecti~ area? 0 Ves 0 No

·5. Does project violate any rules Of regulations of your agency? 0 Ves 0 No

...

8. Does project .:lIQUitely .:ldress. the intended ttforu on tMget population? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is project in accord wi~ existing atlPliclblelaws. Nies or reoulationswi~which you are familiar? OV. 0,;.0
i
r

Additional Comments IU. bKk of sheet. if necessary):.•
.'. /
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ARIZONA GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT

.2.2.2.2«J.;~~ ~ ~85Q2.3 9rI/l-.!(J(X)

February 8, 1980
Aut, OW-. s.rftc.,
ROGER J. ,GRUENEWAlD

C. ., ......:

MItTON 0, EVANS,........",~
c. GENE TOUf., f'hoenbl
W1WAM H. 1HJt$,~
CHAIUS F. ItOIERTS, 0.0., ......

'FRANK FEIIGUSON, ...., y_ ~

=~ A JANTZEN #(
AIJI, DMaor, 0"""""
I'HlL M. COSPB

Mr. Norman Arno
Chief, En9i~eeri~y Division
Department of the Army
Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Re: Allenville Land

Dear Mr. Arno:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department is definitely interested
in assuming the management of the lands near Allenville, provided
a suitable agreement can be worked out. We would expect that
all buildings and debri would be removed prior to our assuming
the management responsibility. Except for possibly planting
a few trees, that management would most likely consist of allowing
natural vegetation to reclaim the area.

Sincerely,

~~~:~;;
D1recto:f'Ja

RAJ:PMS:rss

A-14



ARIZONA
STATE
PARKS

1688 WEST ADAMS STREET
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007
TELEPHONE 802-255-4174

BRUCE BABBITT
GOVERNOR

STATE PARKS
BOARD MEMBERS

CABOT SEDGWICK
CHAIRMAN
NOGALES

SAM RAMIREZ
VICE CHAIRMAN

PHOENIX

A. C. WILLIAMS
SECRETARY

PRESCOTT

DUANE MILLER
SEDONA

JOSEPHINE BAILEY
TUMACACORI

PRISCILLA ROBINSON
TUCSON

JOE T. FALLINI
STATE LAND COMMISSIONER

MICHAEL A. RAMNES
DIRECTOR

ROLAND H. SHARER
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

April 14, 1980

Norman Arno
Chief, Engineering Division
Los Angeles District, CORPS
U.S. Department of the ArmY
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Re: Allenville Community Relocation
U.S. Army - CORPS

Dear Mr. Amo:

I have reviewed the documentation submitted by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers on this proposed undertaking and have the
following comments:

1. Based on the results of the cultural resource survey
carried out by Archaeological Research Services (ARS),
I am in a.greement with the Corps of En9ineers I tentati ve
determination that the Allenville community relocation
will result in no effect to significant cultural resources.
This determination is based on the fact that significant
cultural resources have not been discovered in either
the proposed relocation site or the present site of
Allenville.

2. My concurrence with a "no effect" determination is
conditioned, however, by the stipulation that should
significant subsurface cultural remains be discovered
during the archaeological monitoring of the razing of

. the Allenville buildings, the CORPS will carry out the
necessary steps in 36 CFR Part 800.4 for preserving
historic and cultural properties.

Your continued cooperation is appreciated, and if I can be of
further as~istance, please contact Frank Fryman, of my staff, at
(602) 255-4174.

Sincerely,

Preservation Officer
JEA:FBF:bks

A-IS

CONSERVING AND MANAGING ARIZONA'S HISTORIC PLACES, HISTORIC SITE~, AND RECREATIONAL, SCENIC AND NATURAL AREAS



:.

TO:

fir. .James R. Carter t Director
"Agr1~ulture 6 Horticulture D~pt.
421 Capitol lnnex West
Phoenix. Arizona 85007

. FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street. Room 505
Phoenix. Arizona 85007

sc.t.~ion Ident,fier lSAII

~" MAR Ii\- 1980 sc.t."AZ:I«I" 8.4-:"'0- 001~
Econa.ic Security Health
Mineral Resources .a~or

Guc , Fish Parks
A,. • Hort. " Land
Mine Inspector AORCC"
Eaergency Services
h. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology &Mineral Tech.
OEPAO: P. Bergthold

J. Nelson

~~.
...~~ Repon I

~~.
This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the following questions. After completion. return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17-WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255·5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

~ a","nent on th;s project [) ""....' ;s ...........writ!'" 0 Comments.. ;ndated below

1~ Is project consistent with your agency goals ~!1d obj~~? 0 Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? Dyes 0 :'Jo

. . - . .

3. Is there overlap or dUPli~tionwith other state agency or local responsibilities iltld/or goals ami objectives? 0 Yes 0 Nt#

"4. "Will project hive In adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or within projel:ti~ area? 0 Yes 0 No

.5. Does project violate any fules or regulations Of 'lour agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does s::roject adeQuat~y addr~ the intended efforts on talWjJ)Opulatjgn? 0 Yes "0No

7. Is oroject in accord wi~ existing applicable laws. ~Ies ~ regulations with which you ¥e fantililr? 0 Yes 0 No

.~ditionalCommenu CU_ back of sheet. :f nec:esSlryt;

~

,/ ..o./7--L
Reviewers Signatur~ ,.....!rd·.", c.~"f-:'~~"'.<:;""_- _

Dir~cto~~ A-16Title~ _

Oate_ ..-1n4J80_.•.

255-4373Teftottone _

I ~ I I
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Arizona Commission ·of
AQriculture and Uorticulture

1888 WEST ADAMS • PHOENIX, ARIZONA 86007 • (802) 266-4373

March 4, 1980

Col. Gwynn A. Teague, C.E •
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
Phoenix Urban Study Office
2721 North Central Avenue, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Re: Flooding Problems Along the Gila River, Arizona

Dear Col. Teague,

In response to your request to attend a meeting on Allenvil1e, pleasebe advised that I believe the flood hazard that exists along the entire GilaRiver drainage must be considered as a whole.

Piecemeal studies will not give the information to adequately providethe alternatives from which judgments might be made.

Additionally, studies of upstream portions of the drainage will resultin solutions which will insure downstream portions. To me, it is importantthat, if only a portion of a drainage can be studied, that the progressionbe from the lowest end and then upstream in sequence without a skip.

I believe these studies will indicate that this drainage needs a desig­nated channel in those reaches below irrigation and flood storage dams. Itwill be shown there is a need for some flood control device that can handlea minimum of 900,000 acre feet above the Phoenix Metro area on the Salt-Verde,and the completion of the New River-Aqua Fria control dams.

These designated channels will have to be cleared regularly in the samefashion that floods. would scour them if storage dams were not in place.

Sincerely,

~f!=:-;:r~dJ-
Director

JRC/ls

A-I?
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TO: .

Charles A. Ott, Jr. DIrector
Drv. of £mergency Services
5'3' East McDowell Rd.

.Phoenlx, AI 85008

FROM: Arizon'a State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

MAR Jf. 1980 Statf'AZ~ 80~60- 001:
Economic Security Health
Mineral Resources Water
Game &Fish Parks
AJ. &Hort. Land .
MIne Inspector AORCC
~ergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology &Hineral Tech.
OEPAD: P.Bergthold

J. Nelson

Region I

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the following questions. After completion, return TfUS FORM AND ONE·
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above, Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

o No co~nmenton this project- ~ Proposal is supponeci as wrinen o Comments a:. indicated !:>elow

1, Is project consistent with your agency goals and object~? ~ Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to t ... is Jgency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? I2D Yes 0 ~Jo

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objec~i~? CJ Y~s I8I No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or within projet;t impa~ area? 0 Yes rg) No

-5. Ooes project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes IZI No

6. Does pro~ adeqU3t!ly add~ t.he intended efforts on target population? IZly~ 0 No

7. Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules oc regulations wilh which you are famil!ar? ~ Yes 0 No

.~itionalCorr.ments (Use back of sheet.;f nec~ry):

rvl.._ _/J _ ~ A-18
RevteWerSSignaIUrl'_~4ltA~r-' _

Tltl~ ~tt. tt&·lUl?i .<'

Oate..:.~J!14I.~ 1'/1tJ. _
Telt¢'O'~ 27 3 - 28$tl



:'1.1. ~gpllClll'on IOll1t,her lSAII

Health
Water
Parks
Land
AORCC

'To: . Ms. !Sette DeGraw, Assft. Dir.
Div. of Planning & Policy Dev.
Dept. of Econom~c Security
1717 W. Jefferson Street
Phoenix, Arizo~a 85007
Site Code: 0452

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

MAR If. 1980 Statt' AZ ~o. 80·~ [,0- 001 9
Economic Security
Mineral Resources
Game &Fish
A~. &Hart.
J.hne Inspector
Emergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prcg.
Bu. of Geology &Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: . P. 'Bergthold

J. Nelson

Region .1

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no la·terthan 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 ityou
need further information or additional time for review.

ro No comment on this project' o Proposal is supported as writt'e~ o CommEnts as indicated beloV'.'

1. I:. project consistent with your agency goals a'!.d objectives? Dyes D No 0 Not Relative to this agency

'-. Does project contribute to stiltewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? 0 Y~s 0 ~Jo

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals a.Qd objec~s? ..O Yes rJ 1\'(,

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or within ~roj(;r.t~i.rnpc:etare~? DYes CJ No

5. Docs prcject viol(lte any rules or regulations of your agency? DYes 0 Nc

6. .Does ~roj('ct adequately cddrr;ss the intended efforts on targel.9opulatlo!'? 0 Yes 0 No

7.' Is project in accord '.'Vith existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which VOl,! are iami.liar? 0 Yes fJ i'lo

A.dditional Corr.mentS (Use back of sheet, :f necessary);

.pate._... _~f:.c!. /-~!<.J _

Tel~p"~ ,-;o.7.~-_\.-.J 7.J tV ~
II
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MAB If; 1980
Health
Water
Parks
Land
AOBCC·

Economic Security
Mineral Resources
Came , Fish

- -A,•• Hort. -
Mine Inspector
Emergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: P. ·Bergthold

J. Nelson.~

I
\fr. Wesley E. Steiner,
;tate Water Conllnission

UZ N. Central Ave., Suite 800
?hoenix, Arizona 85004

TO:

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Region I

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

o No comment on this project Jl' P:-oposal is supported as wrinen 0 Comments as indicated below

t, Is project consistent with your ~ency goals and objectives? J4 Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of ;"'hich you are familiar? Elves 0 :'Jo

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives? 0 Yes ~ No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or witMin project jmpa~ area? 0 Yes IINo

·5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes iiiNo

6. Does project adequately address. the intended effortS on target population? Q!Jyes 0 No

7. Is project in accord ~;th existing applicable laws. rules or regulations with which yOu are iami;~r?~Yes 0 No

.~ditional Comments (Use back of sheet. ;f necessary):

-
A-20
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TO:

State Mine lnspector
Room 705, West Wing

Capitol
Phoenix, AZ 85007

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West. Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

...MA....R........]....] ......-'].....9~8~O...;... _~s:-.tll:;.;.;TP...;..~....;:z_:\j;,;:.o...;..8-.;:01: b0 - ~01
Economic Security Health
Mineral Resources Water
Game &Fish ParKs
A,. &Hort. Land
Mlne Inspector AORCC
Emergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology &Mineral Tech;
OEPAD: P. Bergthold

J. Nelson

Region I

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
neeci funher information or additional time for review.

rpo comment on this project 0 Proposal is supponeci as written

~. Is projee< consistent with your ager.cy goals an? oejectives? 0 Yes 0 No

o Comments as indic3~ed beln",'

o Not RelatiVE to this agency

2. Does project contribu,e to statewide and lor areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 ~Jo

3. Is ~here Clverlap or duplication with other state agency or local res~onsibilities and/or goals aod objec~iy.:s? 0 Yes [i NIl

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing pro~ramswith your agency or within projer..Jjmpac: area? 0 Yes 0 Nu

5. Does prQjeet violate any rules Of regulatio"$ of 'ipur agency? 0 Y~s 0 No

t. Does I=rojec. adequalely address the intended effortS on targEl.populatj<:n? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is oroject in accord w;th ex i!;ting all;:>licable laws. rules or regulations with which you.;re iamiiiar? 0 Yes 0 No

~dllional Corr.ments (Use back of sheet, ;i necessary):

.e"ov,.., SO,"""" 4.,==.JJ.l ~z:J~, ~t=::::::::-::-::::-:-::=
ri,le :tt::' Mine Inspector 1 A_-_2_1

Dateo?0 /7/n..-?i). - - -~-_.. -- '--



i ...

,..
j,'

,.

Economic Security He.l~h

Mineral Resources .Water
Caae , Fish Parks

.A,. 'Bort. . , Land
Mine Inspector . AORCC.
Eaergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech. ..
OEPAD: P. 'Bergthold

J. Nelson

NAB t{ 1980

<.

Mr. John Jett, Director
Mineral Resources Dept.
Fairgrounds, Mineral Bldg.
1826 West McDowell Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

TO:

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Region I

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
to the following questions. After"completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review. .

~. No comment on this project D Proposal is suPported aswrinen 0 Comments as indicated below

1, Is project consistent with your age~cy goals and objectives? 0 Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative:o this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? DyGS 0 :'Jo

. 3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals ilnd objec~? 0 Yes 0 No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or wit"'in project~pa~ ar~? .0Yes 0 No

·5. Does project violate any rules. or regulations of~our agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does proje(,:t adequat!ly addr~ the intended efforts on target ROPula~ll? 0 Y!!S 0 No

7. Is oroject in accord 'Nit~ existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which yOu a;e famili:Jr7 0 Yes 0 N"

.~diticnaf Comments (Use back of sheet, :f necessary):

Rev-e"S;,na.... 0 jJ----,~~k~.:..-..;...,~__A_-2_2 _

T,t1'L- 7L....Jl....L Jll-L _
OateJ - /3-&J._
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.Ari?!ona ~ol.:lsp of lRrprrsrntatibps
lHlorntx, Arizona 85007

THIRTY.FOURTH LEGISLATURE

March 4, 1980

Colonel Gwynn A. Teague, CE
District Engineer
Department of the Army
Phoenix Urban Study Office
2721 N. Central Avenue, Suite 800
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Dear Colonel Teague:

I received your notice of the A11envi11e damage reduction
meeting to be held in Buckeye on April 2. It would seem to
me that the Army Corps of Engineers is not aware of the
efforts to relocate the people of th~ A1lenville community
to high and dry ground. However, there is an area that
desperately needs flood reduction--about 15-20 miles up the
Gila River from Al1envi11e--in the area of Holly Acres.

These people will not be relocated, but do need channeliza­
tion of the river and some diking along the river. It seems
like we, in all levels of government, have turned a deaf ear.
If you really want to do something good for some deserving
people, help the people in Holly Acres.

If I can be of any service to you in this matter, do not
hesitate to contact me.

TDEGEN
----~~-Representative

JH/pas

cc: Mr. Jerry Hill, President
Holly Acres Flood Control Association

A-23
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PIIIJ III Iltllllill IlPllIMll1
4701 an WIIhington Strwt

PhO!"'ix. Arizone 85034

(602) 262-3711

February 14, 1980

LTC Joseph E. Gross
Arizona/Nevada Area Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2721 North Central Avenue, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear LTC Gross:

In a meeting held November 13, 1979, the Maricopa County Parks
and Recreation Commission reviewed and accepted the plans for
the recreation development at the proposed new Allenville
Community site.

The Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department agrees to
be responsible for the operation, maintenance and replacement
without costs to the Government of all recreation facilities
within the community park on the Allenville site.

Sincerely,

Robert H. Milne
Director

M:v

CC: Neil Irwin
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2721 North Central Avenue, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

A-24
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT·
of

Maricopa County

3335 West Durango Street. Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Telephone (602) 262-1501

William D. Mathews, P.E., Chief Engineer and General Manager

March 31, 1980

BOARD of DIRECTORS

Fred Koory, Jr" h Irman
Hawley Atklns()n

Georgf L. mpb II
Tom Freestone

Ed Pastor

Colonel Gwynn A. Teague, District Engineer
U. S. Army Engineer District
P. O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

RE: Draft Main Report - Technical Appendices and Environmental
Assessment Study of Flood Damage Reduction for Allenville. Arizona

Dear Colonel Teague:

The subject report has been reviewed by our office. The following comments
have been made both from the standpoint of the Flood Control District and
from the standpoint of our responsibility as the stormwater drainage review
agency for the Unincorporated Area of Maricopa County.

The proposed site of the relocated community of Allenville is immediately
below the Buckeye Watershed Flood Retarding Structure No.1. As you are
aware that structure has been found to be structurally defi cient and has
been declared unsafe. Repair work under the direction of the Soil
Conservation Service is currently scheduled to begin the end of May 1980.

In regard to the onsite drainage plan for the proposed development the
Maricopa County onsite stormwater detention requirement states that the
peak 100-year runoff from the site may not be increased by development.
The basis for the subdivision design for detention facilities is the 100-year
2-hour storm. The report refers to the 100-year; 22-hour storm which appears
to be a typographical error. The report also states that the runoff being
detained will be discharged slowly after the storm is over•. It should be
noted that the County ~quires that detained ~unoff not be ponded longer
than 60 hours.

We recommend that the onsite and offsite drainage analysis be submitted to
the Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department.

Sincerely.

~.1.c'4 ""'~~.:ol'a/l...... w. D. MatHews, P. E.

A-25



1)
Repairs on this dike are scheduled to begin in the summer of 1980. Opening
of bids will. be in May 1980, with repair work anticipated to take no more
than six months. Repairs on the dike, therefore, will be finished before the
relocation site is occupied.

2)
The typographical error referred to has been corrected in the Design and
Cost Appendix, Appendix C of this Detailed Project Report.

3)
All plans for the new community will be submitted to the Maricopa County Planning
and Zoning Department for plat approval.

A-26



i
I

MAQICOPA-A~~OCIATION -or-COVEQNMENT8
1~'2. / WEe",], Wt\cSHINC,LON PHOENIX, L\QIZONA 85007 (602) 254",6308

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Mr. Mark Frank, MAG 208

Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Joyce Akazawa

PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW

U. S. Army Corps. of Engineers

ALLENVILLE FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION STYDY, ET

Applicant:

Project Title:

State Application Identifier: '80-60-0019

.MAG log Number:

Date Due:

0343

''''/' )/'j " . ). '.- .- l.. . (--
*"'__ _. l ....

A-27

A copy of an A-95 application form AZ-189 along with supporting project
documentation is attached for your review and comment in accordance with
requirements of OMB Circular A-95. Please review the proposal as it affects
the plans and programs of your agency and register your reSDonse below.
Please return ONLY THIS completed form by the date noted above.

~ No corrrnent on the above project 0 Prop~sal is supported IS written D.Conrnents as indicated below

1. Is project consistent ~ith your ~genCy goals and Obje~t1ves? DYes t=J No 0 Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectiyes of which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 No

3. Is there ove~ or· duplication with pther state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and
objectives? U Yes 0 No .

4. Will 'project have an adverse affect on existing programs with your agency or within project 1n;iact arel DYes 0 Nc,

5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Ves 0 No

I. Does project adequately address the intended efforts on target population? DYes 0 No

7. Is project in accord with existi"!g app11ca~1. laws rules or regulations with which your Ire familfar? 0 Yes 0 No

Additional Comments (Use back of sheet. if necessa~)

IInlowo... Sls"",o"7rJd d,,~
---------------------------.

1\ VolunLury Association of Local Governments In Maricopa County



FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

John J. DeBolske. Exec. Dir.
Maricopa ASS1D of Governmen
1820 W. WashingtoI" Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007 -:;

O...?r/...:)

Health
Water
Parks
Land
AORq:

TO: -~-'l, '

, "
"i -, ,

- _. - . .. --------
St.a ....co..e.l'On loenllfie~ :~Jl

&IL)1. 1980_. Stal"~Z~ 80: ~O- 001
~conomic Security
Mineral Resources
Came &Fish
AJ. & Hort.
M1ne Inspector
Emergency Services
Az. Natural H~ritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology &Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: P. BergthOld

J.' Nelson
Transportation

Region I

This projeCl. is referred to you for review and comment. Please eValuate as
. to the following Questions. After completion, return T,HIS FORM AND ONE

XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
'the date noted above~ Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need furtner information or additional time for review.

RI 1'10 comm~nt on this project o P~oposal is supported as wrinen o Co:-nmems as indiC3:ed bcl!.JV\'

1. Is project consistent with your ager"'cy goals anci ot:ect)~~? 0 tes 0 No 0 Not Relative to ,t,is 3gency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and object:ves of which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 ~Jo

3. Is there overldp or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals ilQd ±jec~i~? tJ y~s L],.Jr,

4. Will project have an adverse .effect on existing programs with your agency or within proje<:t)mpac: area' CJ Yes 0,,,,·

5. Does projec:t violate any rules or regulations of ypur age~eY? 0 Yes ·0No

6. Does project C1deQua',ely aroJres5 thE intended efforts on target PQPl,la"(jon? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is oroject in accord ','\I'tt, existing aoplicable laws. rules or regulations with wh'ch you are famd.lar? ,'J Yes 1J:'oj,)

.4odOltiGnal Co~mentS (Use taCk of sneet. ,f necessary):

'k./ ,-
i=t r - ~'r * '"-/7.,. ~ ~ A-28... evoewe s ;).g..atl.: e - - -7-/------1JI ..- ..... -- - .,-
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State ':'oollcat,,;)I'l loel'ltlfier :SAIl

Region I

Health
Water
Parks
Land
AORee

80- E>O- 0019
Economic Security
Mineral Resources
Game & Fish
A~. &Hort.
M1ne Inspector
Emergency Services
Az. Natural Heritage Prog.
Bu. of Geology &Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: P. Bergthold

J. Nelson
Transportation

MAR 11. 1980 StatP AZ \/0.MAG-Transportation Planning Off.
AnN: Ron Ross
1801 W. Jefferson, Rm. 325
Phoenix, AZ 85007

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

TO:

..

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

o No comment on this project o Proposal is supported as written g Comments as indic3ted below

Is project consistent with your agercy goals and objectives? 0 Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to this 3gency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 ~Jo

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or ·goals and objectives? 0 Yes 0 No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or within projer;t impact area? 0 Yes 0 No
..

5. Does prcjeet violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does ~roject adequately address the intended efforts on target population' 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is oroject in accord w;th existing aoplicable laws. rules or regulations with which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 No

Date--"3'---_J.._~_--=-8__=t)=_____



1)

Potential noise and safety impacts that may result from the proximity of the
relocation site to the Buckeye Airport are discussed on pages 26 and 30 of the
Environmental Assessment. The town of Buckeye has been consulted regarding its
plans for the Buckeye Airport. Results of this consultation were incorporated into
the plan formulation process.
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Citizens Concerned About the Project
P.o. Box 2628 • Phoenix, Arizona • 85002

28 September 1979

•.
Corps of Engineers
Phoenix Urban Study
2721 N. Central Ave
Phoenix, Az. 85004

Dear Sir:

Office
#800

Unfortunately we will not be able to send a
representative of our organization to the 28 Sept.
Public Hearing in Buckeye·on Allenville Flood
problems. We would, however, like to submit the
following comments for the record.

Your Informational Leaflet states: "A pre­
liminary investigation based upon an economic
analysis of the alternatives indicates that
permanent evacuation (relocation) of Allenville
residents. is perhaps the best solution to the
flood problems faced by this community."

Based upon the results of your further
investigations, we strongly endorse this novel
approach and note that it is the only really
permanent solution to this flood problem.

The Corps is to be commended for this
imaginative and innovative solution which is a
welcome addition to the arsenal of flood
control alternatives.

Sincerely,

~~
FranK Welsh, P.E. J.D.
Executive Director
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September 28, 1979

OFFICERS

Scoll R. Burge
President

lois Becker
Vice President

Patricia Beall
Secretary

Charles M Monroe
Treasurer

COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN

Robert A. Witzeman. M.D.
Conservation

Charles Kangas
Field Trips

Mrs Olio S Mayer
Programs

William Ahearn
Membership

Jolan Truan
Education

Thomas Danielsen. Ph.D.
Publiclly

lee Burge
Editor

L.A. District; Corps of Engineers
Phoenix Urban Study Office
2721 N. Central, Suite 800
Phoenix 85004

Dear Sirs:

Our Society would lik~ the following comments
entered into the record since we will not attending
the Allenville Flood Control Public Hearing on
September 28, 1979.

We strongly endorse the relocation alternative
and congratulate the Corps of Engineers for
investigating this far sighted solution.

We further note that Allenville was located in
the floodplain well before Arizona passed its 1973
floodplain law. The enforcement of that law will
be greatly facilitated by your proposed solution.

Sincerely,

~I/+-~
Robert A. Witzeman
Conservation Chairman
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CITIZENS FOR WATER AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. INC.
Star Rt.~~ One, Box 105

8UCKEYE, ARIZONA 85326

KYLE HINDMAN - CHAIRMAN PHONE 386-4071
MRS. MURRAY JOHNSON - CO-CHAIRMAN PHONE 386·2042 '

Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
Phoenix Urban Study Office
2721 North Central Ave. Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Gentlemen:

April 2, 1980

CD

I am a native of Arizona, and also a citizen of the Palo Verde
area. My family and I oppose the relocation of Allenville because
we believe channeling the Gila Rivet is the ONLY SOLUTION to the
flooding problem. You well know, the reason for flooding has been
caused by phreatophyte in the river bed, along with the twenty two
feet high Gillespie Dam which is just a waterfall without any
flood gates. We have picture of the Gila River taken in 1919
which most of you have seen. This proves there was NO vegetation
in the Gila during that time. Salt Cedars are native to Asia and
NOT the U.S.A.; their importation has caused untold heartache and
damage because their intense jungles in the middle of the Gila
River will not let the water go in its natural course.

I feel the relocation of Allenville is unfair to the people of
Palo Verde, Arlington, Buckeye, Rainbow Valley, Hawley Acres and to
the taxpayers. This is a political move showing preferential
treatment to one segment of our are~when others along the Gila
have not had help. What about the community of Arlington who have
suffered untold loss and heartache because phreatophyte,and
Gillespie Dam has forced the river channel through their homes,
school and over p~ime farmland? What are you doing for them?
Where is your consideration of more than 500 families in Rainbow
Valley who are left stranded in every flood' and have to travel
a long way to get to work, school and places of business?

Many of the people of Allenvi1le do not want to move. They now
are near shopping centers the health clinic and places of employ­
ment. Older people who enjoy meals at the Senior Citizens Center
would have to travel many miles in order to partake of the hot
lunch program the county provides. What about the energy crisis?
You are forcing them to be a long way from town and at the price
of gasoline today, I don't think they can afford to live out like
that.
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CITIZENS FOR WATER AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, INC.
Star Rt. 1 FKX>ecXXlXJQ Box 105

BUCKEYE, ARIZONA 85326

KYLE HINDMAN - CHAIRMAN PHONE 386-4071
MRS. MURRAY .JOHNSON - CO-CHAIRMAN PHONE 386-2042

@

(j)

Who is financing all this move? You are using taxpayers money,
right? Why not, then, let the taxpayers have a say in how their
tax dollars are spent? In President Carter' s .. Inflation package"
interest rates were increased to 20%. What interest rates do you
intend to impose on the citizens of Allenville?

We, the people of Palo Verde just happen to like living in a
small community. We think it is unfair and unjust to increase
our population without the consent of the people you are imposing
upon. UNEQUAL RIGHTS is NOT what the founders of the United
States government had in mind. Where is the government of the
people, by the people, and for the people? Why not let the
people of Palo Verde vote and have their say before you try to
enforce an issue on its citizens? Have you ever done an
environmental action study to get the reaction of the Palo Verde
COmmunity? If you had investigated, you would have had a land­
slide vote against using our tax dollars to finance such. a
move.

The people of Palo Verde are uniting like the ones in the
Litchfield Park area. We plan to fight if you do not reconsider
this move.

Sinc,,;rely yours,

c}/~ W~1~
v

Lola Johnson
.1

;Jtr-

;C~ ?
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1)
The Corps of Engineers is presently engaged in a study of the flood problems
and potential solutions along the Salt, Verde and Gila Rivers. Studies to
date indicate that none of the preliminary alternatives being investigated by
that study would provide adequate protection for the residents of Allenville.
Because of the relatively small scope of the flooding problems at Allenville,
the Corps was able to use its Small Projects Authority to recommend a solution
to the problem. Relocation of Allenville does not preclude other, more compre­
hensive solutions to flooding in the other parts of the Gila River Basin.

2)
Allenville residents have repeatedly expressed a desire to move, either to
the relocation site with the community or individually to locations in Buckeye.
Forty families in Allenville, all of the homeowners and renters who intend to
relocate to the new site, have signed letters of intent to the State to that
effect.

3)
The issue of transportation of Allenville residents to places of work and necessary
servi ces has been addressed in the Envi ronmenta 1 Ass.essment of thi,s DPR. The
move to the relocation site will not place additional significant transportation
inconveniences on the residents of Allenville. Transportation to and from the
County hot lunch program will be provided.

4)
The Corps of Engineers has conducted a public involvement program as part of
this study. Several meetings were held with Allenville residents. Information
leaflets regarding the progress of the study were distributed and two formal
public meetings were held to discuss the status of the project. These meetings
were pu~icized in newspapers and on radio. Throughout the duration of the study,
public comment has been invited.

5)
The Federal government is not directly involved in arranging personal financing
for the relocated r~sidents. The goal of the Division of Emergency Services is
to leave the relocated residents in a financial situation similar to that which
they experienced prior to the March 1978 floods. 'Mortgages or loans, if required,
will be handled on an individual basis.

6)
~ The relocation site is approximately the same distance from the unincorporated

settlement of Palo Verde as is the existing community of Allenville. The selected
plan, therefore, will not affect the population of Palo Verde.

7)
Since the relocation of Allenville would have no effect on Palo Verde, its popu­
lation, demographic makeup or socio-economic structure, an environmental assess­
ment 'regarding the effect of Allenville'~ relocation upon Palo Verde was not
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warranted. Numerous public meetings were held during which public opinion
and ideas were solicited.

8)
See response number one.
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..JAMES H. GREEN, ..JR.
ATTORNEY AT LAW

II LUHRS "'''C'''DE

" WEST JEf"f"ERSON aTREET

~HOENI)(.ARIZONA 85003

n:LE~HOHE Z5Z-!57S8

April 7. 1980

Mr. Neil Erwin
Allenville Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2721 North Central
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Erwin:

The Buckeye-Harquahala Area Plan Citizens Planning
Committee has recently been appointed by the Maricopa County
Planning and Zoning Commission. I am a member of that committee,
representing the Palo Verde sub-area, and on March 5, 1980, I was
elected chairman of the committee. One of the purposes of the
Citizens Planning Committee is to provide comment, in an advisory
capacity, to the Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Commission,
and staff. To that end it is the responsibility of the committee to
identify citizen attitudes, area problems and issues, to develop goals
and objectives, and to recommend a land use plan for the area.

It is clear that the proposed relocation of the community
of Allenville into the existing farming community of Palo Verde,
Arizona would have a major impact upon the school, the property
owners, farms, and residents of the area. For that reason, it seems
appropriate t6 me that the Citizens Planning Committee should be
afforded an opportunity to review your draft repon on the Allenville
project and to consider the proposed reloc~tion in detail, and to then
have an opportunity to make such comment as the committee may
desire to make for inclusion in your final report. I made such a
request at the public hearing in Buckeye on Wednesday, April 2, 1980.

On Thursday, April 3rd, I visited your office and
obtained a draft copy of the I£tailed Project Report, dated March,
1980, which has been prepared by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
on the Allenville project. I asked you on that date if it would be
possible for those interested to present a letter or written statement
which could be made a part of the final report. You' indicated to me
that in order to ensure the incorporation of any additional comment
in that report, it would need to be received by you by Monday, April 7,
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Mr. Neil Erwin
Page Two

April 7, 1980 .

.1980. You also indicated that the statements of those who spoke
on April 2 in opposition to the relocation site and plan, including
those from Allenville itself, would not be transcribed and made
a part of your final report.

I then reviewed your draft report and found that it
states, in effect, that no major controversies or unresolved issues
exist regarding the proposed relocation plan. Based upon the number
and nature of the objections which were raised by those who spoke on
April 2, it is obvious that your draft report must be corrected and
revised to show that there are a substantial number of unresolved
issues and that there is Widespread and vocal opposition to the
proposed site, both from member,s of the general public, and from
members of the Allenville community.

I am concerned, from what I have been tOld -regarding
the rush to put the draft report into final form, that the final report,
like the draft, might ignore or minimize the objections which have
been voiced. I would hope that your final report would reflect that
at the meeting of April 2, 1980 in Buckeye the following were some of
the issues raised, and objections made, to the proposed relocation
site or plan:

1. There were criticisms of the site by residents of
Allenville because of the distance from the town of Buckeye, and
the problems of transportation.

2. Objection was made to the location of a bar and
tavern at the proposed site as a part of the relocation plan. (Page 52,
draft report. )

3. There were questions and objections raised by
farmers who farm land near the proposed site because of the
restrictions ..which would be imposed upon their farming practices,
and specifically the application of necessar:.y chemical sprays on crop
Jands.

4. Questions were raised and not answered as to
the quality of the water available at the proposed site.

5. Questions were raised as to the legality and.
public policy of a plan which would perpetuate and promote raCIal
segregation.

6. The advisability of locating a community adjacent
to the Buckeye municipal airport was questioned.
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Mr. Neil Erwin
Page Three

April 7, 1980

7. Questions were raised concernin~ the immediate
and potential impact on the Palo Verde School Distnct and the failure
to provide the district with adequate information as of April 2, 1980.

As a res ult of these and other questions and objections
raised at the hearing on April 2, 1980, it would seem to be appro­
priate for the Corps of Engineers to withhold the issuance of its
final report on the Allenville project lIltil the Citizens Planning
Committee has had a full opportunity to consider the material con­
tained in your draft report and to provide such comment to the Corps
of Engineers and other entities as the Committee members deem
appropriate.

Attached hereto, a'nd by reference made a part hereof,
is a copy of an article from the Buckeye Valley News of March 27,
1980. I believ~ you w~ll nC?te, i.n reading it, a sense .of the community
that the Allenv111e project IS bemg '"rushed through" m order to make
it an "accomplished fact" before interested citizens have sufficient
information to enable them to effectively object to the relocation site
or plan should they desire to do so.

I would hor: that no one connected with the promotion
of the project desires to 'shove it down the throats" of those in
Allenville who don't want to relocate at the proposed site or of those
now in the Pa 10 Verde site area or of the public in general. Certainly
the Corps of Engineers has enjoyed such an excellent reputation over
the years that it would not want to be a party to such a process.

Please be assured that your consideration in this
matter will be greatly appreciated.

truly your1,~
A'r~ "J . --

'­
ames H. Green, Jr., Chairman

Buckeye-Harquahala Area Plan
Citizens Planning Committee

IHG{mj
Enc.
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iria to some, state land cannot:
be exchanged elC'cept at equal
value. They claim that the
land near the freeway ~ far
more valuable than land near

, the river bottom. Someone iI
, - likely to bring up that point
.~ at the meeting..

Othen would like to add·'
ress the problem of-continua!
flooding along the Gila whicb
affects many in this area in I '

addition t·) the Allenville
foUts. No doubt they will
have opportuni,ty to present
their views, but this particu­
lar meetin& is deai&ned to dU­
CUll the Allenville situation.
It is doubtful whether qu.
tions on another, althouah-'
similar, topic will brina any
satisfaction. However, you "
can try. ,

'In any event, the Wedn. "
day evenina meeting will be a
,ood place to let off a little

, ,steam. You mJaht non learn
, something new - - but don't

count on it.

J: ~20.~U~EYEVALLEXNEWS.M~h 21,1980 .... ..

~',' AlI'envilie Flood Relocation ,(Meeting Set Ne~t Wedne,sday
r" Next Wednelday, AprU 2, incorporated cities in order tc? about ei&ht 'miles northwest of, ",~ove. In that event, the atate '
1~ the Army Corpi oT Enaineen coordinate futU;J'C planning. .of here. The land exchange will seU the squatter a piece
. wU1 hold ano.ther meetina The county mcluded I m~p has been all arranged and esti- of river-bottom land for a low
;', here to cSiIcuII the next phale with itl request to the town' maton have established prlcel

. of the AllenYille floodina prob- which located new AUenviU~ for the existl-ft homes,in old ' price, then use,that II the ex-
..... change parcel and the fed.

o' 10m. Tho ~ttnawU1 be beld lOutb of 1-10 and just eut of AUenville. will seU him a ,overnment ' .
, 'at the Buckeye Elementary 'Palo Verde Road acroll from, Land will be traded, the' mobile home very cheap 10

,"1 School Cafetorium at 7 p.m.. the Buckeye Municipal Air- " money received for old Allen-.. that he too can move to new
.. " ThiI meetiDa is required by' ~ port. See the map at lower ville homes' will be applied to Allenville without being

; " law when dealinl with reloea- " , riaht. Tbilland is current- new houses to be constructed forced to come up with cash
tien problema. A neWI,. , ..ly zoned u rural The county, . by the Corps, and residentl' of his own. In fact, he Ihould
kale from tbe Corps indicat. , • wantl to zone it both, residen- will be able to move without ' have money left over after the
that I8YeI'I1 options are Itill',. ", tialand commercial. ' further cost,. About 41 fam- ' transactions.

' .•. open pertab\ina to IOlutions . . At ItI reaw.r meetlna a " Wes are expected to form the Thus new Allenville will ,
, to tho AlIennDe fioodJna lit- week 110 Tuesday, tbe Buck- ' new Allenville. " '. consist of about half pelman-

, ualloa. The PubUc iI invited eye Council took up the mat- " Even If an AUenville resl- ent homes and half mobile
to the up~aninImeetinl to .' ter and apeed that it had no .. ' dent wu squatting on the homes.
liIten to the propoaalJ and "0' obj«lCtion to ,.zoniJ1&. This land and had neither a house I The meeting next Wedn.
mat-e commenta. ,'.. ,further clean the way for , to appriise nor property to day has been called to disc:ua

'r Howner, u prmoualy ,.' '. C' AUeD'rille ,.location to fbat 0 e?lchaflle~ the Federal Rele- the problems of AUenville.
~ ported in the Feb. 14 laue of· . " , alte. ' cation Act aUowa.that res!- Some people around here feet
~ thla Dewtpaper;the Arizona' The Army Corps ofE~ 0 dent up to $4,000 to make a that the land exchange is ill~
: ,'DtriIion of Emeraency Ser- ' ',' ,neen has been charaed With j gal. Th~ state owns that prop-
I, .tees hu already taken atept,: -' re-bulldinl tbe community. , '.' .... I " erty near Palo Verde Road an '

to relocate AUO'ftTiUe. And tbe , • Itlacceptance of this respon- :,.. and the freeway, but accor~ .
o new lite iI.tID deaianated u (~;.\ ~. libillty went through the .:, ,
the area east of r ...lo Verde,' ',bureaucratic paper maze in :':\

.. Roed aDd juIt·~tb 01 Inter-: .." .... record time. But it mUll con- '~..

. . ltate 10. ' , "~',' duct pubUc meetingJ durins
A furthr'lndication of the ':- Moul phuea of the project

cboice liloe wu mad' \nown - i
J
,~ order to inform people of , ~

I 1ut week by a requ~.; from '0 its plana and recei~e "input",
Marico~County to the Town.. l, which II one of the most pop­
of Bucko" to review an .~pU- 0 ,ular terms around these daYL
cation for rezonina of the . . Accordin, to the state

'land in question. While the' .. Division of Emeraency Ser-, ,
new AUemiUe lite it outlide vices, when contacted prior
of the Buckeye City limits, to the last article, there is '
the coUnty frequently ukl Cor, little do~bt that AUenville '
commeatl from the nearest' .will be relocated to the lite......................~....•.•.•............
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1)
The relocation site is not within the boundaries of Palo Verde and is, in fact,
further removed from PaloVerde than the original site of Allenville. Studies
done for this report indicate that the relocation will not have a significant
affect on Palo Verde Elementary School, or the property owners, farmers, and
residents of Palo Verde.

2)
This report has been in preparation since September of 1979. A number of
public meetings have been held and public input has been actively solicited .
While the schedule for finalizing this report will not be altered, efforts
have and will continue to be made to include all public comments to the extent
possible, including corrments from the Buckeye-Harquahala Area Plan Citizen's
Planning Committee.

3)
The public meeting held on 2 April 1980 was transcribed and copies are avail­
able from the Corps of Engineers Office, Suite 800, 2721 N. Central Av.,
Phoenix, Arizona. While the Corps does not include a copy of the transcript
in any report, the issues raised at the public meeting have been surrmarized in
the Environmental Assessment and have been addressed in this report. Copies
of the transcript are forwarded to Corps reviewing authorities.

4)
Sections of the Detailed Project Report and Envi~onmental Assessment have been
expanded to include all of the views and concerns raised at the 2 April 1980
public meeting. For information regarding these issues, refer to the following
sections of the Environmental Assessment: Public Concerns, Water Quality
Noise, Health and Safety, Land Use, and
TransportaUon, See also Appendix A . Regarding the segregation
issue, Allenville corrmunity members and the Corps have discussed the two reloca­
tion alternatives -- individual relocation and corrmunity relocation. Most of
the residents expressed a strong desire to relocate as a community because there
is a strong sense of cohesion and interdependence inherent in the community.
The community relo~ation alternative was the plan preferred by the Allenville
residents and is the plan recommended by this report.

5)
Throughout the course of the study, public views have been solicited and inform~

ation regarding the study has been available to the public. A number of public
meetings and workshops have been held to disseminate and collect information
relevant to this study's plan formulation process. Both public meetings were
publicized through the local media as well as through an extensive mailing list
of Arizona citizens interested in flood control.

6) .
Allenville residents prefer the relocation alternative and most residents have
expressed a strong desire to relocate as a corrmunity. Those Allenville residents
wishing to relocate elsewhere are free to do so.
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~AMES H. GREEN, ~R.
ATTORNEY AT LAW

II LUHRS ARCADE

" WEST ,JEFFERSON STREET

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85003

TELEPHONE 252-5788

April 15, 1980

Mr. Neil Erwin
Allenville Project Manager
U. S .. Army Corps of Engineers
2721 North Central
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Erwin:

In your telephone call to me of April 11, 1980, you
indicated that my letter to you of April 7, 1980 would be incl uded
in the final report on the Allenville project and you advised me that
any additional material presented to you on or before Tuesday,
April 15 would also be included in the final report. For that purpose,
I am enclosing herewith an article from the Buckeye Valley News of
April 10, 1980 which is based upon the hearing you held there on
April 2, 1980. The article is headed "Government Push~s Allenville
Plans Despite Opposition," and it contains a very comprehensive
report of the views presented at the meeting. I am also enclosing,
as a further supplement to my letter of April 7, 1980, the Editorial
from the April 10 edition of the Buckeye Valley News on this subject.
I believe that the article and the Editorial must be included in your
final report in order for the views, comments, and attitudes of the
community to be fully and accurately set forth.

A meeting of the Buckeye-Harquahala Area Plan
Citizens Planning Committee will be held on April 23, 1980 at
7:00 p. m. at the Buckeye Union High School to enable the Committee
to hear and consider the views of interested persons who may wish
to express their views to the Committee on the proposed relocation
of AlIenville . The Committee may then express its views to the
Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Commission, which is scheduled

A-42

Jl



Mr. Neil Erwin
Page Two

April 15, 1980

es H. Green, Jr., Chairman
Buckeye-Harquahala Area Plan
Citizens Planning Committee

to consider an application on the Allenville matter on May 1, 1980.
I believe it would be appropriate for you to be present at the meeting
on April 23 and to be prepared to make a statement and to answer
questions concerning the proposed project.

ery truly yours,

~--::=:o'~ ,

..

JHG/rnj
Encls.
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· .. ~. :-.n~'~'.no q~D .·.:·~>~i.';;How"er, there wen _110 I.; many proble~ in th~ ranninc·., ·.1licJc Saylor questioned the
'.' "tJsat':tbe-peop1e from~,.~.~ ..umbtrbf~V~e reD-.... areajUit by Yirtue of th~ ract land eltchanae whereby ADen-

.YDJe Deed relJef and pro~ectIon deats Ind farmen pramt who: that more people brinl more YiIle property ownen will be
;\ from COIltinual floocS)na II.·, :, .'objected to the reloait,ion 01 complaintL She quationed . able to trade their property
':'. outJiD~ It the public meet· .~. lbe ADnYiUe collununity to . .the quality of the clrinJdna alona the river for Itate-owriecl
·.:tna conducted' by the N'my ,,:' ,tbe Ira of Palo Verde.~· 'water and wJ:lether~ere .' property near Palo Verde Road
· 'CorpI or Enlineer1h~ .. '>':>" ad 1-10. remap' tbdr," would ~ enoup of It in 1i&ht and 1-10. He wu Informed by
weet ..o We4Dllday_t.... ;. jectloDSwrrt,beIt summed up ofcurreftt Jfoundwlter rulnlltate olficial that I'Dew law'

,' EYeryODe present apeecl ~t : ' by Elva Emmona, presideDt and ~lationJbe1nl devd-'" had to be pusedto eDIble thls
:..' thOle tolb had to~ helped. : of the ~rilOfti A.ri-BUIintII, oped... .... , '" '. - '. " ..., tnDSaction to tate place, but
~ :', But what I Dumber of' '. '" .WolMn I ~1Ift., who ~i;lted .: ';..~ P,arter qu~ned hOlt ·it wu nOw an lepL ,.' '
:.,area ruidenu didD't like~ aDd :,mtr;\'m:iu'~nI why a~ ~Vmte School ~~ ,oina. : FoDowiDi the meeUna that
:: ,what they plainly ,stated, wu '. ~~ntil.1,~·lhoU14~t·,be:. :.~ .to Iwl~ ~e tnnUJl·or,more . ame ·ltate official told th1I '
.! 'the way that the TarioUilo-f- :aDowed'in the ~It t;»ft~ )'ounpt~ School SUperin-':~ aewapiper that the tn.nsa~ ,

emml1lt ..enc:iea involved ln" ~ ,iiIIlfOWld: ' '.:, . ~ .;; .~.. :~~ "'~'. 'tend!nt·rom~ie Townzen : .. lion in flct is not complete '
,nlocatlOD efforta were ~h-'. : . Amo~ ,9ther thin.hhe ,'.:~feil·.that ~I 110 be bad reo .1Dd Itm must be appl'OTed by

· ina. new commun4tY Jnto i' : :dted ~. "dallier" from chem- q....ted the ftlUJtl 01 ltudiel ',.ltate officia1J foDowina I hear-
,prime 1arm1D& area. and put- ... 'ica1 apraylna of· nearby fam' .: """'armed by the Co~whicb "IDa- .He Idmitted that the' ,

.' tiDa one IfOUP of people, ',lieldJ U ,evidenced bY·lI'owlJia IbouJd bITe coyend the 1m- , Corpl had bued iis Itudia' ...
• Ilona the rtf,a" ahead of others .public concern'near qer ':, pect to the lChooL He aaid and plana on I piece of land . ,
• who experienced a similar :' dtlet. Sbe pointed out that it;" ~"'t in qit. 0( _rinn reo . '. . which sW1 could be rejected .

·PlJaht. ,'. :''. -,', '., .....;.~ ... co,¥be'cliff1cu1~rorth~'AI- ·:q........ hurecelYednoJn. f~.. theland.excha..e"How.
, : .. ,Col. Grou of the COrpllet lendle Day Cue CeDter to'.:· ,formation Ind thenror. could '. ever, h. made it clear that

clown the rulea at the besln- " obta1ll. licenae in sucb an. .;. make no future plans. . neither the Itate ..enctei
,, Dina of the three-hoW' 101ll . ~ ..... Sb.e 'DOted that the pe~ ",' ~.' "". .. ',' - '., ': ~r: the'Corpi 1e1Uhatthere ....

'IeIIioD by ltatma that the . pIe coulchery weD be-arfeo-..... - WDl~d Bayda c1~~:t~~,,;,·.)l!Wowd·~any-probl"" In tb1s~<
,'.meetina would be dnotecl ex-. ted by the dust and poDelll in ;,famJJy experieD~:ba Scott., :reprd.. ". '~., ",,: . i.. " ..

dwinly·to the AllenviDe ", the lleld.. Low t1yina II' ., dale when peop~ cowdell out.:';~·Wbea~ wa. then"ed "
problem. A future meetiDI .... plan" and.planes liom the ',' , the,rarma forcinl many farm, .' .what wu the poln~ of publJc ...
"would be held to,hear ,~' ,: ",airport immediately IcrOll the ramDiea to mo....elJewhen. .~~~rinp prior.to wbleb the .

~ many of others affected by " road coulcl Cluse disturbances' He lDclicatecl that Ule lime ,'ntin iIIue teemed already' ;',
, the '100cSiDa Gila RJT~... ,'.: and be I ClUSe ror comp.lints -thina ia lDcely to h"ppcn here. 'IIUledand UlUred, be threW
. 1 .... .1 n-uatbef or RamboW from residenu. She d~ecl clan- :" . l..ola 10bnaon ItJd ~t Ibe '. ap ~.handl~Dd replied, ..,
: Vaney ,eGderits ln Ittcmduce, 'Jera or ~ty younasten Uvina' "oppoled to re1~tJonbe-. -: don t know! (See Editorial)
'aloila wtt~ othen who aaffer-' Dear canals and farm equip- , "ClUte chaue11%lhoD is the. " " . , ·Clyde Cobbin of ADm.Wt
ed dam..e from 'fepeatid \ '. ment., ..' ." ' ' .. only answ~ to the prob~em.. '..'~nded to th~ who spoke
noocUna( were abut off from ,~.;. Mn:.EmmoJU noted that .' MI, ~ee1 that ~loCition is~ : apU'1t1he relocation or AI­
the debate. ,This milhfhlve ': abe dOli not appreciate the '. fmOo,othan alol\l the river . Itn~Ut int~ I rarmln. Ira. .

. bed expected beClUII the' ' , ract that a tavemmay be reo •.•eapeciaUy the pea,ple or '., He'noted that, he 1wl lived on
" Cot'pl bad prmoualy mide)t ", built at the Dew lite~ 'she ,,:, ~bow Valley and ArUna- :' ': or IrO\l.D~ ~armiDa laDd' all ot
da, that thl meetina'bere ,.',warned that the future JI'Owth tOD ~~o hive suffe~ prob-: ~ Ufe7:,-.·..~:-":~>:~<.... : ...._:.

.aWu caned t.o dilcull the A~:01 the community couid cause ltmL . ..' , :. ~e ,~v,e b~n. pttina .'
''1QUe situation and ON)' ·this.,' ". ~OHTJ HUED ON·.~AOI: ,.
:~)&c 'woulcl be 'consiclmcL : ':~ , .'
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Government Pushing Through-AllenvUle Plans
, COHTIHUEQ...... ROM PAGE 1 t t' t f th . b I 'o ge au 0 e rIver ed," ',' ' era government is not involT- ' N erth I ' .
(chemical) spray all of our ' Abe related.':.. ' - ed in findina a solution for' ev e ess, ac:cordin& to
liTea. It hu not harmed any Clyde and Abe and others' -, _., access into Rainbow Valley', " thet~Orpl,work will.be I~ed
of us. We are used to these 'then began contacting county ',' 'and au~ested that the resi- ..,.' on e new commuruty this
things," he stated. " • ' ~Jtate offie:ws, held meet- , dents contact the county. ," ,'. ~ "~~~d1Ple~Ould be m~-

He further cited the fact " Ina .cter meeting, refused to ' He said,that the Corps is malt- :' , ',11'6 0 omea y the IUmmer
'that in old Allenville near the ,give up, and fmally worked,' ing progress on ita massive . ,- of next year~ An,! opposition
river, there were more darlgers ' out tho agreement for re1oc:a- ' , study of the riycr from the ,'. ' t~ ::e co:~Pt tha~ developed ,
present, the water wu bad, ' ' tion,' ~ ,; dams to the east to Gillespie :',,:,: e pu c m~tinllut Wed·
and he indicated that condi- ' ''We need to put our effort. Dam to the southwest. ' :,' esday nilht will most cet'-

tions could not get much' tog~ther to acoomplish chan- ./ . He said that such a big , ':' tainl
y
:: overloo~ed. I.t ape ,

-.one. He said that Allentille' nelization," AbCcontinued,., '. study takes time. He said that ' '-, pears t t Allen~e ~illiet ,
, residents were taxpayers,too., "but not at the saCrifice of" ..· ' a relatively small project auch" itshnew commumty rilht "

""Weare' uJdng the goyern- Allenville." ,',' as the relocation ()f Allenville w ere reaidentJ asked for it. ,

ment to help UI help our- i "Ellt Mae Hening noted ' "can be undertalcen rather
teITea," Clyde proclaimed. ,that folks in Palo Verde can ,q~ck1y because the fundhig

• "We can live ~ith(future) .' " JftIIkj room for Allenville res!- is relatively small. The re10ca-
problemL.. '". . ,. deats. She sald that out, of 41,tion is expected to cost $3.7

, He concludtd by statlnl' ';' families in the new commun- . . million (which someone later .
that he and the peOple of At- ',' - ltythere would only be about . worked out to represent ,
lenville would continue to IU~ . ,six )'oungsters who would at- '$92,5000 per family.), .,
port channelization of the ' tead the Palo Verde School.' ., While the results of the
Gila River. In fact, most ' ,: Chet McNabb lumt:nedit'. : meetina lait weelc will be in-
every-AllenYille resident who -or .'up for area residenta by say-,' eluded in a report by the - ,
spoke affumcd that same feel- ' lng, "We still have the same ',Corps which will soon be for-'
ins- . problems with the river. We warded to,Washingto~D.C.

Abe Harris noted that hope that the Corps can speed , for fmal approval, most Pea-
many concet11lcame out at up its study to channel the pie present at the public hear-- '
the meetl.ng. But he said that . river. Wlille the problems are ing luI.week came away with '
the real issue WII that others being alleviated for Allenville, the feeling that IUch hearings ,

, "~uical1y don't want to see . most of the Valley is stilll.uf- ... ue useleu since the outcOme
Allenville located it Palo' fering,'·, . ' hal already been determined•

. Verde Road and 1-10"· Rev. McGowen of Allen-·'- , '. ¥d many marveled at how
He warned thatj"either. ville said that she is happy to ," the lovernment, can 10 euily, "

people learn to lITe together . , have people in this country "circumvent its own rules and
or they will end up dying '. ~ho care for the poor. She 'regu1ationi when preacd to

; while fllhtin& like fools with' , ': .. aaid that abe is happy that the' "~o SO.,' .', " .. ' "
one another." " ,;' lovernment and the people ',_, '. SQmeAllenville taidenta

, ,Abo aald ~fwhen the ,~' , . ~·.."llll'e heraild her community" indicated, that a Black VI ,
., people of AUihill•.were~: .; :;,i, another place to Uve. She ~n- ., ,White laue was the heart of .
ins to decide~f to do abOut ';: tluded, "110ft Allenville, and',', the matter. But malt othen ':

, their proble~~, ~naulted:~',; I ani thankful that we do have ',seemed more concerned wIth
localb~an. co~ ... ~,;';'/ .~, J~ eniybbdy," . . ' ,'" equal treat!"ent for au than to

. munity lea_ JJl &ucltey~. :':" ,:,: \,:-' ~~ Groll pr tho Corps of ",' ,deny AllenVille 1I0lution to
"7hey aald ., lrbuld be wlac ,; ',:.,~ notM that the fed- :' ( ~ lta problem. ' . ,

~. . .~
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E D ITO R I A L'

MARK MY '.WORD •••
, By Mark Shepard '

•
While lOme AllenviUe residents attendini the public hearingconcernin, the relocation of that community seemed to regardopposition to the ~ove as a Black vs White issue here last week,I didn't ,et that feelin& at all. I came away with the feeling thatother area residents really wanted the people of ADenville reliev­ed of their bunkn of continually being flooded out by the GilaRiver. -
But I also came away with the impression that these same arearesident. were simply trying to demand fairness for all concerned.Those who opposed the ADenville reloqtion to the area of PaloVerde Road and 1-10 were concerned about the impact that a newcommunity (any community) Yiould have upon their way of life.. This is a just concem, especially in light of new governmentrules and regulations which are Itriking at the,fannini community.Allenville residents ma4e it clear that upon moving int«:» the midstof fields they wouldn't complain about pesticides. They wouldn'~. complain abOut airplane or machinery Daise. They would not .object to beina disturbed at nrious hours of t!le day or niaht byoperations around t!tem. - "

J believe that they were very lincere. AI Clyde Cobbin stated,most of those folks had lived around farms and even in fields dur­iDa nrious portions of their lives. They knew about farmina.They could tolerate most any situation. ' .
But the farming people had a load~t too. Whether or Dotthe people of ADenville will accept IprayiJl& or noise or other 'fl.l1lHSlOciated inconw:niences~ it is very doubtful whether var-. 'ious lovemment tegu1aton will condone the ideL AI sure u nightfollows day, the bureauaat. will let involved and impose new r~'Itrietions Oft the 1WT0unding farmen limply because there is aresidential area in the vicinity. .
There is no reason to believe that Allenville will be an excep­tion. Every residential area is beinI protected today whether orDot there is a danaer, or whether or Dot the resident. are 1od&in&complaints. • '
or coune the people of ADeDYille today are to eager to let out01 the repeated floodinl &lona the river that they will Jlady makeany concession. I don't blame them. But it won't be long beforeDew.families move into the new communit)- - families whichcome from cities - families which won't tolerate lCH:a1led"harmful" chemica1l or loud noises. .This is bound to happen.The airport immediately acrou the load from the new Allen­wI\! be1ol1JS to the City of Buueye. Now it 11 virtually out in themiddle of nowhere. But Lute Air Force Base and the GoodyearNava\ Air Base wele aliso once in the middle: of nowhere. Todayresidents have moved rilht up to the runways tneI scream aboutthe DOise. An airport is vital to a crowina city. A residential areabuDt acros the road is cause for future CXtr-cem. Reportedly thecity bas already been turned down for runway repaYin& funds b~. cause a raidential area is to be located 10 nea{\)y. .:

No ODe, to my kDowledlC, in the area of new Allenville hasbeen able to Cmd quality water which meets lovernment stand·ards. The Army Corps of Enaineers indicates that water qualityII cov,ered in it. study. However, it 11 extremely doubtful that theCorps has been able to locate a well site with a proven reserve ofwatu which will meet lovernmeDt ItaDclarda for any lenath oftime to come. Some clay that problem will have to be faced -. and perhaps sooner than can be imqined. The people of Allen­YiUe today may,acc:ept it - but I don't believe that the lovern­ment repl&ton will.
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It must be recoani%ed in future plannina that the .ovemment .
-Jl,oina to continue to encroach into our live&. Muses o( people
are .oinl to be ravored over !Jolated individuall, such as farmen,
even if the lona tenn result !J starvation for everyone. .

. Likethe'people of AUenville who must look out (or their own
interests and attempt to solve their problema, so "109 must other' .

. people. And that is what I believe the opposition at the hearinB
was tryina to teU the Army Corps of Engineen and the state It
the tneeting lut week.

The opposition to the relocation move in .eneral wu not a
racial thinl in my opinion. 'One lady did say that the soveI1l;ment

. was promo.tina scaresation by the move of an entire Black com- ".
muruty to Its own area. . . "

By previous .ovemment ICtiOns toward de-sesreaation, I must
support that idea. The lovemment forced intesration upon the:
schools even when neither Blacks nor Whites wanted such a ~n-,

cept. Busina resulted, allin which neither race desired. . I .

. Yet here is In arm of the same lovernment leapins to relocate
an entire Blick. community u an entity unto itself. That same .
,ovanment thlt has forced neighborhoods to open up'housing to
achieve racial balance suddenly decides that it is fitting and prop­
er for an entire community of 41 families of the same rice to re­
locate into their own separate community.

Even the Black community should be alarmed altbis. The
CorPs mlY claim that this wu decided to continue ''unique com­
munity cohesion'\ but what will it say when a sroup of Whites .
wishes to establish its own aeparate community? And will the
bUreaucrats continue to'overlook the implications when that
comes about? Of course they won't. They haven't. Hundreds of

. white communities across the countrY hive been forced to aUow
- and to even provide incentives - to peQple of other races in or­
der to Ichieve lome bureaucratic mandated balance,

I don't blame the folks of AUenville for wishinS to itick toget­
her. But within the past dozen years the law of the land has dic­
tated otherwise. How can the lovernment suddenly make an ex- .
ception? ". . '" ': '. .... : .
, This!J a very valid question. The entire SQvenime'nt att'itude

reiardina the relocation move is suspect, to say the ver)' least.
Federal, state and county lovemmental agencies have seemingly
ilnored aU recent precedent. They have combined to Ihove aside

, their own Nles and resulations which would, and still do, affect
and apply to other aroups and indjvidu~ls~ . ... .' ,. .' .
. To me, this is the heart of the matter. And it should be the .
heart of the maiter for AUenville people too:Fot this issue does
not relt on racial tension. It directly confronts the laws of the .:
land which have repeatedly been shoved down our.collective
throats.' , . . . . '. . .. ' '. . .

Hopefully Abe and Clyde and the Jest of the AUenville com- .
munity will carefully examine these points. They are cause for .

'"lbOUJbt'(rtd'-elUse-'for 'cl>'nc-errr1'or 'everyone 'ltglrtttcss'Ot TI ce:-~-'
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11 April 1980

Cblonel Joe Gross
U.S. ADny Corps of EnJineers
2721 N. central Ave.
Phoenix, Arizma.

Dear Colmel Gross:
You are to be cxmnended for your p:rqxJSal to relocate Allenville. This

expenditure of less than three mill.i.m oollars sOOuld save taxpayers
several times that CIIDUIlt over other efforts to protect this floodErl
a:mmmity.

'Ib follow this awroach to its logical, and IOCllley saving, CDIlclusicn,
we woold suggest ~ follCMin:] package of flcod ranidies in substitution
for the exhorbitantly rostly Onre Dam, rrM estimated at 340 millicn dollars:

1) Pelocate Holley Acres (estimated at urrler five million);
2) Speerl~ of the six large bridges accross the Salt, already

planned by local enteties (twenty-five million);
3) Protect the airport with awropriate charmelizatioo. and diking (about

eight million) ;
4) Raise lCoseVelt Dam six feet, in aca:>rdance with earlier Bureau

of the Interior rea:mnendatioos, for increased flcod storage and
to insure the safety of the d.ownst.ream dans (eight millim);

5) Encx>urage the Arizooa Legislature to allow the Salt River Pn>ject to
<XDSider flOOd oontrol in its oweration (IX> tax dollars).

This package (incluiing the reallocatim of A1lenville) sb::>uld cost taxpayers
under 50 millim.oollars, thus saving 290 millim of the 340 million rost of
0Dne and would, in a nUnher of ways, proITi.de better flood cx:ntrol, nore
cxmvenient CI:OSs-salt transportaticn, and the C>H?Qrtun.ity for a park/flood
plain similar to Scottsdale's Indian Bend wash, greatly enhancing the eccIlCJ'l'I.Y
and environment of ~ p}x)eni.x area.

It W:xlld, finally, provide a local solutial to a lcx::al problan, an appn>ad1
cxnsistent, we feel, with~ desires and the independent philosophy of the
Arizona citizen.

~ time and a:msideraticn.

;;7«Z~ft
ChaiDnan of the Board
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J)epartMnt ot the Anv
Lo. Angele. Distriot Corps ot Engineer.
Phoen1x Urban stUC\T
2721 Borth Central Avenue. Suite 800
Phoen1x. Arisona 8S004

Atts Ov,ynn A. Teague

Conoern1ng your letter reoeived March1. 1980. Notioe ot .eting April 2. 1980.
at Bliob;ye El._nt.ar;y School. I do hope you have .0_ answer. to Fobl... other
than Al1-nn.e in a. auch •• t!w Allemille problem baa been taken ot vh1le
other. r..1n.

I hope you have a solution tor the people living all .lema the Gila River troa
where the Salt. Verde and Agua Fria river. enter the Gila River.

The Gila River has bHoae the ce••pool ot. the whole .tate. Due to th1e the whole
ar.. has beO'OM a health hasard and v1ll continue to be .0 tor the tuture as
poor _intenl.noe 1. the rule not the exception.

We aan .tand .0 auoh and not aore and a••oon a. it dries up it~s l1ke the houae
that 1..0. It doe.n't leak when 1t doesn't rain. Nothing will be done again this
.....r.Soienti.t have predicted tour aore years or thi...t a;yoleand clearing the
obannel 18 a neoe••ity this year.

The bridge that 1. planned. tor Rainbow Vall.,. will be useless because th.;y will not
build one able to withstand the UlO1lnt ot _ter rel...ed. by the duIs.

Thanking you tor you attention•
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Glynn (sic.) A. Teague, District Engineer
U. S. Army, Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District
2721 N. Central Avenue Suite 800
Phoenix, Az. 85004

Dear Sir:

This is my public statement I would like entered into the
record regarding the Allenville Flood Damage Reduction Study.

I will be unable to attend. Please add this to the comments
you receive.

I support the Corps recommended solution; permanent relocation
of the Allenville Community outside of the flood plain.

The Corp (sic.) is to be lauded for the recommended solution.
It is, no doubt, the wisest and prbper choice. It is not
reasonable to spend hard earned tax dollars to try to support or
sponser (sic.) and protect Allenville in the known flood plain
of the Gila River.

Thank You
(signed)

Larry A. Forbio
6932 E. Portland St.
Scottsdale, Az. 85257
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this appendix is to present currently available
hydrology for Allenville, Arizona, a community along the Gila River
located about 1.5 miles south of Buckeye, Arizona, 35 miles west of
Phoenix~ and 10 miles downstream of the confluence with the Salt River
(see Plate 1).

The contents of this appendix~ based upon preliminary results of
Salt-Gila hydrology performed by the Los Angeles District, include a
basin description~ SPF results~ discharge-frequency analysis, structures
affecting magnitude and frequency of flooding, historical floods~ and
pertinent tables and plates.

GENERAL DRAINAGE AREA DESCRIPTION

The Gila River at Allenville drains approximately 42,000 square
miles (effective area) in Arizona and parts of New Mexico and Old Mexico.
The river rises in an area of high mountains and plateaus and flows west­
ward in a generally central course through the Gila River Basin. The
Gila River itself extends from the Continental Divide in southwestern
New Mexico to the Colorado River at Yuma, Arizona, draining nearly all of
southern Arizona, a widely varying region in topography and climatology.

The largest tributary, the Salt River, drains much of the northern
part of the Gila Basin, joining the Gila River about 10 miles upstream of
Allenville, Arizona, near Phoenix. The Salt River drains about 12,900
square miles (effective), an area extremely irregular and rugged with
elevations commonly rising to 7,000 feet. The San Francisco Peaks in the
Verde River drainage rise to more than 12,000 feet. The Verde River is
the main tributary of the Salt River, including 6,300 square miles
(effective) of the drainage area.

Other major tributaries are listed below with their drainage areas
and respective location.

TRIBUTARY

San Francisco River
San Simon Wash
San Carlos River
San Pedro River
Santa Cruz River

EFFECTIVE
DRAINAGE
AREA (SQ. MILE)

2,800
2,200
1,000
4,500
6,800

LOCATION

East Central Arizona
Southeastern Arizona
Central Arizona
Southeastern Arizona
South Central Arizona

The southeastern portion of the Gila River Basin consists largely of
long desertvalleys lying between north-south ranges of rugged mountains;
here the elevation, although rising in places to above 10,000 feet, is
generally lower. The southwest portion of the basin consists essentially
of broad, flat, low-lying desert valleys and isolated mountains of
relatively low relief. Comparatively few localities are more than 4~000
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feet in elevation, and most are below 1,000 feet. The elevation of theriver mouth near Yuma is about 130 feet. A11enville is in the upstreampart of this sub-basin. Soils and vegetative types vary widely through­out the basin.

The climate of the Gila River Basin as a whole is semiarid, but ­depending principally upon elevation - ranges from hot and arid in someparts to cool and humid in others. The average annual precipitationranges from less than 4 inches in the lower desert to 30 inches or morein the highest mountains. Most of the precipitation occurs in twodistinct seasons, summer (July through September) and winter (Decemberthrough March), and is about equally divided between them. Little rainfalls during spring and autumn. During any season there may be manysuccessive rainless days.

Summer precipitation may be placed in two general classifications.The first classification includes the sporadic showers and cloudburstsof small areal extent usually occurring from the insolational heatingof tropical maritime air that frequently invades the region from theGulf of Mexico or the Gulf of California and the South Pacific. Thesecond classification includes the general rains that result from con­vergence, orographic lift, and frontal lift in situations where frontalsystems with associated tropical maritime and polar continental or mari­time air pass through the region. Thunderstorms mayor may not beassociated with general rains in this classification.

In winter, most precipitation results from general storms that areassociated with extratropical cyclones of North Pacific origin.Relatively localized showers commonly occur near the end of such storms.Both the general winter and the general summer storms may result in rainover the entire Gila River Basin. On the average the general winterstorms are longer in duration. They sometimes produce rain that is moreor less continuous for several days. In winter, snow may accumulate toconsiderable depths at elevations above 4,000 feet but practically neverfalls at elevations below 2,000 feet.

SEASONAL OCCURRENCE OF FLOODING

Flow in the Gila River at Allenville usually results from aboveaverage runoff in the major upstream drainages, the Verde, Salt, andupper Gila Rivers, which spills from the upstream storage reservoirs.This type of flooding occurs most frequently as the result of severewinter storms (December through March), but may also result from melt ofan unusually heavy snowpack in the North Central and East Central moun­tains (March through May). Less frequently and of much lesser import isflooding due to localized summer stonms or late summer general storms.Table 1 gives a summary of some of the larger floods which ~ave occurredin the basin.
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TABLE B-1

HISTORIC FLOODS ON THE SALT AND GILA RIVERS

FLOOD PEAK (cfs)

.-
DATE

February 1891
Apri 1 1895
January 19-20, 1916
January 29-30, 1916
February 1920
March 1938
March 1941
December 1965 - January 1966
February 21 - May 29, 1973
March 1978
December 1978
January 1979
March 1979
February 1980

SALT RIVER AT (1)
GRANITE REEF DAM

300,000
115,000
120,000
105,000
130,000
95,000
40,000
67,000
22,000

122,000
140,000
88,000
67,800

180,000 (4)

GILA RIVER AT (2) _
GILLESPIE DAM

250,000

230,000 (3)
155,000 (3)

60,000
45,800
64,200
18,000
92,900

122,000
80,500

(1) Data published in "Draft SUlnmary Report, Phoenix Urban Study, Final
Report, September 1979," LAD, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

(2) U.S. Geological Survey Data, Water Supply Papers.

(1) Values are actually for Gila River at Yuma. Values for the Gillespie
Dam were expected to be greater than this as indicated.

(4) U.S. Geological Survey Estimate.

STRUCTURES AFFECTING FLOODING AT ALLENVILLE

No major flood control structures affect flow in the Gila River at
Allenville. The largest flood control structure, Tat Momo1ikot Dam,
completed in July 1974, controls 1,780 sq. mi., and is located on Santa
Rosa Wash, an upstream tributary of the Gila River. However, it has had
little impact on flooding at Allenvi11e.

The greatest amount of flood control at Allenville has inadvertently
resulted from regulation of flows by large non-Federal water conservation
reservoirs on the Salt, Verde, and Upper Gila Rivers. Although these
reservoirs have no specified flood control storage, the space available
can serve to mute and often prevent downstream flooding. Coolidge Dam on
the Gila River controls 12,900 sq. mi. of watershed, and has not spilled
any substantial amount of water since completion in 1928. Since con­
struction of all six dams on the Salt and Verde Rivers, there have been
significant spills from the Salt River Project Reservoirs in 1965, 1973,
1978, 1979, and 1980.
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A table of significant water conservation reservoirs affecting flow
in the Gila River at Allenville follows:

TABLE B-2

UPSTREAM STRUCTURES AFFECTING FLOODING AT ALLENVILLE

EFFECTIVE
RESERVOIR DRAINAGE

YEAR CAPACITY AREA
DAM RIVER COMPLETED (Ac-Ft) (Sq. Mile)

Roosevelt Salt 1911 1,381,580 5,830
Horse Mesa Salt 1927 245,138 5,930
Mormon Flat Salt 1926 57,852 6,090
Stewart Mtn. Salt 1930 69,765 6,220
Horseshoe Verde 1950 131,427 5,660
Bartlett Verde 1939 178,186 5,850
Waddell Agua Fria 1927 157,600 1,500
Coolidge Gila 1928 1,065,800 12,900

STANDARD PROJECT FLOOD

The Standard Project Flood (SPF), based on a critical centering of
the January 1916 storm, adjusted in the Verde River subareas using the
March 1938 stonn, is given in reference a. for the Gila River just below
the confluence with the Salt (370,000 cfs) and at Gillespie Dam (350,000
cfs). The SPF peak for Allenville (360,000 cfs) was estimated by pro­
ration. This figure is expected to be within about 10 percent of the
results of the Salt-Gila hydrology study.

DISCHARGE-FREQUENCY

No previous discharge-frequency relationships have been developed
for the Allenville site, but reference b. contains a discharge-frequency
curve for Painted Rock Dam inflows. Based on the relationship between
SPF just below the confluence of the Salt and Gila Rivers and SPF at
Painted Rock Dam, the Painted Rock frequency curve was adjusted to the
Allenville site. The resulting discharge-frequency curve for Allenville,
Arizona is presented in Plate 2, and a table of n-year discharges is
given in Table 3.
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TABLE B-3

DISCHARGE-FREQUENCY RESULTS FOR GILA RIVER AT ALLENVILLE

RETURN PERIOD PEAK DISCHARGE, CFS

500-Year 330,000
200-Year 260,000

: 100-Year 215,000
50-Year 160,000
20-Year 100,000

~ 10-Year 63,000
5-Year 31,000
2-Year 5,000

Values are taken from the Discharge-Frequency Curve for Allenville,Arizona (Plate 2, this report). These results are based on the Discharge­Frequency Curve for Painted Rock presented in reference b., and adjustedto the Allenville site as discussed in paragraph 7 of this appendix.
The results of the adopted curve for Allenville are similar to thosein the Toups Flood Insurance Study (references c. d. and e.)and those inthe Arizona Department of Transportation Report (reference f) for valuesexceeding the 0.05 probability flood.

The results of ongoing Salt-Gila hydrology study are expected to beabout the same or a little higher than the adopted discharge-frequencyvalues for Allenville for flows greater than or equal to the 20-yearflood.

HYDRAULIC DESIGN

Since the entire Salt-Gila hydrology is not complete, the structuralalternatives presented in this study are based upon the overflow boundariesprovided for the Flood Insurance StUdy (reference c,). These dischargesof 200,000 cfs and 320,000 cfs for the 100-year and SPF floods respectivelyare, if anything, below those expected for the given frequencies. Astructural alternative designed on these data would have a smaller costand therefore a larger benefit to cost ratio. Structural alternativesdesigned for this stUdy proved to be not economically justified. Hadeither of these alternatives been marginally justified, the updatedhydrology and corresponding hydraulics would have had to be examined. Suchan examination could only have increased the costs with little or no in­crease in benefits. It also would have corrected the anomaly of theSPF/100-year flood overflows and the smaller Q yet larger overflows ofthe recent historic events. There is an apparent discrepancy at Section81.59 on Plate 3, where the recent historic overflow exceeded the SPFboundary.

The rectification of this variance would have resulted in an increasein the height of the levee several feet from station 10+00 to 55+00 andprobably would have increased its length as well.
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SELECTED PLAN DESCRIPTION

The selected plan calls for the permanent relocation of Allenville
out of the Gila River floodplain, and the construction of a new community
on land obtained from the Land Trust of the Arizona State Land Depart­
ment. This 60-acre tract near the intersection of 1-10 and Palo Verde
Road is approximately eight miles northwest of Buckeye. Construction
would begin in September 1980, with completion of the project in June
1981.

The State Division of Emergency Services has contracted an archi­
tect-engineer firm which has completed preliminary designs and cost
estimates. The new community will consist of twenty single-family dwell­
ings, ranging from one to four bedrooms on lots of either one acre or
approximately one-third acre. The new homes are to be comparable to
those now located in Allenville, but will meet HUD standards for safety,
decency, and sanitation.

All homes are to be totally electric. An investigation was made
into the possibility of using either natural gas or propane for the
project, but natural gas was not available at the site, and operational
expenses for all electric utilities were determined to be less than for
propane. Local power and telephone companies have provided input into
designs for utility service to the community.

Current designs also include facilities for twenty mobile home lots.
The mobile homes are intended to serve as a means to allow renters from
Allenville to remain with the community. These renters do not, for the
most part, have the financial resources to obtain standard housing. The
State Division of Emergency Services, therefore, intends to make the HUD
obtained temporary housing units available on a sliding price scale (at a
very nominal amount) to these displacees.

Also included in the relocation plan are a County park and a com­
munity center. Design of these facilities was based on replacement of
features and square footage of existing items in Allenville. Locations
for two churches, a Masonic Lodge hall, and a commercial concern are
planned, but these structures will not be built by the Corps.

The following sections present discussions of the drainage, water
quantity and quality, wastewater disposal, foundations and materials, as
well as preliminary design and cost data for major features of the new
community.

DRAINAGE

A flood insurance study was performed recently by the Corps of
Engineers and Harris-Toups Associates on the relocation site. Based on
this study and further on-site analysis, it has been determined that the
proposed relocation site would not be subject to flooding in the event of
a 100-year flood. Much of the flood flow in this region is unconfined
and moves downslope from north to south as sheet flow. Sheet flow in
this region is considerably less than one foot deep because the wide
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expanse of flow prevents water from building up to greater depths, except
in depressions and where water ponds behind dikes, canals, and road fills.

The site is located about 1,200 feet directly south of the Soil
Conservation Service detention dike. This dike is about 20 feet above
existing ground and is 16 miles long. It will prevent any flood flows
from inundating the site from the north. Since the ground slopes toward
the south in this area, water will pond on the north side of the dike
during a flooding situation.

The design concept for drainage excludes offsite runoff from entering
the proposed development. The location of the site immediately below the
Soil Conservation Service detention dike results in a relatively small
contributing offsite drainage area (70 acres) with a runoff rate of 165
cfs for the 100-year storm, all of which can be intercepted and carried.
in normal roadside drainage facilities.

Onsite drainage was analyzed by dividing the subdivision into eight
discharge sub-areas and using the rational method. It is basically
carried in the streets of the development and discharged to the south
into existing drainage patterns. A retention basin with a minimum
capacity of 202,000 cubic feet constructed in the park will retain the
increased runoff as a result of the development (28 cfs), which would
occur from a 100-year, two-hour storm. The runoff would then be dis­
charged slowly after the storm is over.

Structures built on the site will be elevated at least one foot
above adjacent ground or top of ~urb, whichever is higher, to account for
local runoff. It is important that the site development also have a
proper drainage system that can account for all local runoff. Finally,
the site is to be developed in a manner such that proper access to Inter­
state 10 is provided in the event of an extreme flooding condition.

WATER SOURCES

Presently there is no potable water available directly to the Allen­
ville relocation site. However, within the cultivated area east of the
proposed development site, there are several irrigation wells, the
closest of which is approximately 650 feet from the site's northeast
corner. Water quality and quantity of this, as well as other irrigation
wells, was tested in January 1979 by the Arizona Department of Health
Services. These tests showed the well produces water which would meet
the minimum standards for drinking. The water quality of the other wells
tested deteriorated rapidly as their location moved south toward the Gila
River. During heavy irrigation pumping it would be possible for the
wells at the north end of the property to draw poor quality water from
the south into their cone of influence.

The land on which these wells are located is leased t,·om the State.
The well equipment is owned and operated by the lesJee and is set up for
irrigation purposes.
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Test results are included as Annex A to this appendix.

An existing well used for domestic water is located at the Buckeye
Municipal Airport which is approximately one-ha1f-mi1e south of the A11en­
ville relocation site. The well was drilled during the establishment of
the Luke Auxiliary Airfield and very little is known of its actual con­
struction. Presently, it produces less than 20 gpm and serves the air­
port employees and visitors.

A sample of water from this well was tested by Arizona Testing
Laboratory. The test results indicate that it would meet minimum drink­
ing water standards.

There are two water companies with franchised areas in the vicinity
of the A11envi11e relocation site, West Phoenix Water Company and Garcia
Water Company.

The West Phoenix Water Company has a water franchise for Section 21,
T1N, R4W, which is directly south of the Allenville site. A conversation
with John Mih1ik, manager of the water company, however, indicated that
there is no developed water source or any service facilities in this
area. The closest West Phoenix Water Company source of water supply is
approximately three miles northwest of the Al1envil1e relocation site.
Utilization of this water supply would require the installation of approx­
imately 16,000 feet of water main, including a bored crossing of Interstate
10. The preliminary estimated cost for this installation is $240,000.

The Garcia Water Company has a franchised water area approximately
one and one-half miles north of the Allenvil1e relocation site. Efforts
to contact the Garcia Water Company have been unsuccessful. However,
conversations with officials of the Maricopa County Health Department have
indicated that the Garcia Water Company facilities are relatively small
domestic wells serving a couple of developments in the franchise area.

Again, utilization of this water source would require the installa­
tion of approximately 8,000 feet of water main including a bored crossing
of Interstate 10. The preliminary estimated cost for this installation
is $180,000 ..

Conversation with Leroy Gates, Public Utilities Director for the
Town of Buckeye, indicated that there has been some interest in the
development of a portion of the airport property into an industrial park
which would have water supplied by Buckeye. Mr. Gates, however, felt that
such development is a minimum of three to four years away.

It is recommended therefore that a water supply system be developed
on the A11enville relocation site. This plan has several advantages over
the connection to or use of existing facilities. It would not require
any offsite water main construction. All required facilities would be
within the Allenville site. In addition, the well would be used basically
for domestic uses. The pumping rates and water volume would be small
compared to that required for irrigation and therefore the possibility of
contamination with poorer quality waters would be greatly reduced.
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The cost of this water supply system is substantially less than the
possible extension of existing water mains. The installation of a new
well and pump represents a cost increase over using the existing irriga­
tion well as a water supply. However, it is felt that this cost increase
is offset when viewed against water quality and the possible conflict in
water usage.

The water supply system would be operated and maintained by a board
of directors consisting of Allenville residents. The Allenville Water
Company Inc. had similar responsibilities for the well and distribution
system in the flood devastated community.

The cost of the well, including well pump, storage tank and other
required equipment is estimated at $117,500. Plates C-3 and C-4 depict
the system and Table C-l details the costs.

WELL DESIGN

Presently, an adequate supply of good quality water is available at
a depth of about 200 feet. However, it is proposed to drill the new well
to a greater depth than existing wells in the area. Within the entire
Salt River Valley, the water table has been steadily declilling as a
result of groundwater pumping. Although new laws and management
practices are expected to slow the rate of depletion, extra depth is
advisable to insure an adequate ~upply in the future. The actual depth
of the well will be determined by a test hole sampling program, to insure
that an adequate supply and quality of water can be obtained.

Cost estimates are based upon a 500-foot well. The estimated in­
crease in the cost of the well would be up to $30,000 for an additional
500 feet. This cost is small compared to the cost of redrilling the
well in 10 to 15 years.

SUPPLY AND STORAGE

The supply and storage system should consist of the following items:

1. Well with 100 gpm pump.
2. Float system.
3. 100,000-gallon storage reservoir.
4. 1,000-gallon hydropneumatic tank.
5. 250 gpm pump (fire flow).
6. Flow meters.

The water demand is based on a total of 55 lots. Based on five
persons per lot and a consumption of 125 gallons per capita per day, the
total deaily demand is:

125 x 5 x 55 = 34,375 gallons
Fire flow is 250 gallons per minute for t~.o hours:
250 gal/min x 60 min/hr x 2 hr =30,000 gallons
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Therefore, the total storage required would be 64,375 gallons
(34,375 + 30,000). We recommend a 100,000-gallon storage capacity to
insure water supply, should the deep well pump need repairs. The
100,000 gallon capacity would contain a two-day supply, plus the re­
quired fire flow.

The normal supply is from the well to the tank, through the 60-gpm
pump, and then into the hydropneumatic tank, to the distribution system.
The 250 gpm pump is used only for fire flow. When the demand is greater
than the hydropneumatic tank is capable of handling, the 250-gpm will be
used to supply the system. The reason for the separate pump for the
fire flow is that the hydropneumatic system will not handle the flow,
and with the fire flow demand there is the possibility the system can be
contaminated.

The well pump will be turned off and on by use of a two-ball float
system. The lower float will turn the pump on when the water in the tank
reaches a specified elevation. Before the water level gets to the over­
flow elevation, the upper float will be used to turn the pump off.

COST ESTIMATES

The following is a preliminary cost estimate for the well, tanks,
pumps, piping, and other equipment. This estimate does not include the
distribution system.

TABLE C-l

WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM COSTS

ITEM

l.
2.*
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY

Well 1
100,000-gallon storage tank 1
1,000-gallon hydro. tank 1
Gate valve 10
Check valve 4
250 gpm pump 1
100 gpm pump (well) 1
60 gpm pump 2
Piping 1

UNIT COST

LS
LS
LS
500 ea.
700 ea.
3,000 ea.
10,000
1,500 ea
LS

TOTAL COST

$ 32,500
40,000
1,200
5,000
2,800
3,000

10,000
3,000

20,000

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $117,500

*75,000-gallon tank = $33,000

The difference in costs for a 100,000-gallon storage tank, compared
to a 75,000 gallon storage tank, is approximately $7,000. Therefore,
for the added protection, the 100,OOO-gallon storage tank should be
constructed.
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The inline pump system would cost approximately $2,000 more than
the system with the hydropneumatic tank and the hydropneumatic tank has
lower maintenance costs. The inline pump system, therefore, is not
economical.

WASTEWATER DISPOSAL

Presently there are no existing public or private wastewater disposal
facilities serving the area of the proposed development. Therefore, it
will be necessary to provide a complete onsite wastewater disposal system
to serve the development's needs.

The two possible methods of wastewater disposal include the indivi­
dual sewage treatment and disposal system and a community sewage system
including a collection system, central sewage treatment plant, and
effluent disposal.

Individual Sewage Treatment Systems

The individual sewage treatment system would include a septic tank
and a subsurface wastewater disposal field for each lot. The size of
the septic tank and disposal field would be determined by the number of
bedrooms in the residence served and by the percolation rate of the
soil in which the system is to be constructed. Preliminary reports on
the percolation rate at the proposed Al1envi11e relocation site indicates
a weighted average rate of 13 minutes per inch. The effluent application
rate for this percolation rate, determined from the Maricopa County
Health Code, Chapter II, Section 8, RegUlation 13, is 1.30 gal. per
square foot, or 190 square feet per bedroom. Therefore, the total ab­
sorption area required is as follows:

Two-bedroom residence
Three-bedroom residence
Four-bedroom residence

380 Sq. ft.
570 Sq. ft.
760 Sq. ft.

The minimum size of septic tank to be used for each system is as
follows:

One three-bedroom residence ­
Four-bedroom residence

960 gal.
1,200 gal.

Community Sewage System

The community sewage system would collect and carry the development1s
wastewater to a central point for treatment and disposal. The anticipated
site for the treatment plant and disposal pond is in the southeast corner
of the development.

The collection system would consist of 8-in. sewer plpe with 4-in.
service connections for each lot.
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The treatment plant would have a capacity of 30,000 gallons and
incorporate a lift station at the inlet. The ~ffluent from the.pla~t

would be discharged into a holding pond approxlmately one acre ln Slze
and allowed to percolate and evaporate.

TABLE C-2

SEWAGE SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES

Individual Sewage Treatment:
.'

55 Residential Lots
1 Community Center

56 Connections

@$2,000
@ 2,500
@ 100

= $11°,000
= 2,500
= 5,600

Community Sewage System:

Collection System

Total $118,100

5,000 L. F. - 8 11 Pi pe
16 Manholes
60 411 Connections

@ $ 11
@ 1,000
@ 350

= $ 55,000
= 16,000
= 21,000

Treatment and Disposal

Lift Station
30,000-gal. Treatment Plant
l-acre Disposal Pond

=

=
=

15,000
45,000
5,000

Total $157,000

Summary

Comparison of the individual disposal system with a community system
indicates several advantages for the individual system. Some of these
advantages are: 1) no complex collection network, 2) no additional land
use requirements, and 3) a considerable cost savings for the installation
of the individual systems. The most significant advantage of the indivi­
dual system, however, is in the area of operation and maintenance. The
septic tank and subsurface disposal systems will function efficiently for
years with little or no maintenance. Maintenance cost would be borne by
the individual lot owners as needed. On the other hand, the community
system will require a continuing operation and maintenance program to
keep the plant and its appurtenances operating efficiently. Furthermore,
costs for electric power to operate the plant and the necessary chemicals
and major replacem~nt parts will significantly increase operations cost
of the community system. !tis estimated that the cost for operation and
maintenance of the community system would result in a monthly user charge
of $ 20 - $25.
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Based on this analysis individual septic tanks and subsurface
disposal fields will be installed to provide wastewater disposal for
each resident as well as social and commercial facilities.

FOUNDATION AND MATERIALS

Site Conditions

The site is essentially level and contains a moderate growth of
creosote brush, other desert vegetation and paloverde trees. There are
no deeply incised drainages on the site; runoff apparently takes the
form of sheet flow in a southerly direction away from the White Tank
Mountains. No evidence of prior construction or of manmade fill was
observed on the site. The site has not been cultivated, as has property
immediately to the east.

Subsurface Exploration

Fifteen exploratory borings were drilled to a depth of 16 feet below
existing grade. Borings were advanced using a 6-5/8-inch diameter hollow­
stem auger. Standard penetration testing was performed at selected
intervals in the borings.

Laboratory Analysis

Moisture content determinations were made on selected tube samples
recovered. The results of these tests are shown on the boring logs.
Grain-size analysis and Atterberg Limits tests were performed on selected
samples.

Soil Profile

As indicated by the exploratory borings, the subsoils may be des­
cribed as a two-layer profile. From the surface to a depth of about 18
inches below existing grade, the soils are primarily silty sand of very
low plasticity. These soils do not exhibit lime cementation and are
generally soft. Exposures in backhoe trenches suggest that these
surficial soils were deposited by sheet flow in the recent geologic past.

Beneath the surface layer is a well-developed profile of cemented
desert alluvium. These subsoils consist primarily of silty and clayey
sand with varying amounts of gravel. The'soils are lime cemented to
degrees varying from moderate to very strong and are mostly firm to hard
in their condition of low density.

Soil Moisture &Groundwater Conditions

No free groundwater was encountered in the borings. Soil moisture
contents were very low throughout.

C-8
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Analysis of Results

The near surface soils at the site are soft and moisture sensitive
and are not considered suitable for foundation support even if very low
bearing pressures were used. Cemented soils below about 18 inches are
firm and will provide excellent support for shallow spread-type founda­
tions, provided careful site drainage and moisture protection measures
are utilized to prevent saturation of subsoils beneath footings.

Shallow Spread-Type Footings

Vertical Loads

. Recommendations given in this section apply to footings bearing on
native soils at least 18 inches below existing grade. Should final
grading plans involve raising of finished floor a significant height
above existing grade, two options are available. Conventional spread­
type footings utilizing deeper stem walls may be used so that the base
of footings is in contact with the firmer soils. As an alternative,
the soft surficial soils may be overexcavated to a depth of 18.0 inches
below existing grade and recompacted.

A safe soil bearing pressure of 1,500 psf is recommended for foot­
ings designed in the above manner. This value applies to both dead plus
live loads and may be safely increased by one-third for total loads in­
cluding wind or seismic forces. Minimum recommended depth of footings
is 1.5 feet below lowest adjacent finished grade.

Two feet and 1.33 feet are the minimum recommended widths of square
and continuous footings, respectively.

Lateral Loads

Passive soil resistance against edges of footings, stem walls, etc.,
with properly compacted backfill should be considered as being equal to
the forces exerted by a fluid of 350 pounds per cubic foot unit weight.
A coefficient of friction of 0.40 is recommended for computing lateral
resistance between the bases of footings and slabs and the soil in
analyzing lateral loads.

Estimated Settlements

It is estimated that settlements of footings and slabs designed in
accordance with the above recommendations will not exceed one-half inch
for the soil moisture contents encountered in the native soils during
test drilling, or compaction moisture contents in the case of fills. It
is expected that, in most cases, settlements for these moisture contents
will be less than one-quarter inch. Moisture increases in the supporting
soils would increase settlements somewhat.
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Site Grading

All vegetation and debris should be removed from areas where build­
ings, exterior slabs, or pavements are to be placed. Where additional
fill is required, the upper six inches of native soil to receive" fill "as
well as the upper six inches of cut surfaces, should be scarified, brought
to within 2 percent of optimum moisture content and compacted to at least
95 percent of maximum dry density as determined by ASTM 0698.

Structura1 Fi 11

All fill required to bring the site up to subgrade elevation should
be free of vegetation, debris, and other deleterious material, and should
contain no particles larger than six inches in diameter.

The plasticity index of the fraction passing the no. 40 sieve as
determined by ASTM 0423 and 0424 should not exceed 15. It appears that
nearly all of the surficial soils at the site meet this criterion.

All structural fill for footing and slab support, including backfill,
should be compacted to within 2 percent of optimum moisture content and
to at least 95 percent of maximum dry density as determined by ASTM 0698.

Granular Base

Granular base, where used, should meet the following grading require­
ments as determined by ASTM 0422.

Sieve Size

(Square Openings)

1-1/8 inch
1/4 inch
no. 200

Percent Passing

by Weight

100
38-70
0-12

The plasticity index of the material passing the no. 40 sieve should
be no more than 5 when tested by ASTM 0423 and 0424. The coarse aggregate
should have a percent of wear, when subjected to the Los Angeles abrasion
test (ASTM C131), no greater than 45.

All granular base should be compacted to at least 95 percent of maxi­
mum dry density as determined by ASTM 0698.

Slab Support

Where structural fill is maintained at or below the compaction
moisture content it will afford as firm or firmer slab support as would
be provided with the granular base course. Thus, the use ui granular
base is not necessary for structural support of slaLs. However, granu­
lar base may provide a more desirable working surface, minimizing
capillary rise of moisture to slabs and aid in the proper curing of
concrete. If its use is designed for these purposes, a four-inch course
of material meeting the requirements given above is recommended.

C-lO
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Moisture Protection of Slabs

Granular base would tend to act as a capillary barrier to moisture,
but would not provide a positive barrier against the rise of moisture to
slabs. If the moisture sensitivity of floor coverings is considered
critical, an, impervious membrane vapor barrier should be placed beneath
the floo~slabs.

Percolating Testing

In order to provide criteria for the design of individual sewage
disposal systems, nine in-site percolation tests were performed according
to criteria outlined in Arizona Department of Health Services Engineering
BUlletin.No. 12 (May 1976).

A,tabular listing of the percolation test values is included in
Table C-3. Locations of the test pits and test boring locations are
shown on the site plan, Figure C-l.

TABLE C-3

RESULTS OF PERCOLATION TESTING

. Steady State Percolation Rate
Test Pit No. (minutes/inch)

1 13
2 13
3 12
4 6
5 5
6 9
7 4.
8 13
9 14.

As indicated by the results, essentially steady state values ranging
from 4 to 14 minutes per inch were recorded.

Pavements

Pavement Design Analysis

Pavement design analysis was made for the on-site paving based on
grain-size analysis and Atterberg Limits test data, as well as current
Arizona Department of Transportation structural number methods, which
have been sanctioned for use by municipalities belonging to the Maricopa
Association of Governments.

Recommendations for conventional asphaltic concrete over granular
base and fyll thickness asphaltic concrete design are given below. All
recommended pavement sections are contingent upon the application of a
seal coat to the finished surface of the asphaltic concrete and a mini-
mum thickness of eight inches of compacted subgrade. .

, ,
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The foll owi ng conventional asphaltic concrete over granular base
pavement structure is recommended:

Asphaltic Granular
Area Concrete Base

Passenger Car parking
and traffic lanes 2 inches 4 inches

Full Thickness Asphaltic Concrete

The following full thickness asphaltic concrete section is recom­
mended:

Area

Passenger car parking

AsphaHi c
Concrete

3 inches

Materials Quality &Construction Requirements

Materials quality and construction requirements should conform to
the following sections of "Arizona Highway Department Standard Specifica­
tions for Road and Bridge Construction"adopted by the Arizona Department
of Transportation in February 1974.

Item

Untreated Base
Bituminous Prime Coat
Chip Seal Coat (Type I)
Asphaltic Concrete

Section(s)

302 &702(B)
402
404 &704
406 &703

Asphaltic Concrete

A type MA-3 mineral aggregate or approved alternate should be
utilized. The job mix formula will be established using the Marshall
Method of mix design, with the stability and flow bei.ng determined by
ASTM 01559. The following criteria should be used in the mix Qesign:

Number of blows on each end of specimen - 75
Stability, pounds - 1,800 minimum
Flow, units of 0.01 inch - 8 to 18 percent
Percent air voids - 3 to 5
Percent voids in mineral aggregate - 14 minimum.

· C-13



WATER QUALITY TEST RESULTS

ANNEX A

";.i

On January 24, 1979, personnel of the Water Rights Division of the
Arizona State Land Department conducted discharge-drawdown tests and
collected water samples from selected wells located near the Allenville
relocation Site (Parcel MA 6-6). In combination with this field investi­
gation, the files of the Arizona State Land Department and ·the United
States Geological Survey were examined for additional information per­
taining to the wells and groundwater conditions of Parcel MA 6-6. Also,
historic pump test records and chemical analyses were supplied by W. T.
Gladden of Gladden Farms, the lessee of the parcel. Observations concern­
ing the wells and groundwater conditions of the parcel are summarized ..
below:

WATER TABLE: Prior to conducting the discharge test the depth to
water in each of the seven wells within the parcel was measured. The
static water level measurements define a water table that is essentially
flat, the only deviation being a slight rise in elevation of the water
table at Well No.1 in the northwest corner. Depth to groundwater ranged
from 199 feet in Well No.2 at the northern end of the parcel to 156 feet
in Well No.7 at the southern end.

The lack of significant gradient in the water table implies very,
slow groundwater velocities, and hence very little natural'movement'of 'J

groundwater into or out of the parcel. In other words, natural recharge
to the parcel is relatively minor. In this type of situation,. groundwater
movement is induced mainly by the establishment of cones of depression
around pumping wells.

WELL DISCHARGES, DRAWDOWNS, AND SPECIFIC CAPACITIES: The following
are the most recent discharge, drawdown and specific capacity figures
available for the seven wells:

, \

Specific
Date of Discharge Drawdown Capacity Source of"

Well Measurement (gall ons/mi n) (ft. ) (gpm/.ft) Informa ti on

1 1-24-79 440 88.6 5.0 ASLD Test
5- -78 125(E) Arizona

)., '" \

2 Engine &
Pump Company

3 4-15-76 1000(E) 120 8.3 ASLD files
4 5-16-78 1120 AEP
5 5-16-78 848 145 5.9 AEP
6 2-77 1000 120 8.3 ASLD files
7 1-24-79 780 130 6.0 ASLD Test

(E) - Estimated

C-14
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The northernmost and southernmost wells, 1 and 7, were pumped for
one hour at which time the discharge measurements recorded above were
made. The discharge of Well No.1 was measured with a Cox Flow Meter,
while that of Well No.7 was computed by the Manning and time-flow
methods. The measurement of drawdown in Well No.7 was deterred by
cascading water in the well, necessitating the use of an earlier draw­
down measurement (130 feet in 1977) for calculating the specific capacity
of the well.

A glance at the table shows that the wells discharge from 125 to
1,120 gallons per minute. For irrigation, these productions can be
considered as ranging from very poor to moderate. The specifiy capacity
figures tabulated above are obtained by dividing the discharge (in gallons
per minute) by the drawdown (in feet). This paramenter expresses in a
general way the performance of the combined aquifer and well system - the
higher the specific capacity, the more productive the system. Specific
capacities for the seven wells rank low compared to most irrigation wells,
but probably could be increased in a newly-constructed well by installing
a well screen and a gravel pack, rather than perforating with a Mills
Knife as has previously been done.

A UIFER PARAMETERS: From the limited drawdown data collected from
the pumping wells Nos. 1 and 7) and neighboring wells, a tentative
estimate of transmissivity was made. Transmissivity is related to the
permeability of an aquifer - that is, the ease with which groundwater
moves through the aquifer materials. The transmissivity calculated for
this area is about 15,000 gallons per day per foot, which agrees with
empirically derived values based on specific capacities. This figure is
comparable to transmissivities found in similar lands located near the
mountain front, but is very low when compared with basinward transmis­
sivities.

As expected, the storage coefficient obtained over such a short
period is very small, on the order of 10-4.

WATER ~UALITY: The chemical quality of groundwater beneath Gila
River land as long been known to improve with increasing distance from
the river. Away from the river, near the relatively impermeable mountain
blocks, wells pump good quality groundwater, which had originally perco­
lated into the coarse alluvial materials as runoff during intense storms.
Closer to the Gila River', wells pump increasingly greater proportions of
the much more saline water that originally reached the groundwater system
by recharging into the Gila River channel. This change in water quality,
from mountain front to Gila River channel, is dramatically exemplified in
water samples taken from the wells of Parcel MA 6-6.

For the pumping wells (1 and 7), water samples were collected 10,
20, and 60 minutes after pumping began. A water sample was also collected
from Well No.5, which is periodically pumped for domestic use. In
addition, Mr. Gladden supplied chemical analyses from Wells 1 and 2,
collected during the 1973 irrigation season. These analyses are tabulated
at Inclosure 1.
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SUMMARY OF CHEMICAL ANALYSES OF PARCEL MA 6-6 WELLS

.- Time Specif-
INCLOSURE 1

Since ic Con- Hard- Bi-
. Well Loca- Date Time Pump- duc- Resi- pH ness Cal- Magne- Sodi- Iron Car- car- Chlo- Ni- Sul- Fluo- Chro- Arsenic.

No. tion Sam- ing tance due (as cium sium urn bon- bon- ride trate phate ride mium
pled Began (umhos/ (TDS) CaCo3) ate ate

(min) cm)
64 0.05 0 144 65 8 88 0.66 0.01 (0.01

1 B(1-4) 6/1/73 1550 555 358 8.3 166 46 12
16 baa 46 2.27 0 129 13 7 42 0.86 0.01 (0.005

1/24/79 1137 5 345 158 52 16 5

1/24/79 1202 30 (Incorrect analysis - lab error) 46 0.05 0 137 14 8 35 0.89 0.01 0.007

1/24/79 1232 60 400 182 7.9 50 17 5 55 0.01 0 139 14 9.9 41 0.8 0.01 (0.01

**1/24/79 1232 60 410 230 7.8 52 13 4.7 50.6 0.01 13.2 20 0.01

2 B(1-4) 7/30/73 176 7.8 60 17 4.3
16 aba 158 0.2 0 88 444 58.5 195 0.6 0.01 (0.01

5 B(1-4) **1/24/79 1100 1960 1140 7.6 600 148 56
16 dba 750 7.8 0 144 1040 150 2050 0.70 0.01 0.27

7 B(1-4) 1/24/79 0953 5 6100 4558 7.5 1940 464 200
16 dcd

1/24/79 1023 30 (Incorrect analysis - lab error) 740 1.57 0 141 1100 152 1900 0.73 0.01 0.026

1/24/79 1053 60 4622 7.3 1950 472 180 770 0.9 0 146 1140 157.5 2050 0.6 0.01 <0.01

1/24/79 1053 60 7100 4800 7.4 2010 460 209

~ ,

r'

* Alkalinity assumed to be caused only by carbonate and bicarbonate. Computed from phcnothalein and methyl purple endpoints.

** Analysis by Arizona Testing Lab. All other analyses by Department of Health ~erviccs.

NOTES: 1. Concentrations of copper, manganese, zinc, arsenic, silver, cadmium, lead, ~jcleniur.l, mercury, and barium are below detection limits.

2. All constituent concentrations are in milligrams per liter.
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Well No.1, the furthest from the Gila River, pumps water very
suitable for domestic use. The only objectionable characteristic is
that the water is classified as IIhard,1I but this is typical of ground­
water pumped from alluvial basins in the Southwest. Well No.5, located
south of Well No.1 and slightly closer to the Gila River, shows a
threefold increase in Total Dissolved Solids compared to Well No.1, and
a nitrate concentration that exceeds the rejection limit for· a domestic
supply under the state drinking water standards. Well No.7, the most
southerly of the Parcel MA 6-6 wells, contains more than 13 times the
dissolved solids of Well No.1, with concentrations of chloride, nitrate,
and sulphate greater than limits specified for domestic use. No excess
concentrations of fluoride or trace metals were measured in any of these
samples.

The samples taken during the 1973 pumping season are significant
because they indicate that after a period of continuous pumping, even
Wells 1 and 2 will begin to draw water having some characteristics of the
saline water to the south. It is suggested that during the pumping season,
after the cones of depression of Wells 1 and 2 move out far enough and
stab1ilize, the saline groundwater to the south begins to move northward
downgradient into the cones of depression, eventually reaching the well
and mixing with water from the reservoir of good quality water surrounding
the well. If one of the northern wells is to be used for domestic use,
it follows that irrigation pumpage at this end should not be of such
magnitude as to draw in excessive quantities of the poorer quality ground­
water to the south.

As a final note, calculation of the Calcium Carbonate Saturation
Index for the samples indicates that there should be no tendency for
scaling and calcium carbonate deposition in the well and delivery pipes.

,
-----
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ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

COST SUMMARY

Building Costs

Housing 1 Br (3)
2 Br (5)
3 Br (5)
4 Br (6)

Community Building

Park
Landscaping
Ramadas

Total Buildings and Park

Total Site and Utilities

Sub Total

Contingencies (10%)

Supervision and Administration (5%)

TOTAL

C-18

$103,800
192,000
229,500
327,000

216,000

206,300
40,000

$1,316,000

$1,H,6,000

$2,462 ,000

$246,000

$135,000

$2,843,000



:

.,

BASIS FOR COST ESTIMATES

The detailed estimate of first cost is given in the attached data.
The prices shown are those expected from a prudent contractor bidding the
work in July 1980, and are based on a 240-day construction schedule.
Prices for site and utility work were obtained from recent (December 1979)
contractor conditions on a similar subdivision project in Maricopa County
and on supportive data from several area contractors. Prices on building
construction are based on a similar 50-unit housing project for Whiteriver,
Arizona bid November 1979 and on quotes from various suppliers, particu­
larly for such items of equipment as are included for the park. Community
bUilding estimates were also supplemented by actual bid data from a
recent similar project at Ft. McDowell, Arizona. Prices take into con­
sideration the ready availability of asphalt and concrete materials at
Avondale (Agua Fria River), approximately 20 miles away.
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CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
DATI( ""I:"A"I:O

I,"I;IT 1 0,42
PROJICT aASIS '0" IIT••AT.•

ALLENVILLE CCM-1UNITY DEVliLOPt-ENT . a c:OO& .. (If- tIe.,,,. -'_~
LOCATION

G coo•• (I.....",."' "'.'6IJ
ALLENVILLE, ARIZQ\lA a C:OD& C ,,,...., ct..1..)

AacMtTICT INGINI." 0o,..... (5,..")
NUMKENA ASSOCIATES -

I»"AW'NO NO. £STUIIIIATOtt CNICKEO 8Y

DEREMIAH
QUANTITY LAIIO" .A"I"'Al.

5UlIIIIlIIIIA"Y NO. V ..'T ..... ..... TOTAL--
UNITS ........ UM.T TOTAL

UM'T
TOTAL COlT

HOUSING - I BE DROOM l ~IT PLAN A

1. EARTIlWORK
~..-

a. Machine Excavation 10 CY 5.00 50.00 12.00 120.00 170.00-.-
b. Hand Excavation 1 Cy 28.75 28.75 - 28.75.__. ,--._--
c. Backfill 10 ...~y 6.50 65.00 5.00 50.00 115.00

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

d. Cap. Water Barrier 13 Cy 11 •.00 143.00. 12.00 . 156.00 299.00

e. Fine Grade ~O,OoO SF ·.01 100.00 :.01 'tOO.OO 200.00
, .

• •,0,;'

---~-

_._--
,

2. PORt-lVORK .._-. -- _.-------------_.- ,
a. Footing (T,!rn.~O'.'~]._. 180 SF 1'.00 180.00 .. .75 135.00 315.00

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

b. Column 20 SF 1.50 30.00 ~ 75 15.00 45.00-----_._-~--- f-- --

--- r--- .•

3. CONCRETE
-. .- ..... - --'.'

a. Footings 8 .S:.'( ~?0.00 400.00 62.00 496.00 896.00._._- .._.•._-.

b. Slab on Grade 13 CY 50.00 650.00 62.00 806.00 1456.00-- _..- - ... ---_._.- _.- --t-

c ('n 1 limn .5 CY 65.00 32.50 62'.00 31.00 63.50
'--'---

d. Joints -------- . _P.- --- ~-
(1) Constr. II. 24 LF .20 4.80 .40 '9.60 14.40.- ---_. '- --- - _..

c. Finish
._----- -- r-----'--' ~.

(1) Float 292 f- SF .12 35.04. .05 14.60 49.64- ._-----_... -~- ..... --- --_... -
(2) Steel Trowel 728 SF .IS 131;04 .05 36.40 167.44

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

f. Cure and Protc\:t >-.~Q.~ SF .06 61.20 ~06 61.20 122.40.. .-._._-- k

___ __• __·r_ . - _.. - ~...-. _._-.
4. Rf INFORCING .. ---.._- ........- --

.__._-...- ..-.-_. .,

a Mesh 290 SF .Oc 26.10 .08 23.20 49.30_.- .- ._--" -.... - ~- - . -..-
b. Bar 350 /,8 . • 3~ 112.00 .26 . 91.00 203.00

__~., ...._____ M'_ .. .. - . .. ._- .,.;..-_._.
" ~ -'

.' 1" L'~-':" '. , .. ~...-"I'-"'-·1.~ I '. .' .' ~'\ IV ......" ••

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

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

'. :..., . ~":" I

..
(fOG PH.

I AUG,.



CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

TOT ...
COST

0 .. 42

M.Tll'''AL

o coDa. ,. /Jk ••,., -,.,.,",

o coo•• (P~,.,.....q ..,~
a coDe c (,1ft., tie.,,.)

o Of"." (""d~)

"./11
\,INIT

1'
1: ST 'M'\ T 0lIl

DEREMIAH
QU"'NTITY

NO. UN'T ..."
UNITI ....... UotlT

__ . • ••_. IU .... "'''Y

DIII ••INO NO.

.IIIC..ITllCT llNG'''llll''

NUMKF..NA ASSOCIATES

,-OCATION

ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA

rnOJllCT

ALLENV ILLE COr+fUNITY OEVELOPMENT

1 -:....:.I1~OU:::.:S:..:;I;.;..;N...;:.G_--,=1 BEDRO( M UNIT - PI AN A

:

.'

~::
1518.00 . -,.

~f'.
689.00 ' "~1~

, '.

2589.40
''')'''
fl.
;"t..'

75.60 .'
,\

247.00

2100.00

345.00

621. 00

690.00

1932.00

48.00

96.00 " ........

180.00

56.00

660.00.50

98.00 1372 .00

3.00- 24.00

2.00 48.00
,

45.00 135.00

1.50 24.00

858.00

.30 363.00 .27 326.70

.90 963.00
..

1.52 1626.40

.75 40.50 .65 35.10

.30 114.00 .35 1.33.00

_. 'I.

._.

5. ROUGII CARPENTRY
_. _____4_ ._._~_._. .

a. Framing 1320 BF .65'

b. Sheathing .__.- .._--_.-
I--__-'(:.....l.~)_y1ywood__.•._. .... .}.? ~9_ .. .-iF.+-_-+ -+ +-_.-..;;;........_-+__;...-.__~

c Trusses .....____!9J~ -~f.t-...;.;;_4t_-..::...;;...;;~~_i~.;;..;;..~-....;;;.;;..;;;.;~.~_+-~..:..:.~~-_I

d. Wood Beams 54 SF
....-.-:;."--~;;;..;;;.-=-"-="-=-----_..--.-.- ~._--r-- ..t---t------.---t-----t--------+-------I

e. Hard'" d So t.f.t~ts.. "__ .~~g.._t_-....s~....F·t----;t-~------t----+----:. .......--+_-----_I

6. MJ L LWOHK--._ _ _ -... . _ _. _..- ._---.---t---t---'----+-------I
a. Exterior Siding 1400 SF .72 1008.00 .78 1092.00

.-.----- -. -._- +---t------t--~t_.....:;~~.,-.;...~f_-=-~;:...:...:....--_f

b btctior Trim _ ..19JL>-.J_·I-i:1-- 6;o:.:1_5"-t-._ 19....,'5~0~0~+-....:.u:5~0-~1~5;.:;:;O~.~00:::....-_+_-~~~___1

c Uoo}::.Lan!.Lt.rllm~~!5... .__ ._ ... ..__ .

..-__......(..&l)~...L&L __lJ~.. ~ pHI __. 3.. EA 6_0_•.0_0_t-__l.8_0_._00....· -i_l_47,;...;.;....0-t-C__4_4_1._0_0-+ -I

J--__ (_2)-!.~.t_._~~_.)(.(/l). . _._~_r-...E~ 6'-'8_.0.;...;.O+.__~_'_40_.;....0...;.O_-""_t_7:..::0~~010t_-..;.,3S;;..O~.;,.;.0.:.0-_+--=-~:....:..:..-~
d. Cabinets

1-------- --- - .
7. MASONRY

.._--------_ -.
. "- ..""._-.-- -"-". -~-------~t--_i~----_1i-------~

NONE.. ....- ..--- .. - -..+----+---------;----t-------f-------I
1--------_......_--- ..._.....

8. STRUC'TURAL STEEL
.. - ...... -........._-_... -'--'-'-'--.,+----+--------f--..-----

NONE ---. -.---.-+------+---------- ._--------1
----....._----'----- ---------+-_.__...-

........... -_......._....._- -'--- ------_._+-_._- -----
- ..... .....-....- .-.------.,..~.-.-_t_---....---t_----.-~

,so



"
.• 1

I,'" 1

'·~1'.~.,;~.

o COOl: A (If_ .1••1.,. _'•...0

o COOl: • (~..,_'"_", •••.,.)

(ilCOOI: C (,......, " ••,.,.)

o OTM." (S,..cffpJ

CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE
IPAOJaCT

ALLENVILLE CO~ITY lJ[V!:LOPMENT
LOCATION -------------~

ALLENV I LLE , ARI ZONA
A..CMITECT ENO,".It..

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES

11"I:ET 3

e"slS 'Oft ESTIMATE

0' 42

........:....

.'.
I.

"

DflAW.NO NO. ~STlfllATOIt

DEREMIAH
eMaeKED e.,

, .
•

~QU"NTITY "'..-0" IIATIt.UAL

--- .. -. ___. ~Ufllfll""Y NO. u .. ,T lOa.. ..,.. TOTAL

UH'Ta ~..... UN'"
TOT A\.

UN'T
TOTAL COST

HOUSING - 1 BeDROOM lmIT - PLA ~ A_..._--- .....

---"
9. SHEET METAL

--'-
_.

a. flashing 80 LF .50 40.00 .65 52.00 92.00.., --~._.

b. Gutter 76 LF .60 45.60 1. 70 129.20 174.80._-_.__ ..-_. ~- ...._--- ..-
c. Downspout 40 _kF --~ 30 .00 2.70 108.00 138.00._ w ____ • _._

,·.,I

~',i, .

·'

.,

If>,
.~.

1212.50

1191. 40

....::............._ ...--=:.:..:..=t-_..:.:;..;:...:...:.:::...-+-=-:....:..::~_::..:..::..:..:=--+---.-:362 .60

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

10. ROOFING -----... _.-

a. Metal Roofing 12.5 ..5Q... 46.00 575.00 51.00 637.50_.. _-" .- ._-----
--_.__._-_. _._-- . ..~- .._~.- -'-'

11. LATH AND PLA.C;TErU NG
- .-._. - .- _._- ........ .

a. Gyp. Bd, Walls 230 Sy 2.72 625.60 2.46 565.80
.•.. _-- ..... f--.----. ~..-

b. Gyp. Rd. Ceilings 70 SY 2.72 190.40 2.46 172.20-_...-

1-----.--------... ---. -_. ... ." .-.. -..-- -.....-+------+----'---t---t_-----1~-----_f
12. TTL!: WORK NONE......_- .- .. - _ - - "'-' ---+-------+---+------~---_._--

1-----------....- ... --.-..... - ......-I---~.-------t-.-;.-t_----____1~-----_f
13 • METAL SASH1--------.--.... ._.-_. -_. - ..---~.--.r---...,f_----_+--_+-----_+------_I'

8. Single Hung 44 SF 3.4!) 153.56 5.14 226.16 379.721---------''----.- .. f-o .. -_ ..- -. ·-t--=::..;...~-.....;:::..;...::~~+....;;.~+--.:..::...::...:....;;:.~+-....:....:..:...:....:..::...-__I

b Slidin2 , . _ ....._.. 1L Sf +__3_.4..,:.9+-__5_9-..,.,....3_3-+_4_.7_6+-__8_0_._9_2-i__14_0_._2_5_-I

1----------.-.-.-- --.---- -- ...-t----+-------t_--+------t--------I
14. GLASS AND GLAZ TN<j.. - _. _.~..- _.-
'.

(incl. under ~et_ .~aslU

--- -_. .- f--.-...---+-------t-----<t_---:----1~------I

..... _..... ----.t-----t-----t---+----~~----__I

1------------- .__.. -" --. . ..... ... "'-- -- ~,--.---t_--+_-----._.-------I

~1-'-5-'-._M-'-JSC--"-._M-,E=-:T_A_LS--,-_.__. ....-~C?t'!r:._~,_.+.--+_--',--~__t_-~f_-----_1~------~
1------_._--..-.. ....

16. PAINTING
~~~..;.;;.:..:....:...:;,:..:..::=--_._._ ....

_.- .......... --
--- ~~.:...- .--.------+----~------t_-..----_I

",

a. Exterior1------_·_----_....
1 U)_J!~LSi..din¥. Trim
___ ~21 ...I.I,! ..8d Soffi_tts

.' .~_. '''-'-'- ---~--+--"--I--._._--,-+------_._--
1400 SF .. _..!..~~ _ .. -.:?~.o.OO .Of 112.00 :l2~..9_0_.._

380·~P.. _':1. 64.60 .12 45.60 110.20
,----41

150
•••• II UII' ..........tC, ._.-......

J
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•

",

COH5TRUCTWN con ESTIMATE
DATIt ""1:"1'''''0

I."~n 4 0,42
rno..aCT .... S.Js '0" ESTU.ATI:

ALLENYILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT o coot" (lfo ••1.. .......,.f~
,-OCATION o cOOt. (,.";_"'0', .,I..v

ALLE NY I LLE , ARIZONA
~coo. c (,/ft., ,,"11ft,)

A"CMIlICT ItNGINr.IUt
DOT..... n,.."tr'

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES
O"A••M. NO. I:ST ,.." To-. - . CHIClCl.D .Y

DE REMlAU ,I ••

QUANTITY ,-A.O" ""TI:.'M.'

IU_A"Y NO. UIt.T .. C" ..... TOT",--- .- COST
UN'T' ........ UH.T TOT ....

UNIT TOT A'"

HOUSING - 1 BEDR )OM UNI r - LAN A

16. PAIN'fING (cont'd)
-

b. Interior

0) Gyp 6d 2700 SF .15 405.00 .08 216.00 621.00
....-

(2l-.Qoo[s 8 E/\ 21~OO ,168.0() 7.00 56.00 224.00
._~.. -"---'- ,

,.__._- h-.......__... ,,,_0_.-
, "

11. FLOOR COVERING ---- ----,.-- ..

Vinyl SF 98.056
'"I

a. Asbe.~tO~..J'.i_UL 224 .44 .37 82,.88 181.44---_.- ......-
b. Carp.itl._..____. ,,_ ....... _ __... ,2.<L SY ._6·00 :560'.00 '8.00 480 .00 840.00.. ,

"
"

..~.__ .. _..
r----w~ . .....-_ ..

18. TIfERMAL INSULATION._------_.... -- ,............_.. .__a._.

a. Attic 728 SF ~14 101.92 .38 276.64 378.56.._...._.-----
b Walls

~-~., ---_._-_., .....- ._J:3(lQ... ..sJ:.__ .14 182.00 .15 195.00 377.00

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

19. FINISU H/\RDWAIU',
~-"'._"'-'-"

...... _. f----- ~.,...
. s. Door Hardware LS 180 180.00 .' 222 222.00 402.00.- .' _. ,._- --_. _._----- f--

b. Toi let A~ccs?_ort<,:~~.... LS 60.00 .60.00 95.00 95:.00 155.00-- .' ..
c. Toilet Com~_r!.E~':."!t 5.. rA. 100

,
180- --- - ...__ ._.-.,-

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

20. ME CHAN ICAL SYSTEMS
·_____w._ .. _._ ._.. _. "_'" _.... -_._-

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

3. Electric lIeater 1 ..LA 165 165.00 110 110.00 275.00
._----- .--_._. -. '- .. ,,_ ..

b. EV<loorativc.j';qQJ~r__. 1 £~ 290 290.00 430 430.00 720.00..._---
c. Ductwork ......_._.- _LS. 458 458,.00 458 458.00 916.00....._-----. --
d ('..Dn t'Tn 1 c:;. LS 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 120.00._- .---, .. ....- . .- ... ....._-~.. _._-.- ----~.

._-- -~ " .. .. ......... ~ - '-21. PLUMBlfIlG
.~..-_ .. -._--- _..

---~--_ . .. -- ---,...:..-.--~.._. --
8. Fixtures 4 EA 80.00 320.00 120 '480.00 800.00-_.__ . "- .._._. ._ ........ -- -----_ ..__._--f--_.- - ------o. l'~pin8 LS 1300 1300.00 1000 1000.00 2300.000 __ • ___._. ...... _. ... ------ .. ..... ---
c. Hot Water lIeater 1 EA 100 100.00 100 .,100.00 200.00,

;,

,
"

"I,.

'"',f .

•,

ISO C-23 '"
NIlVIOUI fOlnnN IlUl ¥ 111 I IV"

• e,1l ...........,lit... _lCI ._e-._
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• + !

.1. "

\'1--'-
"".-:"

: ,: ~ ;".~
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150MG
I :.uo ..

CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE
O.TII ..........110 J&Mlll[T 5 0 .. 42

PItOJUT ••s's ..0 .. UTI••TE

ALLENVILLE CQl.tfUNI TV OEVE LOPMENT
LOCAYIOII

o coal[ .. (lie:••'''' _,.,"

ALLENVILLE, ARIZOOA
o CODe • (II,.,~ ....-J

."C",YIICT .M.'NIlIl"
£ncooc c- (,..., ,,"/.-J

NlI«ENA ASSOCIATES D_OTM•• ~d"'J

OIl.WI... MO. IlST ....TOIl CMIICKIl-O .V

DE REMI AH
OU.NT'TY \,Aeo.. .AT....AL -

-- SU_AIlIT NO. UN,T .... _.UI TOT.L

u.UT. "'..... VN'T
TOTAL. YOTA.. COST

UNIT

HOUSING - 1 E DROOM UNIT - PLA ~ A
f--

---
22. ELECTRICAL SYSIEI-l

._-- ;.-.
a. Branch Circuits LS 290 290.00 200 200.00 490.00

b. Fixtures lj /)ev i L:~Ji .- LS 320 320.00 275 275.00 595.00

c Pane 1 Boa. rile; 1 FA 160 160.00 18..1i 1R,t; -00 345,00---_. .
d. Feeders NONE

,
- -.... - .. >-.--

e. Door Bell 1 EA 90.'00 90.00 60 .. 00 60.00 150.00- ~-
-.-...~-

SUB1UTAL
I

29 694.90- ---- --- --
1-----_.-~.-

OVERHEAU (1O~.) .-- ---"-
2969.49- _.- - _..._-

PROFIT (5\) 1633.22--
-- .- -- ------_. --

SUBTOTAL ---.. 34,297.61._.- _...._.. -
--------- ---

BOND (1%)
'-~_.

342.98

---- .- f------ ~-

TOTAL COST -- f-----
34,640.59

--.- --._---- f--- .• - -- - - ,

., TOTAL ROUNDED 34.700.00_.._-- -- . f----..

-_.. --- -------- ---
.8UI LDING AREA· 730 SF___ 4_. ___ ._- _...-

'---"'--"-- .. -_... -- -
PRICE PER SF: 47.53_._-

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

!

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

---- .__. .-_._' --- .- '- . . ------ -'. -.

r P... .. ...... ..: ..
0".1.; ••• lb P i 1_- ._--...-



.,
.. ·~·t~~/:. ~~ ..

" .
,,,,,"!~ ..:-,

CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE I."~n 6 01' 42
rnOJI:CT .""S 1'0" EITl"•.TE

ALLENVILLE COMMUN ITY DEVELOP~ENT

L.OC "T10"

ALU::NVILLE, ARI ZONA
A"CH'TaCT ENGI .. II:lI:"

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES

o cooa .. (III• ••,,. _,.I.r..cl

o coo•• (I''''''''''", ••,'-'>
o coo. c ("'" "..I..)

o OT..C" (s.-d",'

D"AW'''G NO. If:STI"ATO"

DEREMJAH

TOTAL.
COlT

"AT~IUAL.

,.....
UNIT

TOTaL

LA.OItCW ....TITy
__•... • .. _ SUIII.. AllI.,. 100. UNIT

UNIT. ... .....

I-------------+-----+-.--+---J------+----+-------+-------t
HOUSING - 1 BEDROOr. UNllr - PLM B1----------"'----_·-----

12.00 120.00

-
5.00 50.00

. 1200 16ROO

.01 100. 00
. ,

.75 135.00

.7C, 11.25_...JL

2. FORMWORK

.---------- -----..----. '--'--"'-'- -.-.-..-+----+---+-----.......1---.---------1.-------1
1. LAIU11WJHK1-::;..:.....::..:.._-_._---- -.--- - .. -_ _.-

a. Mac.hine Excavation 10 CY 5.00 50.00 170.00
+-.--t-----,----1t----t~------t--.-----~

b. lIanu Excavat ion 1 CY 28.7- 28.75 28.75'--'---'-- -.._....- -.-----. +----1'------+---+-----+-------1
c. Hackfill 10 Cy6.5C 65.00 115.00.- .. ._ ....__ . """ .... .... ·· .. _0- __. _. ~-'----..--+---+------+-----_...
d. C11 P:.Yate ~_~~..~!' .i..~~ r ._. _ ... 1.4.... . _t,;.'f.- ......1../o.LJ1.0"'-lllr+-.........l00!,;~i.d:r....J;O~110:._..+Io.fU..lLW,~.....oIoIl4loU.III.lot.-_+_-~32!L:2~.~0:..:.:0--I

e. Fine Grade 10,000 SF .0' .100.00 200.001------------- ..__.-. -.,-- ...._-- ---t-......--I.-~---_t--_+-----_+---------I

a. Foot i.ng (Turndown) 1801--------''"-.-'--. __...... --. ----- ... - ..

b. Column

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

3. CONCRETE
.._.•. - ..., -.'-- .._-_.- ....- .. _.

a. Footings ,....._....9..... .~_lh.ill 300.00 . 6.2.00 372 .00 672 .00__ .M", ... .. _.._.' ..- -
b. Slah on Graue 14 __50.0t 700.0b 62.00 868.00 1568.00_._.... ~ . .. .. . .. ... -'-- -' .-.... -"'- ....... -

65.0C
,

62.00or .wuumn_._.._. ._-_... ,-~_ . 32.50 31.00 63.50...... ..... _....-
d. .Joints

.- ..• . -.. .. -.- ....__._. --- -"--" ..
(1) Constr. If. 20 .2( 4.00 .4C 8.00 12.00-_.. _-_ ..... .... . .. .. .... "- f---

Fi.n i sh
.;.

e.
.... ...- ......._-- f-._- .

( 1) Float 430 SF _.--:..!.? 51. 60 .05 21.• 50 73.10---_ . .. -.... - .- - '-,'

.
(2~_?.!cC 1_.I!.9~.~ I. _ 700 SF .18 126.00 --.05 35.00 161.00_..

~ ....... .- ~ ..

f. Cure and Protect 1130 SF .06 67.80 .06 67.80 135.60-_._._ .... .- - ..... -- .. -"~'

t-----------..... _.- - .....- _.-.-"'-- ..--~--..,r-------_t---+---_:_-_+------_I

73.1034.40
-------------t---'t------1f---------I

.09 38..70· . .OE...--- --- -----t-~-_t---_.---1_------__I430 sra Me sb.......__....
b. Har

4. REINFORCING

....- -' ... --. ·_····-~ ...,..7 -.-.~f--.------.....--._---_
....,... .-.. -....---........1---'--+----------1-------1

150 C-25
".,VIOUI 'DlTlnOoo! """v II lIun

• , , ct - ••••••
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NfvtQUI tomnN .... If IIVft150

CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE
OATa ~"I:"A".O rSMEET 7 42

O~

pnOJ.CT B"SII '0111 I:ITIIIIA'.

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEV[!.OPMENT
LOCAT IOIt

o COOE A (If•••1.. -_'.'e4)

ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA
o COOIl • (,._......." .....)

..ltCH'TI:CT !!NGIN!!!!"
a coDa C (,.......,..)

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES
o OYME" ($peel")

OltAWING NO. f:STIIIlATOft CMaClCl:O BY

DERF.MIAH
QUANTITY LABOlt IIATa"'AL

__________._.___. SU......"Y "0. UNIT ..." ..." TOTAL

U"ITS ..Il .... U... T TOT"L TOTAL COST
U"'T

HOUSING - 1 REDf OOM UN T - PLAN E
--- -

._---_.__.._--- -
S. ROUCH CARPENTRY._--_.._-_ ..._- 1---_._.

a. Framing 1200 BF .65 780.00 .50 600.00 1380.00--_.
b. Sheath ing ----- 1-.

(1) Plywood 1260 SF .30 378.00 .27 340.20 718.20
.----- _._._.-

c. Trusses ._._--- -_ ..- _1l.3.Q. SF QO 1017 00 1 ~7 1717 flO 2734.60

d. Wood Beams 1QL BF 75 81.00 .65 70.20 151.20

e. Hardhd Soffitts 408 ~f: .30 122.40 .35 142.80 265.20._--..._-.-

------_ .._._-~- _ .. -- --- ... __..0_- 1-.,----

6. MILLWORK-_..._----- -- .--- ._.......- f---.- -->--.
; Exter ior Siding SF .72a. 1500 1080.00 .78 1170.00 2250.00

--'-- ._.. ......--_._-- 1-.._-

b Exterior Trim 250 LF .65 162.50 .50 125.00 287.50

c. Doors and Fra~~.. _.. __ ------ -- -
(1) Ext. (30_~ ..!.'-~l--- 3 EA 60.00 180.00 147 441.00 621.00----.-
(2) Int. (28 .J-: _!!.RJ__ >---~ EA 68.00 272 .00 70.00 280.00 552.00

-

d. Cabinets
-.~ -_. -- --- ----- _.._~ f--

Ki tchen Cab inct.s.....___ 14 LF 40.00 560.00 98.00 1372.00 1932.00
1--_....._.

Closet Sh~JYi.!!.L... 1--- 8 LF 3.00 24.00 3.00 24.00 48.00.-
Linen Shc 1vlE&.-. ____ f-_._2~_ _~.f 2.. 0.0 48.00 2.00 48.00 96.00

Sink Counters _._-}- ..LE 15.0'0 45.00 45.00 135 .00 180.00- .._.'. -" --
. Storajle She 1vJ._M ..___ . >-__-1.6 I I: 2.00 32.00 1.50 24.00 56.00

---- -_.-- ----- _...- -
1. MASONRY' NONE

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

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

8. STRUcrURAL STEEl. NONE
---_._. - .. - ~.. - -_. ...._. --

.- ----- .,-1-._-.-r-.---- ---------
. -_._----.-_. -_.- .--~

.. - ----.-, .... -_. --- ._---_.-
- .. _- ---_... _..... .. .' . . - - ---_. ---

" .-
IIC ..... -.. ............ ....- ......



CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE

__________.. • 'UN"."Y NO. U"'I~ ..."

UNI~' ..~" •• V .. IT
.'.;:.-.

;r..
"j.

42

TOTAL
COlTTOTAl.

IIATIUU"L

CHt:(; l(CO • 't

o c;oo« ,,",0 dead,. -,.,••...,
o co,,« .. (",.,ItftInef7 "..j..)

(i}cooa C ("",., 4_j..)

o OT"." (S~dlp'

.....
UN'T

TOT A"

EST 1111 A TOft

DERENIAH
QUANTITY

D"AW'NO NO.

LOCATION

ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA
."'CH,TRCT I: .. CiINI:I:"

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES

rno",aCT

AI.. LENV I LLE COr+fUN lTV DE VELOPMENT

HOUSfNG - l~EDROOM UNJI' ;: PL\N B
1-------------- -+---+------+---+_-....,...---t-------I

1----------------- ------- --- ---- -- ---
~~_. -_.-

76 LF .50 38.00 .65 49.40 87.50
..

-- ,......_.
72 LF .60 43.20 1. 70 122.40 165.60

~._-_._.

32 ..U .. .75 24.00' 2.70 86.40 110.40. ,-_. --_ ..c. Downs pout on

I __...b....._G...·...u...tt&,l.:...• I"'-- . ...

9. SHEI:T METAL

a. Flashillg

1-------- n ... ---.... _.._- .....~-_._----+-----+-----...---+--------1 ""0
~,

10. ROOFING
..._--------.-----------...--- -- ..--- f-- -----..... --"'- t-----.,t-------......---+--_~-_4-------I
..__-l:fl:.J:,---'-JM~et.tl.J~OQJ}Dg _00 __ _ 1_~_ l§Q_+4c...;.6..:..;.0;..:;0+- 5:;;..:::..9..:;;.8.;...0;:..;.04 ..;;.5..:;.1,.;..0,;...0+.......;;.6..;;.6..;;.3.,;....0.;...0:-....-+_-.:1:..:2:.:6:.,:1..:..•.::..0O-=---_~

-----. --~..---.-I------4f-------_+------_I
11. LAlli AND PLASTLHfN(;

1----------_.._----- -- ---- -'-'-"- --.-.. -------+-----i--...----f-------I .;

a. Gyp. Bd. Wulls 230 S¥ 2.72 625.60 2.46 565.80 1191.40
.--------.-- .. ---- - -. 1-- n .----- t---t-------t---;------+--------I

b. Gyp. Bd. Cc j l_!.!~~:~ _-_I--.... --J,- _S_y-t"_........2 ....7.'2"t-_.....l....l9U<1!5~-><.;;L.,84-t-ooIIl.&..24~6_ ....1 .....7"7t...S..<11...2_-+-_~37.w2~.~9~6_--I
-,

1-------------.. --. - ---- ......_------+---+------1--------1
12. TILE WORK ... _..,,.J:oJQ!'!I;L.

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

13 ... METAL SASH
1----------------- ..

a. Single UWlg
1------------------------

b. S 1 iA1M__ ... ._

-......-----~--------+----+------+-------I
.. 3.4- SF .__J.d~ .- U~.:...::6:.=6_+...:5::..::.'-"1'-'-4t--...:1::..:.7..:.4.:..• .;.;76::.--+_..:2:.::;9..:::.3.:...4..:.:2:"'---1

17 SF 3.4 9 _~59::;..;.:;..;:3'-"3_-r--4_'_'.;...;.7~6t--___.;:8=0..:..9:;.:2 -+_...:1:..,:4..:::.0.:...2::..:5::"---1

1------------- -- - -.. --
14. GLASS AND GLAZ rN(;_....._...__ .._--_. -

1-_-("-i-r~~J..:--~J-n_~~I__ !.!1~_! ._~_ u shJ.

-- -_.. -..r--·--1r-------t---t-...;,..----f-------I

-.... f---- --.. ------ -------.--t---t------f-------I

1---------- --'--"--'"
15. MISC. METALS NONE.. - - --- ---.

t----,-- --.-.------:-1r---1r-------t-------I

-- ------tr---t------+--------I
1------ -- -... ---... --

16. PArNTINC

a. J:xtC'rior

(U Wd Si dln~)Tr.irn

(2) IIJ Bd S()ffitts

-_..,------4---+ -----.- ---.. ----.__...

.....----- ----- --- --.- ....-.--.- .--------~t_------_I

- --- -- ..----- - ----------I~--+-_._------,--+---------

1500 SF 0.15 ..-_.. _-.A.~hQ.Q.. lQ.S 120 -00 __._3~_J>-O __
408 SF .li 69.36 .12 48.96 118.32

-------~.. -.,.......,--_. --+--~;...;...-+-_..:..::...:.._--

.. '

150 •..........11 "1.". "'ICI I'" -...... 'I'~ ••~ ,



,'.
r ,..;

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE IOAT. ~"I:~A"I:O
J I"I:IIT 9 0,. 42

r-nOJaC:T
• "$IS '0" ESTIMATEALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DI'VELOPMENT

l.ocaTION o CoDIl .. (PIt• ••1". _",pl.tee)

ALLENVILLE , ARIZONA o COOIl • (,...,"",.,...,.. ••,,,.,

"ltClltraCT ENGI"!:." - ~coo. c ("...., "••,,,.,
H~ENA ASSOCIATES o OT... " ~a".'

"AWINO NO. rt:STIMATOf' C:".C:.I;O .V
DEREMIAH

QUANTITY
l."~" MATI:IU""___________ SUM"'I\"Y

NO. VN,T
~." "'." TOTAL

UN.T. 100.... UNlT TOT A\. TOTA,- COlTUNIT

HOUSING - 1 E6DR09M UNI.T - PLA B

16. PAINTING (cont'd) ----~---- --
b. Interior

(1) Gyp Bd 2700 SF .15 405.00 .08 168.00 573.00-- --
(2) non ...... 8 EA ..11....QQ~__-.l-6 8 00 7.00 56.00 224.00.__.- ---_.-.- f-=----

--- ---- _-0 _______ -_ .. _.

17. FLOOR COVERING ------- -----~--
a. Yin _I AsQ.tl.~ L~~o.TU~· 216 SF .44 95.04 .37 79.92 174.96_.. _-_.
b. Car~.t__,__,_,_____ -- _.. f>0_ SY .6.00

~.
360.00 8.00 480.00 840.00----

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

18. TIfERMAL INSULATION-----_. _... >---- ~-

a. Attic 730 SF .14 102.20 70 277 .40 379.60.~ ...--- f--.

b Walls ~ ..PQ~ LsF .1<1 182.00 .15 195.00 377 .00._--_....

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

19. FINISH HARDWARE
... - .._-- ~ --'-'- ~---- -- _.

10. Door Hardware ~. 180 180.00 222 222.00 402.00~-'-"'-' -- --_.~---

b. Toilet Accessories I.S 60 60.00 95.00 95.00 155.00-_._.-
c. Toilet Compartments .l;1\._ 100 - 180 -f-- ---- --'-

-.--- ~--_.- --- ~_. -0
20. MECHANICAL SYSTEMS-_._ ... - .. _._ .. _- -- .. ~ ~-

a. Electric IIcatc r 1 ~_. 165 165.00 110 110.00 275.00- .- .- __ 0._ .. _ -
·b. Evanoratiyc .__<;2.21 ~x. 0_

1
~-

290 290.00 430 430 .00 720.00_.- ..---
c. Ductwork -'--'- _....--- .!:~~L 458 458.00 458 458.00 916.00
d ("nntrnlc LS 60 60.00 60.0C 60.00 120.00._ ..._._ ....

~........ - .~.~.

.._._ ... __..... .._-- - ._----~.- ._0___- --21. PLUMB ING--- _.__._.._....__. ._- '--"'-'.' _._------ 10- -_._-_ .... _-a. Fixtures 4 EA BO.Dl 320.0'0 120 480.00 ROO.OO--_......._--_..-.. ..-_..~-- f--.---.-----..--....~-1---- "--- -_... ----.___~JliJ~i!1_K__._.__ ... ...- ,.- . LS :L~OO _ . ___l;.~g.OO 1000 1000.00 2300.00-- -c. Hot Water Heater 1 EA 100 100.00 100 100.00 200.00

..
<.

'-If,

. "

".,

.',

./

'.

1'\1".
,\.

tNG ,ott..
I .tlUO ..

150 • ...........,. ...., ... "'MI ....-.,••••
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I ~ , ,

CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE
DAn ~lIla"A"l[O I

I' '''''IT 10 0': 42
pno"aC:T

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
LCKO"T~

ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA
A"CMtT.aCT ENGINE."

Nlfo1KENA ASSOCIATES .,"

.'. . __5.S ,.Olll UTI ..A!a,,
1 ,·~,~):I. ' ' ..

o c:ooc ,. t;'.: ...
" ·0 CODa. rrt ,., Ift)

InCODa c (~"'.-J
.'. "dOTH.'" ~.~,

TOTAL
con

. CMECKt:ci • .,

<~., ':' t

, ~It"

"NIT

I[ IT I..ATOf' ,

DEREMIAH
QUANTITY

HOUSING - 1 BEDROOM l'lIT PLAN B
--t----if_--.......-r--......-+.......--O+-.....---_+_-------4

________ IU ....... lIIy NO. U"'f" ......

11""1'. ....... U.. IT

DfIl AW'''. tID.

-~.
.•.

t----------.-.-...--.--+--~~_tf_-'_+-----_+_-- ............--~-_+_-----__I
22. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

a. Branch Circuits LS 290 290. b'0,::'200 .

b. Fixtures & Dey ices LS 320' 320.0'0. ,.275

J-_k.a...c.fP.iJaLnnliel......J5.Q.a-ll:W·i.-.._ .._.._,...... __~1-+.LiJE"A~~1~601...·':-+-----d1r.¥.6·lL0.'u~:b~o.··....of':~;~:,e.:l·8=atSl-..·,+---:.~~~ -=~~_-I
~ 1 ,.' ' ••

d. Feeders NONE . '" ';
~ ._ , ,__.__......_.....:........,~__...,...::....;.........~il...-"":'+__~;.;...._-+ -I

e. Door Bell 1 fA 90:" .·90.•0Q:'\:"~6P.OO

1-----_._-----_ -
aVE RHEAD (1 Q!}_. ._... _.._

'"/. .. '.} ,
.t'

.. , ..',.

PROFIT (5\)
............;.,,;;,.~'O"';"'..;..L.. .~_. ..•.•••• f---- r---..-t----t-..............-"l"""...,... iI,"'·~--t--_ ......_-t-...;;;.~~.;..;..---I ",

SUBTOTAL

BOND (1%)
~:;';;';';"'--'Io.:..,;~ .•_._..... ---. _. -.-t---t--....-----1f.---t-.-----......-.....:.......;...;....;....;.....--I

1----------_._.... .. "--" -'- .__...- .---+---'---"'"-t'----......----~-_tf_----- ....
., ~

1---------------_.... _....
TorAL ROUN.I2IDL._._ .. _

.. - ..._.. f--"

t-------·-·---· ._ _ - _._._- ..-- t-----'t------ --+------+------....
-.------ f-.--t------t---~""-~f_l:T_~~---.,.......,-_J-------:~

J--------- _._-_._-_...

.. _.- ._.... - h~-·~-· ... _. ..;...~.

PRICE PER SF: 49.43
. ..-....- .-.......

" -'J'

--+-...:----.......7'1t--~'-----.-- .......------.....

• I .",. .t ' .~;'.: .

..,.....

'.'...~ ..--... ,', ..........~-~ ..............--+-----...-+--------__4

ISO



I IMEllT 11 0" 42

.AIII 1'0" .'''MAT.

COH$TRUCT.OH COST ESTIMATE
.. ~

=-:::::::-------------..,.~--~~~~~~~------I

LOCATIOIe

ALLENVl:LLE. ARIZetJA
A"CMf.,.aCT tl:IMIfNC." '

NUMKENAAS-SOCIATES

.' ~.

\, I .'

o ,ooa .. (lie ..,.,. - ..,.,..0
a coO« -, (""'''''''arr ••'..-J

a COOt c (".",.., ••/.,.)

o CIl'~." ''''Cffr)

IUTIIIATotl

DEREMIAH
QUAMT.,Y

_______ "'....A..Y "0. UNIT ",,',

UN'T. "'..... ~,y '0' ..... ....
u..,,.

MAT.'''''L
TO'AL
<;OIT

HOUSING - 2 I EDROOM UNJ'l 01<: PLJN A

45.00

28.75

276.00

200.00

280.00

115 00

170.0012.00 120.00

-

5.0( 50',00

12.0C 144.00

.0 100.00
, ,

, '
-, ,,,

• 7S 120.00

.75 15.00

,~.
, ,

~ ...:.....:.; .....

, ,
" •.... '.;

160 SF ~.O(' 160.00 ..

20 SF l.S{ 30 ..00

a. Footin, (Turndown)'---+--
b. ColUllJl

1. EAR1lit«lRK

a. Machine Excavation 10 CY ,S,O( 50.00

b; Hand Exeavation 1 C'i 28.7c 28.75

c. BackfUI 10 CY ' .: 6,,5( 65.00

d. Cap. ' Water Barrier 12 Ci ll.~()( 132.00"
,

" ,- ,\ "/"
, :' 100. OO' .. t'e. Pine Grade 10,000 SP \':,)0'

"'?
,

"

SO.O( 300.00' 62.0C 372 .00 672 .00
,
SO~O( , 800.-0'0 62.0C 992.00 1,792.00

~S.o~ 32.50 '
,

62.,O(] 31.00 63.50
,
f'~

"

':'2(
'1-,

,4C
-

5,60 11.20 16.80
"

, '

"

SF .1. 44.16, .at; 18.40 62.56• ,;;J

SF .1 162.72'';
" .Oli 45.20 207.92

SF ..O( 76.20 ", ' .Of 76.20 152.40
, ,

" , ',~.. "1 {~:" \ ,'"

~ ." ~

, ~:.

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

6

16

.5

'28

1270

(1) Ploat .368

(1) Co~tr. Jt.

a. Footings

d. Joints'

b. Slab on ,Grade

e,' Finish

3. CONCRETE

4. RE INFORCING

(2) Steel Trowel 904
1---~~"';;"';;;';;";;-=-';";:";;"';';";=-=----+'--'--~~f-""""-+------1t---+-----+--------I

f. Cure and Protect

a Mesh :2'90 SF '.·:O~ ;''''26.1&, ".,O~'23.20 49.30
1=-_....-.u::.¥.'l.L.. ......_---+--..............~~"""--~-._+_-- ........+__..,.,----+------~

,'-- b. Bar 390 LB '~3 124.80 ," .2( 101~40 226.20--_.- ---..,-+-...................,.....-+'-~...,.;;-_ .......'-....... ......,;------+---_...._--1

.•..• f",

......1•••' ........ "tel .... - ••••••

I",
• 0

\ ','.
W



r'nOJaCT

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
LOCATIO..

ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA

O"AW'" NO.

, "
IIMUT 12 0,. 42

CMICKEO ev

o C001l: .. (life •••,. -~'.'-'O

o CODE. (" '-'? •••.-J
iii COO. e (" ,,.)

o OTM&" (''''-'')

••SIS '0" I!ITI"ATI
'"

, UTIMATOf'

DEReMIAH

CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE

A"CM'TICT INOIN••"

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES

•
\.

..
'0'.

OVANT.TY LA."
________ IU........ Y NO, UNIT ....

UN.T. ~1l"L UN'"

TOTAL
COlT

,
HOUS ING - 2 F1.-; DROOM UN 11 J, ,p'LJ! N A

.1' .!

".
" \ '

5. ROUGH CARPENTRY

80.00

56.00

96.00

621. 00

966.00

180.00

2,047.00

815.10

3,073.00

168.00 ".
"

239.20 1,\

..
, '.

, '

2,175.00

287.50

1 ;932.00

48~00

, 2~,.00

890.00

135~OO

12$.00

,,;.,40 ..QO

~ ,

.50

,.
",

". ", f ......

,.':" 1" ':"

".'.
"

45'.06.":' "",45 •Q(

32 .00' ., " 1:'.,51

48,'00"': ',3.0(

560 .9.ct\.: "98.@(

.,.,

". \

162.50 ,.50

1157.00

, ., ',:

'.,

i' ..,' .•.,

SF.72

LF40'~ '00 "

LF 3.00

LF '2,00

LF 15.00

rl' 2.,00

1780 BF .65a. Framin2

b. Sheathinll

(1) PlYWood 1430 SF ·.30 429.00. .27 386.10

c Trusse~ 1270 SF ,~90 1143 •. 00." 1.52 1930.00

..... --- --
6. MILLWORK

a. Exterior Siding 1450

b Extel'ior Trim 250

C Doors and Frames

(ll ~x~ (~o l[ 68, 3

(2) Int. (2 8 x 68) 7

d. Cabinets

Kitchen Cabinets 14

Closet Shelvinll 16

Linen ShelvinQ _2.Q
Sink Counters/"'

1---. 3--

l
I"

Storalle Sh-elv!M., 16
.'

7. ~SONRY NONE..........
" ~\".. I .;' .

t-----------·--I-----·---T---r..--o;~,.T_.....;..........:_:_.........,..of_";"O';"'~+---:'--__1-----__'
8. STRUCTURAL STEE~__.___ NONE_

t---t""............-t----...............-+~_+-:-------+-----I
,.....,~----- --------,----- --- ..-... ---;-.--,.-t----:"~~ r_;.;,.'+-_...:,,--,..,.....-...4--------

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

<

• f
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II­,.
" \,

'... .. ,

• Ht.. ,. ,~. • ..'C':'321SO1 a.1f"l ....

h COHSTRUCTWN con ESTIMATE
OATIE .... IE .. A..I:D

I."~n 13 420''nOJICT
."511 '0" ESTI..ATEALLENVILLE OOr+fUNITY DEVELOPMENT

LOCATIO.. o (;0011: ... rtf••••". _'.'~
ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA o coOe • (""'IIrtlna.., ••'1f'J

""c",Y.eT ."Ot...." ii};COOIl c (,lrtel tleollN
NIHENA ASSOCIATES o OTM'UIl (S~cH,.,

"".,,.. NO. IIT ....A',~ " CHllCICllO • .,
DER.EMIAH

QU,un,,.y "'''aD" "A,..""".
IU_A"., 000. UN,T .." .... TOT"L--

' ..OT ......"N'T. ~tl ..... UNIT UNIT TOTAL. COlT

HOUSING - BE ORO DM Ul IT - LAN A

9. SHEET METAL

a. Flashing 100 LF .50 50.00 .65 65.00 115. 00
h ,. 92 LF .60 55.20 1. 70 156.40 211.60
c. Downspout 48 LF ' :75 36.00 2.70 129.60 165.60

-
10. ROOFING

,
a Metal Roofina 1S SO 46,~00 690.00 51.00 765.00 1,,455.00-

- _._0__" >0---- ,--It. LATH AND PLASTERING

a. Gyp. Rd. Walls 310 SY 2.72 843.20 2.41) 762.60 1,605.80-._-~

b. Gyp. Bd. Ceilings 95 SY 2 72 2S 8.40 2.46 233.70 492.10

12. TILE WORK NONE - -
'-

---
13. MeTAL SASH 64 3.4'9 223.36 .' 5.14 328.96 552.32

a. Single Hung 17 SF 3 49 59.33 4.76 80.92 140.25---
b. Slidinsr SF ",---

14. GLASS AND GLAZING ..-. (incl. under 1Jlet·, sash) "

-
IS. MISC. METALS NONE

"

),,'.1 "

, ,
" . '
','---

16. "PAINTING
..-,,-""'- ~.- ..- •.

a. Exterior- , ..__.---- -_!._-- ,--
1450 SF ",f IS . ' 217.50 ., .08, 116.00 333.50(ll Wd Sidini.Trim.,. ......_.._.-., - -----(2) Hd Bd Soffitts 408. SF .,' .p .. 69.36 '~ /:, ~ ~.2. 0 48.96 118.32"-_.__.- ----

"- '"
: :"~'

:.ot"\ .. ,~ .., ", ;. ".....
0 ..eIC PH.



1 "

'.!, .
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'.

~. .

":''i

I," ............., "''''...ICI ,._-t.•..•,so

r
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

OATa ~"a~.."ao I 'M£t: T 14 420 ..
\.

"nOJaCT e"Sls "0" EST'II"Tf

ALLENYILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT o coo... (111. de.'" _,.,~
LOCATIO..

D COO•• (I'''''''''''''' ftelrJALLENY I LLE • ARIZONA
geoD. c (I''''' ",,v

A"CM,TaCT aNo'Na,. o CIT..... rs.ed~)

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES
O""W'NO NO. ."I..AYO" CHf:CKaD .Y

DEREMIAH
QUANT'TY L ....1t ....TI:"'.....

'U_A"Y UN'T ..... ..." TOTAL-- NO.
TOT." TO,. .... COlT

UNITt ~ ..u. \IfII,T ""11-

HOUSING - i) BEDRO pM U IT - LAN A

16. PAINTING (cont'd)

b. Interior .; ..

(l) GVD Bd 3670 SF .15 5S0.50 .08 293 •. 60 844.10

(2) Don"- 10 EA 21.00 210.0'0 7.00 70.00 280.00

...
17. FLOOR COVERING

a. Vinyl Asbestos Tile 240 SF .• 44 . 105.60 .37 88.80 19~.40

~- h ("2 'l"1'W!t ..-----_. --- 75 ~Y_- -.2:..Q9 450.00 8.00 600.00 1,050.00
~._---

._._.

18. mERMAL INSULATION

a. Attic RhO SF 1 .:1 120.40 38 326-.80 447.20

b Walls 1300 SF "1~ 182.00 .;15 .195.00 377.00

- .
19. FINISH HARDWARE _.

a. Door Hardware LS 250 250.00 320 320~OO 570.00

b. Toilet Accessoric!!_._ fo-._-- LS 60 60.00 95 95.•,00 155.00-'-.,.
c. Toilet Compartment~ EA 100 - 180 -......-

20. MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

a. Electric Heater 1 F.A 165. 165-,00' 120 120.00 285. 00
"

. .

·b. Eva ·.ve l"nnl .... 1 ~A 290 290.00 . 445 . 445.00 735.00

c. Ductwork LS 540· 540.00 '540 540.00 1,080 .00

d. Controls LS 60 60.00 60 60.00 120.00--.-.-.. f-.----

-.-.-._.--- .... -.- -,_._.. .,-_..- ... PLUMBING,.... .. --"-'---' ---- f-.---- - f-.._ . ---
a. Fixtures 4 SA 80 - 320.00 120 480.00 800.00----.._-- '_r__ '_~ • _, _. • .. "-"'-" ..... .. _......

._-~ --
_.b. Piping ._-~ ._.... _.__ .

~--_. LS 11300, ·1300 .00- 11000 1000.00 2.300.00
c. Hot Water Heater fA 100 ... lOO·~OQ'" ·~OO Ibo .. ·Qo 200.00

." .- ..



; 'f1' I~'
C 34

_~ .1lI'ftnN .... u •.-150

J-.. CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
OATE ""E"A"ao I '"lET 15 O~ 42

PROJICT 8ASII '0" IST'''''Tf:

ALLENVILLE CQt.t.ft.tl I TY DEVE LOPr.iENT !

LOCATeoN
o cooa A (No ••'" _~,••..o

ALLENVILLE, ARaOOA
Dcooa _ (,.,.,.._", ••'rJ

AIICMtT.CT .......EE..
{X)ccooa c (,""., .,••,,.,

NlMKEMA ASSOCIATES
DOTH." (S".aly)

..
Oft,....... "0. EIT I"" TOft eM.eKEO ."

DEREMIAH
QUA"T'T" LA.a" "ATa".,.&.

IV_A"" NO. UN,T
~." ~."

TOTAL---
UNIT' ",a A" UN'T

TOTAL
~N'T

TOTAL CO'T

HOUSING - 2 BEDROO UN T - P ~AN A ..

22. ELECfRICAL SYSfEM

a. Branch Circuits LS 410 410.00 300 300.00 710.00

b. Fixtures & Dev ices I.~ 480 480.00 415 415.00 895.00

c. Panel .. . 1 fA 160 160.00 185 185.00 345.00.- ~..

d. Feeders ~()~,.

Door Bell
..

e. 1 fA 90 90.00 60 60.00 150.00.. .....
-....
...UBTOTAL - .- _.. 33 847 12.~

--
OVERHEAD (10\) 1 ~R4 71

PROFIT (5\) 1,861. 59
' .._-

-
SUBTOTAL 39, 093 ~ 42.....

. ' .,

BOND (1%) ~0.93

.. -

TOTAL mST 39 484.35

,

TarAL I«>UNDED 39 500.00
" , . "1.",

, "

,
81JI WING AREA' -

.. - ~.- 1--

PRICE PER SF: "
I

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

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

'..
;","":...

f .. ':. \<. ,.r .
i,l .. ".. " ., ,

Elf"; POll.. - l ••!:,,~.,.t.~;-;;'~.,. ___...IItt.".1 ....-...,..
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• CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
DATe ""."A"eo

ISMEET 16 O~ 42
I"

,"",OJeCT
, 'I.

,,,StS '0" .ST'''''TE
"

ALLENVILLE CCMruNITY DEVELOPMENT
" .' ,: o CODIl " rN•••'" -,.,.,~

"LOCATION .. " ,0 CODa. (,.,.,..",.,., ft.,,,)
ALLENVILLE. ARIZOOA

",

a CODe c (,,"'....,~
""CMIT.CT ...GI...." o OTMIlW (~.II,)

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES
O"AW'NO "0. IlS T 'MA TOlil CH.CICCO .Y

DEREMlAA
QUANTITY ", LA80" ' MATlE"'AL

SUMM""Y NO. UN.,. ..." _s. TOTAL-- ' '~ COSTUNIT. ..e .... u.u,. "OY,,1.
~IT

TOTAl.

,
HOUSING - 2 HE ROOM U IT PLAN B

, ,

l. EARlliWORIC

a. Machine Excavation 10 CY 5.00 50.00 12.00 120.00 170.00

b~ Hand Excavation 1 CY 28.75 28.75 - 28.75
c. Backfill 10 CY &.50 65.00 5.00 50.00 115.00

d. Cap. Water Barrier IS CY 11.00 165.06:"'" 1'2,,00 " 180.00 345.00
" I"

"e. Fine Grade 0.000 SF ' ',:~,01 100.00'" .01 ".,100,.00 200.00

"

... :>;;,', ,
·t" ~ ..' '. ~ '~l>:: ' :.,0":,

"f' ',\,' ., ."")

',' i ' "fc: , , ...
\ -2. FORMWORJ( - .

"

a. Footing (Tumdow,~) 170 SF ,1.00 pO.OO .75 .127.50 297.50

b. Column 20 SF 1.50 30.00 .75 15.00 45.00

3. CONCRETE .-
a'. Footings C\ 1:;0 00 ?C\o .00', .62 00 310.00 560.00

~---

b. Slab on Grade 16 50.00 800.00'"' 62.00 ,,992.00 1,792.00
~._.

r rnl,."," .5 65.00 32.50 62.00 31.00 63.50._--
d. Joints

OJ Constr. .It. 26 ,.20 '5;20 .40 10.40 15.60---- '-- _.
e. Finish

.~--

(1) Float 410 SF .12 49.20 .05 20.50 69.70------ -_...

(2) Steel Trowel 840 SF .18 151.20 .05 42.00 193.20---- ---
f. Cure and Protect 1250 SF .06 75.00 .06 75.00 150.00--

: "-- f---

4. RE INFORCING ------ ..... -._. -"--'- I--

a Mesh 410 SF .09 36.90 " .08 32.80 69.70-_.__..._--- ._ . . ....-

b. Bar ',," ~~O LB _.32 124.80 .26 101. 40 226.20
r- ----- -_ .._- -.- _. -... -._- .. __...._----
---_.•.._------_ .•....- .. -_ ...._... , ..-.. ...... ~... ..... .... -~,. ....,......-- --- -_._---..

.._--_._----.---. - __... _.~ .h' ._.....
~ ,

"

)' .t;~~ ,.. , .
I :" t. '. 11

~•

..



~ CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE OAT. ~".~_.D I SH€f:T 17 01' 42
l"noJICT

BASIS 1'0" ESTIMATEALLENV ILLE CCMofUN ITY DEVELO?MENT
LOCATIO..

"
o coo. A (1'10 do.;,. _'o,~

ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA o cooa - (~..._....., ••,'->
A"CHITeCT ...0 ....1t" ii CODa c ("...., ""'.-J

NlNlCENA ASSOCIATES o aTM." (S~cI"')

0It"..... "0. t:ST ,."1'0lIl CMltCICCO ey,
DEREMlAH

QUANTITY LAl'O" MAT.IUAL-- SU"A"Y NO. UMIT ..... TOTAL.. a ..
uIUTa ~.A" UteIT' TOTAL TOTAL COSTUNIT

HOUSING - 2 EDROOM UN I'! - PU N B

5. ROUGH CARPENTRY

a. Fraain2 1740 RP .65 1131. 00 .50 870.00 2001. 00
b. SheathinlZ

0) PlyWood 1450 SF .30 435.00 .27 391.50 826.50
c T poo SF ,90 1080 00 1.52 1824.00 2904.00
d. Wood Beaas 96 8F 75 72.00 .65 62.40 134.40
e. Hardbd Soffitts 408 ~p 30 122.40 .35 142.80 265.20I

-- ~. --6. MILLWORK ---~-
a. Exterior Siding 1420 SF .72 1022.40 .78 1107.60 2130.00
b p Trim 220 LF .65 .50
c. Doors and FraJlles .,

rn .Fyt' (30 x 6 8, 3 EA 60.00 180.00 147 441.00 621.00
(2) Int. (2 8 x 68) 7 Ii" 68.00 476.00 70~00 4g0.00 966.00

"d. Cabinets

Ki tchen Cab inets 14 LF 40.00 560.00 98 ...(}0 1372 .00 1932.00--~-
Closet Shelvini 16 LF 3.00 48.00 3.00 48.00 96.00- -
Linen Shelvin2 20 I.F 2.00 40.00 2.00 40.00 80.00
Sink Counters J LF 15.00 45.00 45.00 135 .00 180.00,
Storasze Shelvinll. 16 I r: 2.00 32.00 1.50 24.00 56.00

/

7, MS<WRY NO:-JE

----~

8. STRUCTURAL STEEL NONE ,.

""'.
._-_._-_.-

"---"- ..- ..._-f-- --
._--- --- .. ...~ ..... -.,-- ~. -_.._._-

. I.'
---_ .. ---_.- --

.' . ........ ,.
IllIG .OIIM

I AUO ,. 150 C-36_W)UI ,MInH oAAY .........

••• ......1It1...eel ....- ••1."

I I

....
j.



............., ••,.~I" ....."'. '...... -It'.'III.C-37ISONO '0

•
CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE

DATa .. ,U;PAIIl&O I I"EET 18 0,48 .
....

pnOJECT .ASIS I'OR ESTIMATE

ALLENVILLE COlotfUN ITY DEVELOPMENT o COOIt A rtfo ••j,. - ..,.,.."
LOCATIO..

ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA o COOK. (PMI.",.ry ••'.-J

""CM,TlteT IU.GINa:a:"
lXlCOOIt c ("...., ....,,.)

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES o OT...U' (S".clfFJ

O"AW"fO "0. IIIT'MATOfI ICMItClCl:D .v

DEREMlAA
OU"..TITY LA"" MATltlll'AL

IU_AtIlV NO. UNIT ...... ..It" TOTAL-- TOTAL TOTAL con
UN'T' "'.... UN'T UN'T

IIOUS I N(; - 2 BEDR OM PLAN B

9. SHEET METAL

a. ~flashing 90 LF .50 45.00 .65 58.50 103.50

b (;,,1'1'''',. 92 LF .60 55.20 1.70 156.40 211.60

Downspout
,

40 LF .75 30.00,' 2.70 108.00 138.00c.
-'

-
10. ROOFING .'

a. Metal Roofing IS SO 46.00 690.00 51.00 765.00 1455.00

~~
_•._ ._·0 ._- ._.__..._._- 1-' ._-

11. LATH AND PLASTERING-_ ...._-- ..... -
a. Gyp. Bd. Walls 290 Sy 2.72 788.80 2.46 713.40 1502.20

b. Gyp. Rd. Ceilings 94 SY 2.72 255.68 2.46 231. 24 486.92

_.- ,._"_.
12. TILE WORK Ltioo.._--'-"-- r---

.._.. _._.- _._--- "",--- . ,
13. METAL SASH 60 3.49 . 209.40 5.14 308.40 517.80._- -~.

a. 'Single Htmg 17 SF 3.49 59.33 4.76 80.92 140.25'-'--- --
b Slidinq ~E

,
._..~..__. f-_._- -'-

-- .....-_.
14. GLASS AND GLAZING .._._-

(inci. under met sasJ}l. 1--'-_"

--
IS. MISC. METALS NONE '.
.. ._---- _.

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

16. PAINTING ---_. -_. - - -- _.. .. .. '-- ..- ".-_.- -----
~_ a. Exterior
----------___._~._. "'M __• ._.•._..-.-..... ._-_ .... -_...._. -- -'---'----
----__.L1..LJ!sLS1.i1.ini. Trim .J4.f0 SF ...._.Jc~ ~13.00 .08 113.60 326.60. , .......-... •. ._-_._---

(2) Hd Bd Soffittg 408 SF 1·"1' " 69.36 .12 48.96 118.32._-------_._--_..__....-- -_ ....... _,,_ ..~ , ..._.....__ .... -:...;,1. ,._-
I ., I' --_..-

r ... '.

..

....



.('""'- CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE IOATlE ""C"A"&O I I"[IT 19 0': 42PnollCT
BASIS ':0" .'T1"'ATEALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

LOCATIOIt o COOlE A (tIIo ••'''' _"'.'H)ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA o COD« • rrNl.lnerp ••'''')AACN'T.CT .MO'MI:••
~coo. C (,...., ......,.)NUMKENA ASSOCIATES o 01'"." (S"cl~)OIlAW'NG MO.

IESTtMATott CHI:CKI:O BY
DEREMIAH

QUANTITY LABO.. MATRIIUALSU........Y NO. UNIT ..... ..... TOTALUNI1'. ""lEA" UN'T TOTAL TOTAL CO'TUN.T

HOUSING - 2 EDROOr.1 UNI - PL IN B

16. PAINTING (coot' d)

b. Interior ,

(l) c,vn Ret 3460 SF •. 15 519.00 .08 276.80 795.80
,

(2) nnn~ 10 EA 21.00 210.00 7.00 70.00 280.00

17. FLOOR COVERING

a. Vinyl ~bestos T.:i.1e 240 SF .44 105.60 .37 88.80 194.40
(

b. CatPOt 70 SY 6.00 420.00 8.00 560.00 980.00
_._-_..

18. THERMAL INSULATION

•• Attic 850 Sf .14 119.00 .38 323.00 442.00b WAlle; 960 SF •i4 134.40 .15 144.00 278.40
-19. fINISH HARDWARE -

a. Door Hardware LS 250 250.00 320 320.00 570.00b. Toilet Accessories LS 60 60.00 ~5.00 95.00 195.00c. Toilet COllPartlllents ;EA 100 - 180 -_.
-20. MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

:
....- .. -

a. Electric Heater 1 r:A 165 165.00 120 120.00 285.00
._---- -

·b. EvanO-rA.'Ve ~er 1 EA 290 290.00 445 445.00 735.00c. Ductwork I.S '540 "40 00 540 540.00 1080.00d ~

1.
~S 60 60.00 60.00 60.00 120.00t----.-

-~....- -...h." PLUMBING..
-- -_..... .. _._.- -

--3. Fixtures 4 EA 80 320.00 120 480.00 BOO.OO
_.._.- -' . . -...-.....'-'- ~.

--b. Piping
15 1300' 1300.00' .. 1000 1000.00 2300.00

.- ---_. _.- - .~_._-
c. Hot Water Heater 1 SA 100 lOO.OO· 10&' 1oo.00 200.00150 C-3-8......"......" ..,...,........ ." , _.., .



_ "" .••1.' f _ ..,so
I A'''- ".

(NG ,Ott..

COST ESTIMATE
O"TI: ""l!"""I:D IIH!:lT 20CONSTRUCTiON 01' 42

"-,,JI:CT e"sis 1'0111 1:5T....TI:

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DE VE LO PMCNT o coo. A (No th.l", """''''Ol~
LOCATION o coDa • (""'""'~ ••,,,,)
ALLENVILLE, ARIZOOA

(i)(cooa C (",.,01 do.I",)
"",CHIT.CT I!NGINE... o OTHa" (S".cf",)
NLNKENA ASSOCIATES

Olll".I"G "0. ESTIldA T0" CHI!CKED ev

DEREMIAH
qu"NTITY L"eOR MAT.",.AL

• v .... Alii Y NO. UO.. Y ..... ..... TOTAL---" "'CA •. TOYAL TOTAL COlT
UNIT' UNIT UltlT

IlOUS INC - 2 B:IJROOM JNIT - PLA B

22. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM
.- r-'-

a. Branch Circuits LS 410 410.00 300 300.00 710.00

b. Fixtures & Devices LS 480 480.00 415 415.00 895.00

(' Panel .L W-iA. 1(~O 160.00 1 RS 1 Rl:\ 00 ,;1 r:; f)f)--
d. Feeders ---_._-- ..li.ONE._ - ---
e. Door Bell 1 EA 90 90.00 60.00 60.00 150.00

--._-
J8TOTAL

••__•••• - _.0 .....- --- 32 865.84
1'--"

--- -
OVERHEAD (10%) ._--_.._-- --_...~. 3 286.58

_.
PROFIT (5\) ---_...__ ..._- _.- - 1.807 62

--'-- ~.

SUBTOTAL ._-_.. __._- f-.---- f- .._ .. t57,960.04

._- ---_.-
BOND rl\}

_·_~"4··__ --_.- 379.60_._---

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

TOTAL COST --- f--. ":U2 ••0 hA

---- --- -_." f---

TOTAL ROUNDED _..__ . ......- 38,400.00

--- -'--'
!3UI WING AREA: ---- .•.•._..- --
f--. --.- --"'--'''''- f--._-_...

PRfCE PER SF:.. • _____ ._~__·o
... 0·. . .. - --._-

'----_..__._----_._.- ........ . . .. -. - ~... .. ._--. - .._--
.._-_•• - ___0___•

o •••_ _. - ......... ~. .. ".- ...._..._.~ .. .- ._----
--___. ___...._________._4..... __ ....

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

. ,
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...__.. ...-n_..'td •__- ....... " ", .£..;40 -' ;.: ,:,',-:
NWOUI tIimtliN ............ _ .150fM:a POthI,_w

~ CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
OAT. ~R.~A".D ' I $MCaT 21 0,. 42

IOJICY
" ••••• '0" IST'M"Tr

ALLENVIU..E C<HfUN ITY DEVcLOPP-ENT o cooa • (1'1• •••". _,••ec()
[IoOC"TION . ..

ALLENVILLB. :ARIZONA
,. o coo•• (~,.,--",•••".)

"ReM'TCC:T ......C...
a coo. c (,.Ift., ••,.,.)

NlR«ENA ASSOCIATES
00'1'04." (S,..d"')

o."w,,,, WO. aST'M""'O" CHaCKeo .Y

DERBMIAH
QUANT.TY LA~R M"TE"'AL

W_A"Y NO. UN'T ..... ..... TOTAL

lIN"". Ilt··.. WIt,. TO••", V"'T TOTA", COST

HOUSING 3 B1 DROOM t!NIT " .'-

...
l. EARTIiM>RJ(

a. Machine Excavation 14 CY 5.00 70.00 12.00 168.00 238.00

b~ Hand Excavation 1.5 CY 28.75 43.13 - 43.13

c. Backfill 12 CY 6.50 78.00 5.00 hn nn ],38.00

d •. Cap. Water Barrier 20 CY 11.00 220.00 12.00 240.00 460.00

e. Fine Grade 10 000 SF . ' •.01 100.00 .01 100.00 200.00
."\' ,',

" .

2. POAMf()RI ,/"

a. Footing (Turndown) 190 SF '·;~.00 190.00 . .75 142.50 332.50

b. Col~ 25 SF 1.50 37.50 .75 18.75 56.25

3. CONCRETE

a. Footings 7 50.00 350.00 62.00 434.00 784.00

b. Slab on Grade 19 '50 00 950.06 62.00 1178.00 2128.00

.~ 1 65.00 65.00 , 62.00 62.00 137.00

d. Joints

(1) Constr. Jt. 20 \.20 . 4.00 .40 8.00 12.00-
e. Finish

(1) Float 480 SF .12 57.60 .05 24.00 81.60

(2) StecH Trowel 1112 SF .' .18 200.16 .05 55.60 255.76
, '

and Protect 1590 SF . ' .06 95.40 .06 95.40 190.RO
I,

f. Cure

4. REINFORCING ---- -
SF

" .
a Mell" 480 ',~O9 43.20" .. .08 38.40 81.60----
b. Bar 420 LB .32 134.40. , .26 109.20 243.60_... -, -_.-- -- ..... - ~.- --_._--.

- .•._--- ..- - -- ..... --
~.,'"

" ..--'-- ,
, . ' ' '.

~ .\"." I \

- ",



" '
• ............, N •..,.... "'tel .... a-t.e•••- C-41

,.\/lOUt 1Dl'nnN ••.U .. 1_
ISO

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
DAT. ,...... 11....0 -f INItItT 22 0" 42

'OJeCT ~, .""S '0" e'TlM"Te

\,." ALLENVILLE C01+fUNITY DEVELOPMENT
l.OCATION

o coDe .. (1'1• .-.j.. ",Mp'.tOft)

ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA
o coDe. (,.,.,,--,., ....,,v

AIIICNITCCT e"OIN.elll
a COOC c (,..., 4 ••'.,u

NlMCENA ASSOCIATES
o OTN." (~cf~J

DIIIA.'''. "0. JelTlMATOtt leNeeKllo ey

DEREMIAH
QU"NTITY "'A.o" IIATIt"'Al.

--- SUIIIN"flY "0. U"" ..... ..efl TOTAL

UN". ~...... U"'T '0' .....
U'fl'

TOT ..... COlT

HOUSING - 3 BEDRO M UN IT

S. ROUGH CARPENTRY

a. FraminJZ 2050 RF .65 1332.50 .50 1025.00 2357.50

b. Sheathin2

( 1) Plywood 1790 SF .30 537.00 .27 483.30 1020.30
-

c Trusses 1510 SF .90 .1359.00 1.52 2295.20 3654.20•.
d. Wood Bearas -- ISO BF .75 112.50 .65 97.50 210.00

e. Bardbd Soffi tts ...... 44R C:J:' 30 134.40 .35 156.80 291. 20---
, .'--_._- . _. -_..

\ "",6. MILLWORK

a. Exterior Siding 1610 SF .72 1159.20 .78 1255.80 2415.00

b Exterior Trim 280 LF .65 182.00 .50 140.00 322.00

c. Doors and Frames

(I) Ext (30 x 6.~,J.__ 3 EA _60 00 180.00 147 441.00 621.00
1---.-- -~.:..

(2) Int. (2
8 x 6~1 9 EA 68.00 612.00-, 70,00 _ 630.00 1242.00..

d. Cabinets ---_.
Ki tchen Cab inets 16 LF 40.0C 640.00 98.00 1568.00 2208.00

Closet Shelv!.!!&._. ...- ~.l~.. LF 3-.0C 54.00 3.00 54.00 108.00

Linen Shelvin2 20 LF 2.0C 40.00 2.00 40.00 80.00

Sink.-CoW'lters ------;; T.P 15.0( 75.00 45.00 225.00 300.00..__._-
Storage She 1V.!l!R-.___ 16 u: 2.D( 32.00 1.5C 24.00 56.00

_._--
7. MASONRY

~tlE._...

._.- - f--.- --

8. STRUCTURAL STEEl. _N'oNJ:: .--_._-_......... -- -
____•__••_._______ •••• -. ,ri ••

.~.... - .. '-------. _.-- ---- ----._--
~_._-----_._._...- ..- '-'-- - .- '" ..-. '- - .• _..-
._----- --_... _.__...._-_." . ---- ...._- _.__........ ~_. '---

-- ,

..

[ .



J, CONSTRUCTION C05T ESTIMATE
10AYII: ~"II:~""I[O I SHI:I: T 23 01' 42

,'OJECT BASIS '0.. e:STIIilATI:

ALLENVILLE COtwNUNITY DEVELOPMENT
l.OC AT 10.

o COOl: AI. (No de.,,,. _pl.,..o

ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA o COOII: • (,."'..In_.., de.''')

A"CM'TllCT I:..O... ll[lt
li}COOI[ C (,...." d ..,,,.,

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES
o OTMII:" (S,ecltr)

O""W'NG NO. n TI.." TOtil CMI:CKI:O BY

OEREMIAH
quANTITY 1.10110" "ATI:"'AL.

-- SU...."RY 000. UN,T ...." TOTAL.....
UNIT. ~II:"'., UN,T .OTAL TOTAL COSTUNIT

HOUSINC - :) BEDRC PM l NIT

9. SHEET METAL
----

a. Flashing 110 LF .50 55.00 .65 71.50 126.50

h r. ..~~ ..... l?rl LF .£,0 7'"100 1. 70 204.00 276.00

c. Downspout 40 LF .75 30.00 2.70 108.00 138.00
.__.-

10. ROOFING
~-

a. Metal RoofinQ 18 SO 46.00 828.00 Is1.00 918.00 1746.00

-- I--.

11. LATH AND PLASTERING --1----1---

a. Gyp. Rd. Walls 375 S¥ 2.72 1020.00 2.46 922.50 1942.50_.-
b. Gyp. Rd. Ceilings 120 SY 2.72 326.40 2.46 295.20 621.60

12. TILE WORK NONE - - --
--_.

13. METAL SASH

a. Single Hung 90 SF 3.49 314.10 5.14 462.60 776.70

b Sliding 17~F 3~49 59.33 4.76 80.92 140.25
..._._--- ._--

14. GLASS AND GLAZING -_.
(incl. under IIICt sash)

IS. MISC. METALS NONE - -
.

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

16. PAINTING ..- -_.- -. - ._-
a. Exterior

~-_.- --_. -.-._--- ~-_. ---
(}) Wd ~;lIin,. l' . 1610 SF .15 241.50 .08 128.80 370. :50

~ I.1m _. _.. . _.,.- .._- 1----. ----- _.- --_._-
(2) Hd Bd Soffitts 448 SF .17 76.16 .12 53.76 129 . ~)2

__ 0 __4 ___ --_.- --,

"

\

150 C-42 ••• ...........,H.•" 4· ••••••

, I
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.1.

. .,

................"'......teI I••- ••••••.
C-4':l ,.,

,.,W)Ut,twnnN ..... *11~"'"

150(NO 'OttllI_I.

I CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
DATe ,"".,"A"CD I IHCI:T 24 420 ..

10JeCT
eASlI t"O" eIT'MAT~,., ALLENVILLE COM'fUN ITY DEVELOPMENT o eool: • (N•••'''' .....pI.,"OLOCATIOM

o COOl: • (""""'_rr ••''';ALLENVILLE , ARIZONA
~coo. e (,...., 4..,..)A"CHITeeT I:NGINelUt . o OTHII" (SlJecU,,)NUMKENA ASSOCIATES

D"AWING "0. CU'MATCMt CHeCKeo ev

DEREMIAH.
QUA..TITY LAeo" MATC"'AL

IU_"ltV NO. .. 1If11 ..... TOTAL.---- VNIT
TOT.~ TOT.~ COlTUN,T• ",II." UNIT ,,"IT

3 UN!H 1:'-. N' - .
, -,.,

~ ... ..
16. PAINTING (cont'd)

b. Interior
(l) Gvn Bd 4460 SF .15 669.00 .08 356.80 1025.80
(21 !levn"" 12 EA 21"..00· 252.00 . 7.00 84.00 336.00

..' "17. FLOOR COVERING

a. Vinyl Asbestos Tile "218 SF .• 4·4·
'.' 95.92 .37 80.66 176.58

~ ,. ,.

b. Carpet 100 SY <fIOO " 600.00 8.00 800.00 1400.00~

18. nJERMAL INSULATION

a. Attic 1080 SF .~4 151.20 .38 410.40 561. 60
• .t,"

h MIA 1 t c;: 1410 [SF ,14 197.40 .15 211.50 408.40.",

19. FIN ISH HARDWARE -
a. Door Hardware LS 30Q 300.00 380 380 .00 680.00._-
b. Toilet Acccssor~~s LS 60 60.00 95.00 95.00 155.00
c. Toilet Compartme~!!- lllA 100 - ·180 -,..--_.-

20. MEOiANICAL SYSTEMS

a. Electric Heater 1 PA 165 165.00' 130 130.00 295.00--_.
b Evaoorative Conl"r 1 EA 290 290.00 460 460.00 750.00
c. Ductwork LS 700 700.00 700 700.00 1400.00
d. Cgntrols LS 60 ..

" 60.00 60 •• 00 60.00 120.00._-.-~--_._"
--_._- ....._- -_._-_ ...

21. PLUMBING
..--_...._- ..__.- ---f-.

--',...... a. fixtures
f-- .._."_ •.4.. SA 80.00· ·320.00 120 480.00 800.00

--_..__._._-. -,-- '---'" '. '~_. -_.,- -:----0- .------b. PiPi l!B.___ . LS 1300;· . . 1300.00 , 1000 1000.00 2300. 00
. __...... ... - 1-'"-'C. Hot Water Heater 1 13A 100 : .100.00 . 100·.·· ··100.ob 200.00

..

..

[ .



I .•. ; '.'

CONSTRUcrJOH COST ESTIMATE I.DATIl ~".~A"110 I S"~I!T 25 0" 42., .
)JaCT 8A$I$ l'0l' EST.....TE

ALLENVILLE Cor+nfiI1Y DEVEWF:tENT .,

LOCATtO.
o CQO•• (N•••'r -,,1.''''

"
" o coo•• ("""''''''_" ••1..)ALLENVILLS. ARIZOOA . ,

A"CMITaCT .......a."
(ikeOD. c (,1ft." " ••,'"

Nlf.fKEHA ASSOCIATES DOT"'" n,.d"'J

DRAWING NO. EITI..ATOIII CH'CI{EO • .,

DEReMIAH
QUANTITY

"'~" .AT."IA.L

IU_A"Y
_.

UNIT ..." "TOtaL ~.. TOTAL
;

UNITe "".... ""IT "NIT
".TAL COST

,,' -

HOUSING 3 BED~OOM UN T
.'

. - ;';;.1,11,."- ., ....... ,,"< k·· ,
. ;. -

", I·-

22. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM I'~, .~,f'-. . "
Branch Circuits dAn I

.;.. '. . . ': ~

a. LS 't ... d~n .06' ..' 435 435.00 915.00

Fixtures & Devices
. :;,

b. LS 720 ~l20:00 480 480.00 1200.00

c Panel - . 1 r:,& "16.0 '., i60~•.OO 185, 185.00 345.00

d. Feeders NONE - -
e. Door Bell 1 EA 90.,00 90.00 60.00 60.00 150.00

'.

'-sUBTOTAL t "". 7).;.:,,:.~ .~~-:,. 39,312.79 I'._-
"

OVERHEAD nO') 3,931.28

PROFIT (5\) ""<.,. ...~~ ;~ .s; ..... '~ 2.162.20:'¥.: .~~, ..
......, ..

SUBTOTAL .._. 45.406.27

~

;~!.iH*~:...~ '~.,.";4... ~¥ .. h/ .
"

. . -
BOND (1\).

,:: . ,
"

,. 454,06. , ' .',.

_...

TOTAl COST 45,860.33

TOTAL ~UNDED 45,900,00
:.....:::., ~ 1'k.:; r,Pi:' " "'. , '

.,

BlJI LDING AREA'
".; , '., :

;

.,
-

PRICE PER SF: ~ """~~" ~._- -_ .. ..--
... 1Ai

...-. .'~21 . l,,;~~::.~:-o; ~~-~~.IJ" ...~ ~;1
-........

.( _. "

..- --- _.__ ..'---' _._-_._.- ---~._ ....__ .. -'-- ._-----
.. ._._---- ....... .......~-_. -~.. ~... "-.. -.. ----_._-

" '.. . .~.- ._._.__.- --- -~~ "-.-
':'(~r.l:·l·'

, , ;,
,.

fNO '011. 150 ,~.,: .,'Jc.~f~ ~'>:,h; •• f h lijp~... ,...-e.•,••
~~:W0lllbZ '~~f" ." I'··' - .~ .. If.; , 1•

, AoUO ,. - .' _. '.::\ '.. '<j ~ .... -, ~ ...

':.;:r~ ,'" ~ .. '''l • ~' ' ~'t" t:to ~ .- ~ ... ~·i."'1" C. ' ; .

I I
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.. ". " ,I .' .•

.\': . :" f'·;....:... l\..
".. , " .i:', , '

_oc, ,__,.....C 45
""'YtC'ltJt .orrtnN ........ ,...."

,soI AUG,.

I CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE IOAT~ ~"'~A"ao
111411:1' 26 0 .. 42..

ROJaCT
" , '. BAI'I "0" .ITIMATE,,-

ALLENVILLE C<M-RJNITY DEVE 4QPt-ENT
, ,;'1

":'. , o COOC A (fit. tlee'", _~'e'~LOC AT 10M
\,

, , ,0 COO... (,."'''lne", tlee',vALLENVILLE. ARIZOOA
.,

", iI' '.
" " .' a coo.. c ("""el d••',,>A"C14l'I:C' .NG'''I•• ..~; "

, .,
d 0.,...." (~c1"')NUMKENA ASSOCIATES'

.. 'II ' I

"D"AW'''' NO.

'f·~~;1~ ,. , .
CHECkaD BY

, '

QUANTITY L.A~1It. MA"a"lM.-- tU.MA"., NO, UNIY "." ".." TOTAL

lIM'''' .... A.. "'"'Y
'fOTA"

101"'1'
TOTAL COlT

HOUSING - 4 BED OO~f UN t

,
,"

1. EARTIiWORK

a. Machine Excavation 16 CY S.DO 80.00 12.0C 192.00 272 .00
b~ Hand Excavation 2 C'y 12 8: 7S 57.50 - 57.50
c. Backfill 15 CY 6..:50 97 ~50 5.0C' 7S .00 172.50- , '

d. CaD. Water Bart'ier 23 CY lii~,oO " ,253.00 .. ' , ,12.DC 276.00 529.00
e. Fine G,rade In.ooo .. ,SF '.' ' ~~"o'-l, -l00 .00 ~O 100.00 200.00

" ,- ..
",

' ,J
"'I...

'::~'.,.j' ,2. FORMWORK : ' , \
,). .. , '.--------- '

Footing (Tum~_<;!.n) 230 SF' ,'£.00 230.00,
,',

.75 172.50 402.50
a.
b. Column SF , l~_SO 37.50

' ,

56.2525 , .75 18.75
,.,

3. CONCRETE .. ,

a. Footings 9 50.:p0 450.00· 62.00 558.00 1008.00., ,

s6~90 : . l1S0.00b. Slab on Grade 23 62.00 1426.00 2576.00
.~ . ' ,,. rn 1.t1"" 1 65.00 65.0Q 62.00 62.00 127.00

d. Joints
"

(1) Constr. Jt. 1-__ ~4.., ~::W 8'.80 .40 17.60 26.40-- ..e. Finish
,-

(1) Float' ___MQ SF ;iz 55.20, .05 23.00 78.20---
(2) Steel Trowel 1350 SF .18 " 243.00 ' .05 67,50 310.50

, f. Cure and Protect 1810 SP .06 \. 1O~.60 .06 108.60 217.20
"

"·,t- ,
, ..4. RE INPORCING "

----- ..---_..
a Mesh 460 SF '~,O'9

" ",' 41.40' .08 36.80 78.20q---- --'---b. Bar
~_..3~g__ ' LB '! .,"';. 32 144;00 .26 117.00 261.00••__••_ •• 4 ....__

.- " '_.._-,-,-- , ,.~ ...... , 1.--..- -~~
'" ' ,

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

" :
"

I::

;"f " .. , i'
;l;,. " 'I- .. , .", -.r~~ .... ~: '~:'. " '·.j'/pf'..:"

~ 'j'l •

INO PeNt. r 1-1.:' .. ,',I.;. ~ " ,'j':: , •· ..'.. ;1 ~u .... _ ••- " .

..



." ~,; .' oj": .. :.~ .. l

.... )."

" ,"j

.0 : ..

.....

. -.....•.hO ....

J--. COHSTRUCT,ON COST EstiMATE D~". ~"."_.D 1...··1' 42- , .- , 27 Of'

AOJ.« , . _ ."IIS FOIit BTU'ATE

ALLENVIL'W C<MtUNITY DEYeLOPkeN'r ; •• l. •

LOC"T'"
_. .- o coo•• (If.....1... - ..,.,ecO

ALLENVItL8';"_Aat~A
. ..". '~ CJ CODe • (""'~ ••I-.J. . .... .:.

""CM'T.CT .........
iii coo. C ("...el " ••,..,

- -- ." . o OYM." ~-~,
NlNKENA ASSOCIATES . -,

_AW'''.O. an.,.y" CN«CKaD .v

DSRJ!Mj-AH -
QUANT'TY LAaO" MATIU"AL

-- au_A..., "0. Ute.,. ~... ..... TOTAL

Ute.,.. ...... .IT
,.O,..L Ute.,. YO"~ COST

HOUSING - 4 BE lROOM U IT
'. ""'~

. :~ .

-,
.

5. ROUGH CARPENTRY ~

- --

a, Fraaint[ 2450 AF .65 1592.50 .50 1225.00 2817.50

b. Sheathin2 ..
(1) Plywood 2080 SF_ ":".,30 624 .OC ' .27 5'61.60 1185.60

c - 1810 SF .QO 1629.00 1.52 2751.20 4380.20

d. Wood Beaas -1("? SF ·~~-=:'··~.7S -121 50 .65 105.30 226. RO

e. Hardbd Soffitts 460 ' C:!i: " .30 138.00" .35 161.00 299.00
--. -.. ,

MILLWORK
-,-

6. : >,)

a. ExteriOT Siding '1860 SF ~72 1339.20 .78 1450.80 2790.00

b, - Trim 300 LF .65 195.00 .50 150.00 345.00- -

c. Doors and Frames "

(11 Ert, nO ][ 68, 3 EA -60.00 180.00 147 441.00 621.00

(28 x 68)
, -

(2) Int. ' '

10 EA 68.00 680.00 70.00 700.00 1380.00- ..
d. Cabinets .... ~ '.":. ,"

Kitchen Cabinets 17 LF 40.00 680.00 98.00 1666.00 2346.00

Closet,Sbelvin2 2R LF 3>00 84.00 3.00 84.00 168.00

Linen Shelvinll 16 u: 2.00 32.00 2.00 32.00 64.00

Sink Counters 7 I,P 15.00 - 105.00 45.00 315.00 420.00

Stora2e Shelvinll 16 II: -2.00 32.00 1.50 24.00 56.00

7. ~RY NONE-

-- .'" "j
8. STRUCfURAL STEEL NO,NE -, .

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

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

':)'!
.~ ..C".. ~

;
! , - - .

I ·-·to ::'
.

r , "

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

"
~.'

1 ..."111 ....• ••:

; "
. ,



, '

"
\ ','

,.. '

. I

,~I,".. '",. • ... ·......... N ••.".. ...-.cl ' ... - ••••••

" ' ....

C-47 ,.,"......V"I"'\(., .n-.,f"vt,.t II' .. ,... - .ISO
l At'" ".

I CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE
O"T..."e"""I:O 1&MI:IT 28 0' 42

nOJI:CT ItASlS 1'0" eSTI""Te

.... " AL LEN\' I LLE CO~ITY DEVELOPMENT
': ;1",'

LOC"TIO.
o CODa: A (If• ••,,,. .......p,.,"O

ALLENVILLE t ARIWNA
o CODa: - ( ..,.i,..",.", ••,,,.,, .

,. Ga:COoa: c (,..", ••,,.,

""CHITeCT If"O'••''' .', ~, '.1, \' o OTHa:" fS-.d"j
NUMKBNA ASSOCIATES ' :;\ .

0"".'''' .0. f..~~;~4t",' ..
lCNI:CKI:D ay,

QUANT.TY
, .. "

L".o" M"TI:'''''L!''t .

-- tU"'''ltY NO. U.. IT ..... ..... TOT"L

UN'Te ~..... ,UN'T
1'01' AlL. ;' UNIT 1'01' A" COST

HOUSING - 4 BEoROO UN T ' ,

"

SHEET METAL
..

9.

a. Flashing 110 LF .50 55.00 .65 71.50 126.50

h 140 LF .60 84.00 1. 70 238.00 322.00

,f,\75
. ,

c. Downspout ' 48 ' LP " . 36.00, 2.70 l29.60 165.60.. "

"
I

"
:

10. ROOFING ", , ,

"
46:':00'

. '

a. Metal - ~. 21 SO 966.00 51.00 1071. 00 2037.00
" ....

----- .---_. . J'.; ,II:;"

""rll. LATH AND PLASTER1NG " ,

a. Gyp. Bd. Walls .460 Sf .,2. n i2s1.20· 2.46 113L60 2382.80

b. Gyp. ad. Ceilings 50 SY 2.72 136.00 2.46 12~.OO 259.00
, "

12. TILE WORK NONE - -

13. METAL SASH
"

a. Single Hung 94 SF :~;49 328.06 5.14 483.16 811. 22

b. SlidiJl.2 21, SP 3~49 ,73.29 ' 4.:'76 99.96 173.25

14. GLASS AND GLAZING ".

(incl. under lDet sash) -

IS. MISC. METALS NONE '" , '- -

_..'- ~---
PAINTING

,
16. , "

, --- ---'- ... ..- ... --
Exterior

,
a. --- _._- ....-._-, ....., ...._-.

....~-,_.-.l.ll.J.i..SUli~WDL" 1860 SF .15 279.00 .08 148.80 427.80
.,......._" ..-'... ~ ............

....~~

(2) Hd Bd Soffitts SF,
'.

,-_.-
f-- 460 ,'~ 1', 78.'20 .~-2 55,.20 133.40..-..._- ......_..-.-

~--~- ... , ' t", ", , , ' '
" .' " " ' \

" •. ~-" ~t ~::"I' ",
'.' .'i \

r , , . .•, b •

."



r'

".. '

TOTAL
COlT

OJ" 42

TOT~

o COOl: A (It• ••,. -"'.'e4)
o COO•• (,...._....", ....,..)

. ·Q5;;JCOD. C (""" " ••,..)

. 00,...." (S,..d"')

"."""IT.. TOTAL

. 10ATI ~1ll.~AIll.O I
t 1"!tU 29

• ,'" ~/., I

, '
,<I.,

". ;

..0. UI"" "••v,,,,.. ""'.A" .,...,.,
__________ SU....Allly

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

ALLENVI~LE CCMlJNITY DEVBLvrMENT

QuANTITY

LOCATIOtI

ALLENVI1LE,ARIZONA
""CH,nc" eMG'''.CIt·

NUP«f14A ASSOCIATES

r )JICT

HO~ING - 4 BE[ ROOM lTh IT '
., ",.

'f,:";'

16. PAINTING (coot' d).

b. Interior

(l) Gvn Ild 5490 SF .15 823.50 .08 439.20 1262.70

,.t------------;----t--r--+----+--f-----t------I

13 EA 7LOO 273.00 7.00 91.00 364.00
,.",

.,,'

17. FLOOR COVERING

a. Vinv1 ••

~ b. Carpet

Tile 274 SF .'.'\1'::': 44

120 Sy. '~COO

120.56

720.00

.37

.8.00

101. 38

960.00

221.94

1680.00

18. 'DiERMAL INSULAT ION

a. Attic' ' 1350 SF ~ 14 .189.00 .38 513.,00

b W.. lle 1660 ~J: .·,.'14 232.40 .15 249.00

.,

19. FINISH HARDWARE '"

a. Door Hardware LS ,325 325.00 410 410.00
-
b. Toilet Accessories 1.5 - - - -
c. Toilet Co~artments EA 100 100.00 180 180.00

702.00

481.40

735.00

280.00

20. MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

765.()()

120.0ll

30()0.O!l

250.00

1750.00

--+0------4------.--

1 J:A 165 165.00 145 145.00

1 P.A 290, 290.00 ,475 475.00

LS . 8·15· 875.00 875 875.00

LS 60" 60.00 . 60.00 ., 60.00
- f-:' .......,.,.......-

' .. ., ,.._.. •. . ~... ; -c

l"nn1 ....

a. Electric Heater

c • DuctwOT'k

ti l"nn t"yo".1.

'b Eva

21. PLl1MBING
c-....··---a-.-F-ix-t-u-re-s-----·--- ~·--7+B·-A-t-8-:0-·.-00-+·...:;~-·'-5"'6-0-.-0.0-+"':1-2-0"",+---8-4"'0-."'0-0-+--·-]-4"n-(;-:()·() -I,
-------...:.-----.--...,.-.•. - .•- +•. ;....,.. ~-:,.- r--.~+-----_4--~-----I--- -----

b. Piping' __ ·.f:S.r70:~·~·i 170.0.00 ··1300>:.1300.00

c. Hot Wator Heater ,. ;' .. ;1 li"',·· ~'l~~·>·;;}: .. "lbb _.6ri~~': ~·t~~'tt1,;, '" ,,: 150:•.00

IMO'OII.
I MIG .. 150

lire ..........CI ,...__.....

I I I II I
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150
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, AUG"

J COHSTRUCTWN COST ESTIMATE
OAT. ""."AAI:O

I'HluT 30 420'

,......OJCCT " a ••,. '0" aln..ATI:

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT o COG. A (lfo ••,.. - ..,.,~
LGe"TIOM " a eoOll • (,.,.,,.,...,., ••''')
ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA

(Xkeo•• e ',IItIlJ ..,,,)
AACH'TCCT .MOIM.lE..

" o OTM." (S".cI~)
NlMKENA ASSOCIATES

0" AW'NO liD. ruT....TCHlI CHI:ClCaO ay

DEREMIAH "

OUANT.TY LA.O" "A"allt'AL

'SU_A",. NO. u .. ,T ..... ..." TOTAL--
UNIT8 ~.u. ".... TOTAL

UH'~
TO'T AL CO,T

MtJr
"

HOUSING - BEDRO IT

22. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM .....,-~-_.._..

a. Branch Circuits LS 670 670'.00 585 585~00 1255.00

b. Fixtures & Devices r.~ 880 880.00, 675 675.00 1555.00

Panel
' ' , ' ,,185c ..- ___J PA :,160 160.00>" .. 185~00 345.00

d. Feeders JipNE
' ,

\'- -_._.__.-
e. Door Bell 1 EA 90 9p.,O~1, 60.00 . 6Q.00 150.00._--

\ ,-
~:\ '

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

;J8TOTAL
~---- - ..._. .. _-_.- -_...- 46,657.96

._- .__ .._- ._, f---

OVERHEAD ( 10\) 4,665.80--- - ..._.._.'-

_..._--_.
PROFIT (5\) 2,566.19

" ...._._- ._-_. -
--_.--- - --_._- f--- ..

SUBTOTAL _ ...- ~._.
53,889.95-_.- .......

",

..
f---.

___1'__,-- ---
BOND n%) ----_._..~- -- f------ f--.

538.90

_____ 4_.
~._,---

.._.

TOTAl. COST ~ 54,428.85-_._-
,"', ' '

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

TOTAL ROUNDED ~':,~ : 54,500.00.-_. _...~_._ .. -- ._._.- -
_.._- _._._.~.- f----- f--.

BUr LDING..A&fA; ___ 4 ___••••

~--_._- f-.

----_._--~-_.-.. f----- ...-. 1--- r--'
PRICE PER SF: ._._....- .. ......~_ . . .--... ,

..
I'-"

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

~...~
"~-_.- .. ,-.._. - >--- .'. • J

., .,
~~'~\I " \", ','

,
" . ....., ,.' -,

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

.:

".
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.. i' -

.'';,. lie I ,L \: ••~r··

.;....
. :t' •

o coo. A (ffo ••1". _,.,,,,,

o cooa • (P..I-fWff •••~

a cooe c (,lftel 4_...)

DOT.... {Sf/Ifcllp)

CONSTRUCT'ON COST ESTIMATE

ALLENVILLB CMfUNITY DEVEWP1.f3NT
~OCATtCNI '.• ....1'..'";.

ALt.eNVILLE. ARIZ~A
"ltCH.TacY ."01"... '

NUMKENA' ASSOCtATESOtt".,,,, 110.
t:1T"'At~ J', ,-',

, DERScIAJt' • ", -', :

______.....: IU"''''''' QU"MT'TY ,.

MO. UNIT ..
"'Ye lola T TOT.L

TOTAL
COST

COMMUNITY BU LDINa ", .~ ',-.. "
,
'.,

..... x' .

86 CY 5.00 450.00

..
20,000 SF ~'"o-1 .' 200.00

.
12.00 1032.00 1462.00

'- 345.00

5 •.00 75.00 172.50

12 '0'0 924.00 1771.00 ( ~

.01 200.00 400.0D

; :. ~.i :.

,. ,~. 340, SF ···~r00 '340'.00 .75 255.00 595.00
; 25 SF ... h~o 37.50 .75 18.75 56.25

3. <mCRETE '..'.
a. Footings

b. Slab on Grade

d. Joints

(1)' Conatr. Jt.

40

77

1

50.00
.

2000.00 62.00 2480.00
50.00 3850.00 62.00 4774.00
6S.0p 65.00 62.00 62.00

- ,

: <,.20 ''':i,:.'24.00·
.
, .40 48.00

4480.00

8624.00

127.00

72 .00

---------,- ----_..- ","-"

718.80

100. 3D
1242.00

29.50

359.40

270.00

,"

.06

.0.5

.0570.80

53.10 .')8 47.20 100.3D
..--249.60. ..... .26 202.80 452.40- ..----1---.--.---.- .. -

359.40

97;2-.00 .

'.

SF .-. .; ~'1 ~

SF ~H

SF ~Q6 l

. ,

.. .,
l L '

,
, ..

SF ·~·,~S.• 0 :

LB <32
- -+--+-------~-~----_.-+---------

590

5990

5400(2) Steel,Trowel

(1) Float

e. Finish

·f. Cure ~d'Protect

4. REINFORCING

a. Me~h
b=:::--l!.L.~~-------~,---

b. Bar

I'
...·;Z.l".·

'." ;.".
. ,.... ., , . ... .

]
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"'. I

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

\
j~ .'

ISMEIIT 32 01' 42

:. ':"~"
.::t ~,:'~'. ',.

.'

~nOJ.CT ,

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELO~

L.OCATIO_

ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA
AIIlCHITaCT I!..OlNI[IIIII

NlI«ENA ASSOCIATES
.':" it,·,

11f ....Tj)a

DEREMIAH

"r,I

o COOl: .. (PIe ••,,. _pl.'e«)

o cooc • (p,.,..._", "'.'rJ
i5l COOl: C ("..., 4 ••,.->

00,"".111 (Spedfp)

CHECKED ay

'.'
OU.NTITY

NO. UN.T

"",1'. "'SA"
...""........ TOTAL.

TOTAL.
coal'

COr+fUNITY BU1 ....DING

S. ROUGH CARPENTRY

a. Fraain2

b. Sheath inil

(1) PlyWood

c, Trusses
d. Wood Beams
e , Hal"dbd Soffltts

~,.....

6. MILLWORK

a~ Exterior Siding

c Doon and FrAl'IIeS

,';

.l!-'~ 'I

6800 BF .65 4420.00' .50 3400.00 7820.(J()

6950 Sr '0,30. 2085~00 .27 1876.50 3961. su i
5400 SF ',90 4860.00. 1. 52 8208.00 13,068.00 !

180 BF ,7.5. .' 135.00 .65 117.00 252.0[)

.:30 ~

.35NONE <:'12
. ~' .,

:. , .;,. .
'l-:"""·~: ...."{~i. ' . ':

." ,1':'
" ........:...

SP <,72' ."
45'$6..0~;· ".~" 78 4914.006300 9450.00

'/;:hs,. ' " ;',1'429, 00 '
. (~

660 LF· '..'\$0. 330.00 759.00

\/'
"

.,. .,

9 EA 60.00" I;"
540'.00' 147 1323.00 1863.00~

1(, EA (., A'.·no . . , {HUl ~:() , 17n ·nn 11"20 00 2208.00

d. Cabinets . .J', \ '''>;~'' _I :: •
l't'h'.r t: I ~

[

[i tchen Cab inets

Closet "Shelvin2.
Linen Shelvin2
Sink Counters

StoraJle Shelvinll

NONE

NONE

v.

350

~ ..', ..... t,f • • ". If' " :. •.. .

LP l4o.:"b(l'· .,.,.... . '- "1<;.'/ b8'~OO

r.F 2.00 '2.00

T.J: he;. 00 C;.1O· 0'0' .11 c;; 00
.... '. .'

I'll' ,2'.'00 ',' 700.00,:,. 1.50

1620.00

I;?~ nn
2160.00--f

l??l> nn

8. S1'RUCTURAL STEEL NONE
"---~~--~"';:":'::;':~_._-~ ......-~

7. ~RY

.1 ",

«ONE
.... ,;.
':,\ .

.. ,~ I'. ~'l'

.. ~ l

•.,.1.



CONSTRUCT~ON COST ESTIMATE

________ IU....A"y "0. UN,T ~."

" .. , TI .... ".. ""'T

\
.

i
I
~
t)
~

~
~
~
~

~

TOTAL
COSTTOTAL

MATe"'A&.

C"l[CK!:D BY

o coDa" (No do.l,. aotnp/.'fHi)

o coDa. (""'/at'no,,, do.',,)
GCl:cooa c (lfillo' d_'r)

DOT...... (Spodl)-)

~...
UN,T

8411$ P'O" !:$TI.,4T£

TOTAL

«IT'MA~Ofl

DEREMIAH
QUANT'TY

COMMUNll~ BU LDING

4"CH'~.CT ...o....e"
!'iu'MKENA ASSOCIATES

LOC"TtO.

ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA

D"A.'.O NO.

PROJECT

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

'\

~

c. Downspout

10. ROOfING

-. a Metal

250 LF .50 125.00 .65

400 LF .60 240.00 1. 70

Q6 LF '.7S 72.00 2.70
..

, , -"

70 SO 46.00 3220.00 51.00 3570.00

331. 2U

6790.0U

11. LATH AND PLASTERING

a. Gyp. Rd. Walls

b. Gyp. 3d. Ceilings

800 S1

600 SY 2'.72

2176.00 2.46

1632.00 2.46

1968.00

1476.00

'\

S
4144.00'

3108.0ll '

12. TILE WORK 1190 3.55 4224.50 2.20 2618.00 6842.50

13. METAI. SASH

a. Single Hung 196 SF 3.49 684.04 5.14 932.96 1617.00
b. Slidinll NONE SF 4.76

G i14. GLASS AND LAZING
A

(incl. under JDet sash) I~:..:......::.:=~r--t--+--t---t---+--~-'i

~

~15;....:.----.;M..::;.I:::..;SC::.:.:.---:..ME=TA:.=LS::'-' -I-_N_O_N_E-I-_r-_-+__-__-f__-+-__------1~----~~:
:L6. PAINTING ' '0'
"r a. Exterior --t--i-----;~----_+_......-_+------+!..------:;f---------------I----t- -t-----+---..:----jl----+·- -----~---- '-- --1(1) Wd Sidini.Trim ._ >--_._2..l~ S_F _,.;;;.l.s~· f-:---...:9::.::2~2:.:.·FS:::..;0_+_·...;•..:.O..:.8-+---:4.::.9:::..;2;..;.O::-:O:...-t--~~.2-::).(-)--_<(2) Hci Bd Soffit!s 530 SF . ~~i! . '90.10 '.l~ 63.60 153.70

. \
~ \ .

, .' 1,' "110 •• ,".1 .•
I, • ~l

INC ,Ott. 1~ C-57
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~ ,.

C.-53·'" ,,:,,~. :" .. \" ••• ..........,"'.".....1('1 ' ...- ••••••150MI ••
, .. Illf"\ ••

b
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

.loUC ~"e~A"CO
IIH£ET 34 420'

TOOJeCT
eAI.1 '0" I:ST.MATI

__\LLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOfMENT o C;OOK " ("'0 de.'''' OO,"P'.'~ IILOCATIO..
., o C;OOK • (""'HIt"'.,,, de.,,,.)

ALLENVILLE. ARIZONA
.. :

~C;OOK C; (, ...-.1 d••''') ~
,,"C ..,TeCT ...O,Ne." o OTHKIll (s,..cI,.,,)

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES .
0"".'''. NO. ,cn'IIATo-. ICHecKl!:o ev iDERBMIAH

QUAMTITY LAeo" ..AT£R.AL 1-- IU_A"Y
_.

IINIT ~IU' ~KIll
TOT"L

UNITa "'...e. """'"
"0" .... UN'T TOT"'- COlT !

(m~Il..L'lI1Y RUILDI N~_......

- ~
H>. PAINTING (cont'd) ~'.

b~ Interior
~
;

(1) Gvn 8d 12,60C .15 1890.00 .08 1008.00 2898.00 ~

SF
,
<

~-
2S EA 21.00 525 •. 00· 7.00 175.00 700.00 ..

t (2) Doors .'.. . ,\ 0'
j

r~~.
-~.

~

HOOR COVERING - '.,

I 3600 SF .44 iS84.00 .37 1332.00 2916.00
,

a. Vinyl Asbestos TiliL
h r.., ......... 200 SY 6.bc ·1200.00 8.00 1600.00 2800.00---._- -

18. lHERMAL INSULATION

a. Attic 5400 SP .1~ :.' 756~OO .38 2052.00 2808. no ~

h IlIJll1!1 6150 SF .. Ii 861.00 .15 922.50 1783.50

19. FINISH HARDWARE
..

!
'.

a... Door Hardware LS 1400 1400.00 1820. 1820.00 3220.0n i-
b. Toilet Accessories LS 300 ',300.00 500 500.00 800.00

c. Toilet Compartmen ts 3 EA 100 : 300.00 180 540.00 840.00

d. Folding Doors LS 1300 1300.00 3600 3600.00 4900.00 ~
~ MECHAN rCAL SYSTEMS

,
,

,. a. Electric Heater 5 J:A 220 .110.0 .00 .. 175 875.00 1975.00

I b Evanorative rnnl"",,, 6 lEA 320 1920.00 550 3300.00 52.?1l.()(l

r c. Ductwork LS ~37S . 3375.0n· 3375 3375.00 6750.00

t--=~·d. Controls LS 350 350.00 350 350.00 700.00
1--

~I
I ----_..-- -----...~......
• PLUMBING

- k

r--'" ..__ .. _.._... _....---.... . t- .__..-.~-----I---:~. --. ----.,
• Fi xturcs 13 120 1560.00 180·1. EA 2·~·:li.il(J· ::;Jlhl.lJ!i·;
I .__.----.........- ....._- - .-.......

,

f--<: =~~i~:ter Heate;-·-·--u

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

----i.-_~_~. _3390 . 33~O ..OO 2800 2 8UO. 00 () l~O .llU
-+- .'

1 SA ·:.300 ..30.R ~1J.p, ~·.~"3S0: 3.50.00 650.00
, .. '; ;1" .,'V .. '.

I , "I"~' 'I'i, . -. .. .. ,

0"



42I SHEET 35

.: ~ eA_Is 'C;)I!t"EST'IMATfr~ ,," ~. -... "j" ~

'\~/ : {.t,,:.: ;,\ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
nOJIECT

J
~
j
~

o t.OOE " (No ·<le••". "","pl.f.d) t~
l.OCATION

@cooli • (p,.'l",~.ty daol".>
'-'7:"".",":,:,,::,:A:-::L~L-:E:":,N:-:V:-:-:I~L:-::LE=-=-·,_A_R_I_Z_O_N_A .;.o...;.;,~;.;• ..:,...:" ...~.~,~",,,,,:,,,,,,'-.............-JI '. " :fj, CO~I: t' (1",,,., d••,,., ~
ARCtllTlECT IENGINI:." ,

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES DOTHI:" (Speclf.,> . •. _. ~

. ,.

~. CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE

DRAWING NO. ESTIMATOR. CHE:CKED BY

TOTAL
COST

,
-------------4---J---t---t"---...-7---t---t---'---~------.___{

13, sao .()(~

1036.00

SUBTafAL 184,524.95

OVERHEAD 00%) 18.452.50

SUBTOTAL
,. -1t-----------------..J----+----+---+........~~......:;__......~__.~+-....l..>:~r_~-_t----- --

' .... "~'" t" ,:'~ .I"~ • .' .,
. ,Jj:'} •..Hi' >, e,i»- , ~!'Xf' .1 202,977.45. -, .

• '. J ~ .,'
:1;-•

10,148.87

•.-..
. ~ 'r .213,126.32

" 2131.2u

-- --_. ~

J-------------- -.-----+--+_.-~+_--~.....---_f_~~+------+-------__ll

L--------+---+--+--t----------+---+--
I TafAL COST -- ----- -t----t---+------+--..."-t--- .. t-=2""'1.=.5,L2=-'1Lt..:)..ti--

J::------.--.----.. "'''- --_ ... -.... __'+--"'"",·~",·.·ri:""'.""":)""':" .. ?w.lt..;..;-.,...J..'.....j...!.··~il't'~h···;j.....···~·...-'·"'-:.t-,.,d-'-...'--'l~'::... .1 7>," ............- ......~
___1~'O~T~A!~_R.QUNDEQ.. _.'"'' _.. _ __ ... f---'':-- :~.:...4".~-":""~'-~"~......""l'I'-~::~':7"'~ .........' ........:,•._+-.&4!'2~lQ~Q.()Q.L.QO._

t". e- ,•. t ''\~ l' ."

..._-------_.__.._-- ..........- - ........ ... _-_ ... ,..__. -_._-- .__.._--
II' i [LDING AREA: 5400 SF-- ..-._-_.__ .----- -_. - .- --_ ..

PRICE PER SF: 40.00

150



'.

CONSTRUCTlON COST ESTIMATE
DATE P'UPA"e:O I SHEI:T 36 420'

I"nOJIlCT BASIS '0" ESTIMATI:

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT o COOl: ... (No d••'., oomp'.'e<t)
LOCATION o COOl: • (P,,"m'n• .., de.,.,)ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA

XX] coo. C ("·'n.' d ••'."
A"CH'TI:CT ENGIN!!:!:"

DOT..... (Spec'''')NUMKENA ASSOCIATES
O"AW'NO NO. £STlMATOft CHECKItO BY

IW IJ ..MT All

QUANTITY 1.1'110" MAT!!:"'AL
________ SUMMARY ..... ..... TOTAL

NO. UN,T
TOT"'L COlT• UNITS 1-0 ...... UNIT UNIT

TOTAL

PARK AND COMML NITY CC kPLE AMEN TIES

1. LANDSCAPING AND IRRI GAT! ON
a. Trees (20 in. box) lOa fA 103 10,300.00 103 10,300.00 20.600.00

b. Turf t:; 16. 18l SF .04 20.647.44 .06 30.971.16 51.618.60

c. Irri~ation System LS °9,200 ~9 200.00 ~3,300 23,300.00 52,500.00

2. CONCRETE PAVING 5440 SF 1. 2S 6.800.00 1.25 6,800.00 13,600.00--_....- -
,----,,.-.--.__ .._- ._._--

3. PICNIC TABLES 6 EA 296 1,776.00 256 1,536.00 3,312.00,------_._-_..- .-..--.-

4. EQUIPMENT ._-.

a. Barbecues 4 EA 80 320.,00 160 f,dn,nn 960,00-

b. Softball B!ickstop ,- f---. 1 EA 1800 1 800.00 5 100 5 100.00 6 900.00
c. Play ,Structure !- EA 7800 7.800.00 14,200 14,200.00 22 000.00

d. Basketball BackH,Q~~_Lf-~A 400 800' .00 700 1 400.00 2 200.00

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

SUBTOTAL 173,690.60---_.._.-

--, f--,_."

OVERHEAD (l2~o) 20,842.87.,.

'-_._--._~- ----.---,- c-'

SUBTOTAL 194.533.47..._--------_... ---_._,_.__._...__ . --"--"

---------- f------ .....

PROFIT (5%L.____.___._____ 9 726.67'---------- f-'

-----_..._-_._--_._._..._. _.. , _.- ._..-.'- f--

SUBTOTAL 204.260.14
~-- ._-----_.~.-._. -- . ._._. . __. -

BOND (l ~o) --hQ..42_.M---_.._---_.__.-.._.__ .- .._......- ..... ........._.._.. ._- ., .. -"- " ...--._- ---- .- -- ._..
TOTAL COST 206,302.74
--~---_.- --_..- .._- -' - ."-- ...-. -- --... ---_....... ._---.. "- f------

----_...._.-- ._.- -.. .... ~...._.. . .. _._. - ..... - ..- -_._ ...• ... -...-~ ..... "--_._-_.-.. -- -----_..-
TOTAL ROUNOED 206.300.00

150 C-55
........" 'omooo' _or .., ".....,

.. , "'".. - ..



CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE
DATE PltEPAltED 1SHEET 37 420"

ronOJf:CT BASIS "Olt ESTIMATE

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
LOCATION

o COOlE A (No dee;", complete<{)

ALLEN VI LLE, ARIZONA
o COOII: • (p..l/mln• ." dee/,.)

ARCHITECT ENGINEEIt
Xi] COOII: C (""n.' de. I",)

NUMKENA ASSOCIATES
o OTHII: .. (S,..cll~)

DltAWING NO. ESTIMATOIt CHECKED ey

DEREHIAH
QUANTITY LABOlt MATERIAL

SU_Alty NO. UNIT PC" . PC,,' TOTAL

UNIT' Iw~... UNIT
tOTAL TOTAL COST

UNIT

RAMADA BUILDI NGS W/I IRINK NG FC UNTAIN

l. EARTHWORK

a. Machine Excavat ion 20 CY 5.00 . 100.00 12.00 240.00 340.00

b. Hand Excavation 10 CY 28.75 287.50 - 287.50

c. Backfill 8 CY 6.5C 52.00 5.00 40.00 92.00

d. Capi llary Barrier 12 CY 1l.OC 132.00 12.00 144.00 276.00

e. Fine Grade 1500 SF .0' 45.00 .0' 45.00 90.00

- .._.

2. FORMWORK ---- --- _. _. --
a. Screeds 110 SF 1.00 110.00 .75 82.50 192.50--

3. CONCRETE

a. Footings 12 CY 50.0C 600.00 62.00 744.00 1344.00

b. Slab on Grade 9 CY 50.0C 450.00 6.2.0C 558.00 1008.00.- 1--._-- --
c. Joints _._..... _- ~. .-

(1) Exp. Joint 24 LF .2C 4.80 .4C 9.60 14.40
-----

d. Finish

(1) Steel Trowel 720 SF .U 129.60 .O~ 36.00 165.60-- ~ ....._--_. ~.

e. Cure and Protect 720 SF •Of 43.20 .Ot 43.20 86.40

f. Pres tressed Single T€ es720 SF 3.0C 2160.00 6.SC 4680.00 6840.00
"'--'

R· Prestressed Beams 44 LF 10.0C 440.00 25.0C 1100.00 1540.00
--- ------- ---~

-

4. RE INFORCING f------- ......------

a. Mesh 720 SF .OS 64.80 .O~ 57.60 122.40
.. -- -_ ... - -- ---- . ---- -_._-1-----

b. Bar 400 LB .3" 128.00 .2t 1 ... 00 232.00
---. .- .. ._----~. 1--._-->-.--._-_. --

• :------_. --~_.._--- - . ..... ... ._. ---.--_ .. ._----- -- ----_._-~_._.__.. _--
S. MASONRY

-_._----_ ...- .-- -_ .. _. . .. ..__.- --_._---_. _.._---~-----~-._---_.._-
a. G~J.__(s lump) 165 SF ...~-~( 742.50 4.0( 660.00 1402.50

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

.' h

fNG 1"011116
I AUG ,. 150 C-56

"'VIQUS lomON ..... ".ItV'"
.~ .s~



.f

CONSTRUCTiON COST ESTIMATE
DATE "RE"AI":O I SHEET 38 Olf 42

PROJECT ""SIS fOR EITIMATE

ALLENVILLE COr+lUN TTY DEVELOPMENT o COOlE ... (No d•• ,,,. oompl.tec()
LOCATION CJ COOlE. (p ..lIm'n.,,, de.,,,.)

ALLENVI LLE, ARIZONA .>CXJ COOlE C ("'n.1 d ..,,,.)
""CHITECT ENGINEift o OTHIE" (Specl",)

NUMKENA A..C:;SOC IATES
DRAWING NO. ESTI.. "TOR CHECKED BY

DEREMIAH

QUANTITY LABOft MATERIAL

SUMMARY NO. "It.. ,..", TOTAL--_. UNIT
UN,T. "'IE .... UNIT TOT"L TOTAL COST

UN'T

RAMADA BUr LDIt., GS W/DI1 INKI NG FOl NTAIN

6. PAINTING LS

7. PLUMBING I

-----
a. Fixtures 1 EA 150 150.00 230 230.00 380.00

b. Piping 540 540.00 520 520.00 1060.00

8. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM ,.- .._-- ------ --_.
a. Branch Ci rc 1I it -_. LS 260 26000 220 220,00 480,00

b. Fixtures and lJovice c LS 320 320.00 240 240.00 560.00

SUBTOTAL 16,513.30------
._--~-- -_.._-- '---

OVERHEAD (12 9.) 1981.60.._.~-- .---_. ..._--- ---- --_.

.__.._---- ---f----

SUBTOTAL 18,494.90
'--'-- -- f---

PROFIT (08~o) 1479.59.__._. f----_._- f---

-
SUBTOTAL 19,974.49._--_.._-_.-~--
BOND (1°6 ) 199.74-- -----

----_._·._0_____-f-- ..----- --_. --
.-.!S?:~~~:....£=.O_~:~~L~.~~.:L __._.... _._-_._-_. _.._ .... _._- f--.- 20 174.23

._- -"-_._-----_.... -.- -'.- .._.-... __0.

f--

TOTAL ROlIN D!:.P.-l.~ _B _~I!.~§_:J.. _ (2 @ 20 200 .10 400.00'- -.-_.- _._- .-

._-...__._-_.._. . .~ ..- .._~._.._~._ .. _. _............. ... .... -- -- ...__.- _...._._---_. --_...... -- ..- -----
BUr WING AREA (2) 1440 SF_._---- ..__._.- ....- ... •... -- _..__ . e-.------ - ..
PRICE PER SF 28. as. --- _._~. _._---.. ... --_.. -- '" - - _.. '-'-' --....----- ---- ..-

I,
"

~

: .J

.. (,.~.
'I.~' ,j

.<.

:'.:

. '.
'.'T "...

.'...... "

ISO C-57
,., VlOUS fOlTIOH """Y .. """

• u •. ........., H ••" .. "'tel '" 0-•.•.••



Df:TAIL SUMMARY SHEET OFREASONA8LE CONTRACT ESTIMATE

Pr.,.r•• b~:- -j. f.tJr~hy
Checked. br' R. Sta ler Dote 12/21/79. :

S.... t 39 of 42
Project: ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Biel It.m Uait Atjuet.d
No. D.siGnation Unit bantity. colt ~:It AMount
1 Earthwork:

.. "."'-- ._._.
a. Clearing and Grubbing I Ac. 55 400.00. 22~000

--- ------_.. _-b. Top Soil Removal CV 8,000 2.00 16,000
c. Excavation CV 18,400 2.00 36.800
d. Fini shed Grading SY 197,000 .25 49,250

; 124,050
- . -_._----

- .. - -
2 Utility Trenching: I

- -
a. Electrical &Telephone LF 9,500 2.00 19,000: .- ---

I

- _.. ------
3 Util Hies: ,

a. Mobile Home Pedestals,
including Concrete Ea. ZO 1,000.00 20,000

Drainage Structures: " .4
--a. Headwa 11 s (2)

- ..
.. --------Fonned Concrete CY 4.6 450.00 2.070

----- .._-Reinforcing Steel Lbs 230 1.20 276
---- ---_..b. Trash Rack Ea. 1 200.00 200
---------c. Concrete Spillways SF 850 4.00 3,400

. -- . ----d. R,i P Rap SY 80 10.00 800

.. _. - . ___6_~746

I

furm No R- 2Cost infonnation for this estimate wa·s obtained from 30-day old Contractorquotations on a similar project in Maricopa County and ~n telephone calls tonumerous Contractors to obtain their latest unit costs. .

C-58' •



DETAIL SU ...... ARy SHEET OF REASONABLE CONTRACT ESTIMATE

Preparecl by: -J'- Murphy
Ch.ck.d. br: R. Stad1 er Date: 12/21/79

She.t 40 at 42

Project: ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

No.

Biel It.m

D.sianation Unit Q..uantitv

Unit
COlt

Ad..iultecl

~~It AJr\OllRt

5 Sanitary System:
l---

38,0001,900.0020
I---t--~: Mobile Home 960_.2~~!~~ __~"_ ~_h--~~__j/~-~__ •__~_~-_-_-----._

septic tank &leach bed Ea .

J

.'
b. Residential 1200 gallon

septic tank &leach bed Ea 36 2,100.00 75,600

113,600
f-- -----------------+--+-----~----__t-------l---:--------._--~

f- .-----.----------.---.----t------if-----~----._--------!-

5,000

2,800

3,000

3,000

10,000

20,000

7,100

1?4 600

_}I.!.5_00 _

40,000-----4-- ---_ ._- .

1,200

6 Water Supply:
-_. ------

a. Well LS 1 ~ 32,500·9Q.
>---- '---_.

b. 100,000 ga 1. reservois LS 1 ' 40 ,000. 00-- _..•

c. 1000 ga 1- Hydro. tank LS 1 1,200. 00
I

d. Gate valve Ea. 10 500.00

e. Check valve Ea. 4 700.00
10-

f. 250 gpm pump Ea. 1 3,000.00

g. 100 gpm pump (well) Ea. 1 10,000.00

h. 60 gpm pump Ea. 2 1,500.00

i. Piping LS LS 20,000.00f- --_._. -_._-

-j~ fencing _ Tf A14 8.50

t--t--------------t---t-----4k- +-__._ _ ,. _

1-- -------------- ----------- ----+------ -- -- t-----+----+--- ....j

1---- -- -----.------ -. -. ---------t---t-------i-----4-.--------l. _

C t . f- t' f th' t' t b' Form No R- 2os 1n orma .1On or 15 e5 1ma e was 0 tal ned from 30-day old Contractor
quotations on a similar project in MaricCj:'a County and on telephone calls to
numerous Contractors to obtain their latest unit costs.
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DETAIL SUMMARY SHEET OF REASONABLE CONTRACT ESTIMATE

Date 12/21/79
Pr.,ar•• b~: J. Mur~hY
Che~k.d. by' R. Sta ler. : -

Sh•• t 41 at 42

Projlct: ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT,

Biel Item URit Adj\l.t._~

No. D•• iQnotion Unit Q..uantity coat Y~!t AlI\ollnt

7 Water Distribution System:
- - ._0. -- -

a. 811 line LF 3,730 10.50 39,165
- - - - - - --- -.- -pp-

b. 611 line LF 3,000 8.50 25,500.-
C. 411 line LF 1,970 7.75 15,268

. f---------

d. 211 line LF . .930 6.50 6,045
>-- --- --

e. Fire Hydrant Ea. 9 , 1,200.00 10,800._-_..

f. 8" valves Ea. 7 350.00 2,450
....

9· 6" valves Ea. 9 , 250.00 2,250
- -

h. 411 valves Ea. 10 I 200.00 2,000
: - - .--- _.- --- -

i. 2" valves Ea. 2 I 150.00 300
-_.- ---_._-

j. Valve box Ea. 28 100.00 2,800

k. Service Tape and Meter Ea. 58 I 350.00 20,300
-------

126,878
-----

8 Pavi nQ:

a. Subgrade preparation SY 31,030 3.00 93,090
-.._---

b. Aggregate Base (6") Tn 9,210 9.00 82,890
--------

c. Prime Coat Tn 65 200.qO 13,000
--_. - ._.- .. _-

d. Asphaltic Concrete Tn 3,200 25.00 80,000
------

268,980
.- ----.

---_.-

----_. --- -- .. ___ a _____

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

.. .
to. t . - ---------_.- .

form No R-2Cost infonmation for this estimate was obtained from 30-day old
Contractor quotations on a similar project in Maricopa County and on
telephone calls to numerous Contractors to obt~in their latest unit cost.
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DETAIL SUMMARY SHEET OF REASONABLE CONTRACT ESTIMATE

.. ._ J

Prepared by: J. M·urpny
Ch.ck.d. by· R. Stad Ier Oat•. 12/21/79. .

She.t 42 at 42
ProJ.ct; ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Biel It.m Unit .Mjuated
No. D.siQnation Unit Q.uantity colt ~:!t AlI\oant

9 Concrete:
~- .. _---

. ------ -_.-.a. Sub grade prepa rat ion SY 3,670 3.00 11,010-- _.
---_._-b. 4" roll curb LF 8,400 7.50 63,000

c. 6" vertical curb LF 3,275 9.00 29,475
d. Va 11 ey gutter SF 924 4.00 3,696
e. Apron pads Ea 30 98.00 2,9401----

....
f. Aprons SF 3,400 4.00 13,600>--- -_._._-

- ____ •• " ___ 0_'

g. 4 1 Sidewalk SF 9,680 3.00 29,040-- ---- --. ._- . ..._--_ .h. Mobile home pads SF 8,000 I 3.00 24,000I-_.- - ;----_.- --_._------ .
I

176,761'-- ~- ----- --- -_._--- -------

.

10 Driveways:
.a. Subgrade preparati on SY . 2,140 3.50 7,490

b. Aggregate Base (4") Tn 440 9.00 3,960
c. Prime Coat Tn 4 200.00 800
d. Asphaltic concrete Tn 150 25.00 3,750

16,000._--
_. -_._---

--

996,615.... -----

~ . __SUBTQTAL - Si te-f!.l}d_Uti 1i ties
9% 615

_. _.. _.

(Civil)

Allowance to midpoint of Const (15%
149,442

TOTAL - Site and Utilities (Ci i 1)
1,146,057

•...

Cost information for this estimate was obtained from 30-day old Form No R-2Contractor quotations on a similar project in Ma(icopa County and ontelephone calls to numerous Contractors to obtain their latest unit costs.
C-61



VALUE ENGINEERING PAYS

I
I

U. S. AJlMY ENGINEER DtSTlUO
lOS ANGElES

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

REVISIONS

ALLENVILLE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY

"--'0' Orwew;y

Fim.,hed Floor £/evohon .sholl be 1.5'obove
fhe out rail 01 fhe lof

Tvplcal Resi(!entl~1 Lot

J#

JW

PHOENIX ENGINEERING
6868 N. 7TH. AVE., PHX., AZ 85013

(602) 264-4540

TypIcal Cross- Secflon

I

""'.,~,,) ,.".;;;r---I~--===~---

I

7i "ill MobJie Home Lot

VICINITV MAP
131.,. TO'

(
----_/

180'

/

/

100 50 0 50 l(l~ I"J(} ?OO

~--~
6'n:7phIC 5co,'e

J

RS
SITE PLAN

SAFETY PAYS
APPENDIX C

Ci

PLATE I



VALUE ENGINEERING PAYS

e~.Grd.

7'

/0' I

U. S. ARMY ENGINUI DtsnUQ
lOS ANGelES

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

IilEVISIONS

/5'

55'

ALLEN\lILLE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY

12'

~~~~~-L~l-""____ 10/ "Y

eel//!?/

55'

JM.

PHOENIX ENGINEERING

6868 N. 7TH. AVE., PHX., AZ 85013

(602) 264-4540

TYPICAL SECTION
Re5identiol5treels

/t.'

25'

TYPICAL SECTION

East lIalt 0(" f'blo f1?n7'e RcX'O'

2'

tV"'" (;' I1<rtiCIJI
Ct/rb

TYPICAL SECTION

#- ~....~ Cui Ed9~ o,r e=.r/~t. Poyel7J6nr'
6 _ 70 rorn'} 5/7?oolh C/Go-? ./omt
/1//£1; !Yew Povi'''7er.t. The Edge t:V
EA'/sl A:7vt'h1e,,1 :5'hq// 8~ TOcfed
Pr/or 70 P/Qcl!'/1?e"t' 0/ AI.,,,,,, ;::bvt'menc.

€I Slope ...... ro//ow~ E.rlsc. 5/0"p4

55'

TYPICAL SECTION
~" f/en'ICzt C"rb, ollt;"" (

4 1 :Jldcwolk

tVat".· ~"I'Mlcal Cvrb i
G"der Arxf 4' :5idewol.(:
70 I?eplace Ro/I C"rb /r;
Tl70se Anw~ Acvocem' 70
Tl7e R7r,f, On/51'

\~ 11'.3' I~'

- ~_tt1~ '; 125'

~ 11'.3' ~
A7r,{' ~ [\

f<; ..
<:>.,.,

..., !5 ~ C.
R·5OQOO' <:> '"t,. 7/~!J' '"

350'

/2'
New/h~t

~ CommtP7/t'y C~/7t'~r
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This appendix presents the economic evaluation of the five major
alternatives for flood damage reduction in the vicinity of the community
of Allenville, Arizona. For a project such as this to be economically
viable, National Economic Development (NED) benefits must equal or exceed
NED costs.

Two types of alternatives, structural and nonstructural, are dis­
cussed in this appendix. Structural alternatives include a levee and
channel clearing. The three nonstructural alternatives include flood
proofing and two permanent relocation plans. The recommended plan re­
locates Allenville residents as a community. The individual relocation
plan maximizes NED benefits but separates a close knit community.

METHODOLOGY

Corps of Engineers Regulation (ER) 1105-2-351 establishes the
methodology for the analysis of the structural alternatives and flood
proofing. A different regUlation, ER 1105-2-353, establishes a method­
ology for the analysis of the relocation alternatives. Regulation ER
1105-2-353 provides an example which permanently evacuates current uses
from the floodplain and converts the floodplain to new uses, but does
not physically relocate structures to flood-free sites. The alternative
described as "individual relocation" in this report follows this case
exactly in that this example presupposes the floodplain users relocate
into existing housing available on the open market. A "community re­
location" alternative, which is analyzed using the same method was studied
in an effort to achieve the objective of community cohesion as strongly
desired by the residents of Allenville. This alternative involves the
construction of a replacement community in a flood-free site. Whether
the floodplain users move into existing homes or homes constructed for
that purpose does not change the method of analysis. The cost of building
the new homes is offset by the benefits the new home provides, and there­
fore do not effect the analysis.

WITHOUT PROJECT CONDITIONS

Allenville is located in the floodplain of the Gila River. Damages
begin to occur when flows in the Gila River at Allenville exceed approxi­
matley 65,000 cfs. Hydrodynamic conditions within the river channel
affecting Allenville are not expected to change significantly in the
without project condition. The Central Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS)
is evaluating alternative flood control measures on the Gila River. This
study, however, is only in the early stages of the planning process, and
implementation of any solutions will be many years in the future. Further­
more, the alternatives being studied cannot guarantee adequate protection
of Allenville.

The residents of the community, living in temporary housing since
the March 1978 flood, cannot be expected to wait much longer for a solution
to their flooding problems. As an example, between March and December 1978,
many of the families had repaired their homes and had returned to them.
Many of those who remained in temporary housing had made some repairs and
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were planning to return when the December flood occurred, once again
rendering the community uninhabitable. Despite two such destructive
events since December 1978~ five families moved back to their homes
prior to the February 1980 flood.

The social and economic conditions of Allenville are assumed to
remain unchanged for the next 100 years~ with the exception of an in­
crease in the value of household contents. This increase is expected
to pace the growth rate for personal income.

Although most of the residences in Allenville are substandard~

sociological factors indicate that the community would remain very much
as it is now. Although there is a higher than normal percentage of
older people living in Allenville, the age distribution is not signifi­
cantly different from any other low income neighborhood. Also, most of
the families have lived in the community for many years, and have three
or more generations living in the same household or nearby in the com­
munity. In such a close-knit community~ families tend to stay together,
and~ as the children mature, they remain in the immediate vicinity.

Young adults are, for the most part, the only age group financially
able to leave Allenville. These persons~ however, remain bound to the
community through family and social ties, pride of land ownership, and
preference for a rural lifestyle. The establishment of the Allenville
Community for Progress, Inc. and the Allenville Water Company~ Inc.
during the 1960s, and their efforts to improve the standard of living
in Allenville, point to a commitment on the part of the residents to
the continuation of the community. Such improvements as the installation
of a well and water distribution system, purchase of a community center,
and establishment of a County park and day-care center~ would - under
normal circumstances - lead to an increase in housing units and popula­
tion. In Allenville, however, Maricopa County floodplain ·zoning
ordinances allow repair of existing homes, but prohibit future develop­
ment. Also, alternative sites, at least as desirable as Allenville, are
widely available. No increases in market value of the present Allenville
site would occur from the open space managed for wildlife habitat.

THE COST OF ALTERNATIVES

The NED costs are compared to the average annual benefits by annual­
izing the costs at the Water Resource Council's discount rate of 7-1/8
percent for a 100-year period of analysis. Benefits are analyzed for the
same period. Average annual costs equal the amount of money needed every
year for 100 years to equal the present value of all project costs in the
first year of construction.

Structural Alternatives

The costs developed for each structural alternative are estimates
of first costs for construction~ as well as operation and maintenance
(0 &M) costs.
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Two structural alternatives were studied: channel clearing and a
levee. The estimated costs and benefits for construction and a &Mfor
all alternatives are compared in Table 0-1. Channel clearing, with an
annualized cost of $1,800,000 is the most expensive plan. The levee,
designed to provide standard project flood (SPF) protection, would
eliminate nearly all flood damages, at an average annual cost of $99,000.
(The SPF is the flood that may be expected from the most severe combina­
tion of meteorologic and hydrologic conditions that are considered
reasonable characteristics of the region.)

Nonstructural Alternatives

Two of the nonstructural alternatives, community relocation and
flood proofing, have similar features in that both involve construction
of a new Allenville. Community relocation would rebuild Allenville out­
side the floodplain. Flood proofing would reconstruct most buildings
after the landfill has elevated the sites which they occupy one foot
above the lOa-year floodplain. The construction and conditions of the
buildings still standing in Allenville are such that none could be
physically raised or moved. Streets and utilities also would have to
be improved to meet County standards.

Individual relocation differs from community relocation in that it
involves the purchase of new homes from the current real estate market
rather than the construction of a complete new town. National Economic
Development costs are essentially the same. The housing in Allenville
can be characterized as primarily substandard. Any relocation plan must
provide safe, decent and sanitary housing, in compliance with the Depart­
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) standards. Any improvements
above existing conditions are not considered to accrue NED costs because
the social benefits are assumed to at least equal the associated financial
costs. Likewise, the costs associated with the improvement of support
utilities (i.e., streets, power and water) are not included as NED costs.
The cost of replacement support utilities up to the value of existing
facilities in Allenville, however, is considered a NED cost. This plus
engineering and design costs are the only differences in NED costs bet­
ween the two relocation alternatives. The value of the existing sub­
standard support facilities ($89,000) must be included in the NED costs
of the community relocation plan. ER 1105-2-353 provides two examples
with which to evaluate the NED cost of a nonstructural alternative. Both
examples evaluate the NED cost of acquisition of lands and structures in
the floodplain at fair market value. Fair market value is assumed to
reflect fully the property value if it were not in the floodplain, less
the expected value of damages borne by the owners. The State of Arizona
appraised the fair market value of the Allenville property for the pur­
pose of acquisition of the structures only in January 1980. The mean
value of the residences in this appraisal was $10,174.

The cost of removing the structures from the floodplain (either
razing the buildings or physically moving them) is a NED cost. The
structures in the floodplain will be razed at an estimated NED cost of
$110,000. Under the community relocation alternative, new housing
would be constructed on lands provided by the local sponsor at the
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proposed relocation site. The new housing will then be sold to the
people of Allenville at a fair market value by the State of Arizona.
The community relocation alternative was evaluated using plans allowing
for eleven families to move to locations other than the new community
site. Total project costs both for relocation alternatives and for flood­
proofing equal the NED costs plus financial costs. Only NED costs, how­
ever, are used in evaluating the alternatives. See Table 6, Main Report,
for a summary of first, NED and total costs.

Valuation of the Floodplain

The values of structures and contents and the depth/damage relation­
ship are based upon information gathered after the March 1978 flood. (See
Tables 0-2 and 0-5.) This information was obtained by the Corps in a
post-disaster, house-to-house survey. Restoration of the structures and
their contents after the March 1978 flood was under way when the
December 1978 flood occurred. The March 1978 flood damage survey was
the only basis for the depth/damage relationships because of incomplete
restoration at the time of the December flood.

The January 1980 State appraisal was used to update structural values
obtained in the Corps survey. Content values are assumed to increase with
personal income. The 1972 Office of Business Economics and Economic Re­
search Service Series E projections of per capita income are provided for
several areas which include Allenville, namely the Phoenix Standard Metro­
politan Statistical Area, the Water Resource Sub-area, and the State of
Arizona. All sets of projections provided per capita income growth rates
which were approximately the same. Therefore, the smallest area (Maricopa
County) was used as the basis for the analysis. The values of the
structures in the floodplain are displayed in Table 0-2.

THE BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVES

Three categories of benefits can result from implementing alterna­
tives: Intensification, location and inundation reduction. An intensifi­
cation benefit is the increased net income resulting from an activity
presently in the floodplain which remains in the floodplain. Location
benefits result when an activity uses the floodplain with the project, but
not in the without project condition". Inundation reduction benefits are
flood damages reduced by the project.

Intensification benefits do not apply to this study. Allenville re­
location alternatives remove current uses from the floodplain. In regard
to the other alternatives, the net income from the use of the existing
Allenville property is not expected to increase significantly, and for
this reason intensification benefits were not evaluated.

Location benefits do not apply to this study as currpntly outlined.
Only two alternatives, the two relocation plans, could bring new uses
into the Allenville floodplain. Allenville is not a very desirable flood­
plain location. In fact, much of Allenville is in the floodway. It is
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directly below the Buckeye sewage treatment plant, and next to a sand
and gravel operation. County zoning ordinances severely restrict future
land use. The potential uses of the evacuated floodplain, therefore,
are limited, but they could include low damage potential agriculture
(pasture, alfalfa, etc.) or fish and wildlife habitat.

Inundation benefits result from all of the alternatives. The bene­
fits for structural and nonstructura1 alternatives are described below.

Structural Alternatives

The analysis of structural alternatives includes all damage re­
duction as benefits. Flood damages caused by various events were
calculated for both without and with project conditions. These were
applied to the discharge frequency relationships to obtain the frequency­
damage relationship, and then integrated to obtain average annual damages
for the without and with project conditions. The with project damages
were subtracted from the without project damages to obtain damages
prevented by the project.

Damages were calculated for various interior flood depths as a
percentage of the esti.mated market value (Table 0-5). This table
indicates that even at the lowest flooding levels, a high percentage of
damage is realized. Thirty-one percent damage to structures occurs at
one foot. The low grade of construction at A11envi11e leaves the
structures more susceptible (in terms of percentage of the total value)
to damages than a standard building. About $3,000 in structural damage
occurs to the typical A11envil1e home with one foot of water inside.
In many cases, this damage includes complete loss of the septic tank for
the home. Loss of home contents occurs rapidly with the rise of flood
levels. At four feet, the loss is total. This amounts to a $3,250
contents loss inside the typical home. Most of the flood damages to
structures and contents in Al1enville occur to homes which have rela­
tively low market values. The damages from any flood could not exceed
the market value of the structure, even though the cost of replacement
might. All flood damages prevented for public and commercial buildings
were included in the structural alternative analyses because all land
uses within the floodplain would experience benefits from these alterna­
tives (see Plate 0-1).

Public utility damages will be reduced or eliminated under all of
the alternatives. Damages to public utilities were about $55,000 for
both the March and December 1978 floods. Without project damages were
assumed to correspond to a straight line function between no damages
with a 65,000 cfs flow and $55,000 at all flows above the March 1978
flood peak of 95,000 cbs. (See Plate 0-2.) Benefits equal the average
annual reduction of these damages. The levee and channel clearing
alternatives gain additional benefits from protecting the Buckeye sewage
treatment plant. Nearly all of the estimated flood damages to the plant
in the without project condition are expected to be eliminated by the
levee.
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The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) provided emergency
cost data for the flood of March 1978. Of these costs ($873,000),
$635,000 covered administration of the temporary housing assistance
program and related expenses. Most of the remaining costs were for re­
placement of damaged property and are counted as physical flood damages.
The emergency costs covered a period of ten months, until the December
flood. Most temporary costs ($300,000) went to set up mobile homes
after the March 1978 flood forced the evacuation of A11envi1le. The
December flood emergency costs were not used because the mobile homes
were already in place. The assumption was made that emergency costs
would never exceed the $635,000 expended after the March flood. Having
no other historical data, emergency costs were calculated to conform to
a straight. line function downward to zero for a flood of 65,000 cgs.
(See Plate D-3.)

The benefits accruing to the channel clearing alternative are the
lowest of the five plans discussed in this appendix, and would have the
highest cost. Benefits are $32,600 per year, while costs are nearly
$1,800,000. This results in a benefit/cost ratio of 0.02. The SPF levee
would provide annual benefits of approximately $88,000 at an average
annual cost of $99,500, giving a benefit/cost ratio of nearly 0.9.

Nonstructural Alternatives

For the relocation alternatives, the economic methodology includes
benefits from the elimination of flood damages not borne by floodplain
users. These are already accounted· for in the fair market value of
floodplain property. Flood damages borne by the nation result from the
federally subsidized Flood Insurance Administration (FIA) program insur­
ing floodplain users. The amount by which actuarial rates would exceed
the subsidized FIA rates is the potential NED benefit. Even though
A11enville residents are not currently enrolled in the FIA program, using
the principle of economic rationality, flood damages were analyzed with
the assumption that the residents were insured. Because of the three
recent flood events (March and December 1978 and February 1980), most of
the families in Allenville might be expected to purchase flood insurance
if they were to reoccupy their floodplain homes.

Average annual relocation benefits for residential property total
$34,700 less deductibles of $2,700. These deductibles include insurance
premiums and a standard $200 deduction for each flood event for each
home. The total equivalent average annual insurance premium is $2,100.
This annualized equivalent of the insurance premiums is expected to in­
crease in time as the value of insured contents increases. The average
annual equivalent of the $200 deduction for the 50 homes is about $600.

Public and commercial benefits for relocation are the elimination
of damages to the local community center, park, day-care cpnter, and
streets, as well as the externalized damages to the lodge, the commercial
concern, and the two churches. Relocation would totally eliminate the
emergency costs due to flooding since the community and individuals would
no longer be located in the floodplain. The flood proofi,19 alternative
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gains additional benefits from protecting the Buckeye sewage treatment
plant. Nearly all of the estimated flood damages to the plant in the
without project condition are expected to be eliminated by flood proof­
ing. However, A11envi11e would still be vulnerable to flood damages
from flows expected to occur less than every 100 years. Damages would
not be as severe to the elevated areas because of lower water depths.

The floodplain will become open space for wildlife habitat with
either relocation plan. The environmental quality of the area will be
improved through the increased riparian habitat. The benefits from this
are intangible and are discussed in the Environmental Assessment. In
some cases, open space use of the floodplain could give rise to a positive
externality on adjacent lands; however, the adjacent land uses at the
current A11envi1le site (agriculture, sewage treatment, and sand and
gravel mining) will derive no monetary gain from the open space.

Both relocation alternatives are economically justified, and pro­
vide the same $88,000 in annual benefits. The individual relocation
alternative is the NEO plan, with annual NEO costs of $56,500 and a
benefit/cost ratio of 1.6. The community relocation plan, though cost­
ing more than $64,200 average annual costs, is the recommended plan,
and has a benefit/cost ratio of 1.4. The flood proofing alternative is
not economically justified, providing $92,200 in annual benefits for the
annualized costs of $198,600 with a benefit/cost ratio of 0.5.

SUMMARY

Tables 0-2 and 0-3 show the current land use and value of the Allen­
ville floodplain. These values were applied to the depth of flooding
(Tabe1 0-4) and the depth damage curves (Table 0-5) to arrive at damages
for various sizes of flood events (Tables D-6 and 0-7). Average annual
damages were then computed for both without project conditions (Table 0-8)
and the various project alternatives, except relocation (Table 0-9).
Damages prevented (Table 0-10) are the differences between the without
project conditions and the associated residual damages for each project.
Table 0-11 shows the average annual benefit computation for the two re­
location alternatives. -

CONCLUSIONS

The relocation alternatives are the only plans with benefit/cost
ratios greater than 1.0 and are the alternatives with the most net bene­
fits. Although the individual relocation alternative has the highest
benefit/cost ratio and produces the most net benefits, the community re­
location plan is the recommended alternative because of the overriding
social advantage of maintaining community cohesion. The significant
difference between NEO costs and total project costs results from social
benefits. Relocating A11enville will provide benefits beyond the total
project costs by eliminating flood damages and bettering the lives of
the residents.
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TABLE 0-1

ECONOMIC COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS*

Conmunity Individual SPF Channel F1ood-Relocation Relocation Levee Clearing proofing
NED Costs 900 792 1,269 11,076 2,750
Annua1 Cos ts 64.2 56.5 90.5 790.0 196.1(7-1/8%-1 OOyr)

o &M ** 9.0 1,000 2.5
Total Annual 64.2 56.5 99.5 1,790.0 198.6Cost

Annual Benefits 88.0 88.0 88.0 32.6 92.2
B/C Ratio 1.4 1.6 .9 0.02 0.5
Net Annual Benefits 23.8 31. 5 -11. 5 57.4 -106.4

*Va1ues in thousands of dollars at January 1980 price levels, 100-year"period of analysis at 7-1/8% discount rate.

**Operation and maintenance costs for the park, conmunity center, water supplyand distribution system, other utilities, and streets are expected to beessentially the same as in the without project condition. Any increase isassumed to be offset by an equal benefit.
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TABLE D-2

PRESENT AND FUTURE TOTAL VALUE OF PROPERTY IN FLOODPLAIN
BY LAND USE FOR VARIOUS FLOOD EVENTS

(Jan. 1980 Price Level, Thousands of Dollars)

Structures In* Total Value of Floodplain Structures
Land Use Floodplain 1980 1990 2000 2010. 2020 2030-2080

STANDARD PROJECT FLOOD..
. Residential 50. Structures 509 509 509 509 509 509

• Contents 163 206 263 333 383 383

Commercial 1 17 17 17 17 17 17

Public/Quasi 3 126 126 126 126 126 126
Public

TOTAL 815 898 915 985 1035 1035

100 YEAR FLOOD

Residential 50
Structures 509 509 509 509 509 509
Contents 163 206 263 333 383 383

Commercial 1 17 17 17 17 17 17

Publ it/Quasi 3 126 126 126 126 126 126
Public

TOTAL 815 858 915 985 1035 1035

20 YEAR FLOOD

Residential 45
Structures 458 458 458 458 458 458
Contents 147 184 237 299 344 344

COlTJTle rc ia1 1 17 17 17 17 17 17

Public/Quasi 3 126 126 126 126 126 126
Public

TOTAL 748 785 838 900 945 945

*No increase in number of structures expected over 100-year period of analysis
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TABLE 0-3

PRESENT AND FUTURE UNIT VALUES OF PROPERTY IN FLOODPLAIN
BY LAND USE FOR VARIOUS FLOOD EVENTS

(Jan. 1980 Price Level, Thousands of Dollars)

Land Use 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030-2080

SPF

Residential
Structures 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2
Contents 3.3 4.1 5.3 6.7 7.7 7.7

Conmercial 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17 .0 17 .0

Public/Quasi 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0
Public

100 YEAR

Residential
Structures 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2
Contents 3.3 4.1 5.3 6.6 7.6 7.6

Conmercial 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0

Public/Quasi 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0
Publ ic

20 YEAR

Residential
Structures .. 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2
Contents 3.3 4.1 5.3 6.6. 7.6 7.6

Conmercia1 ·17:0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0

Public/Quasi 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0
Public
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TABLE 0-4

AVERAGE DEPTH OF WATER" INSIDE BUILDINGS
BY LAND USE FOR VARIOUS FLOOD EVENTS

(In Feet)

SPF
(320,000cfs) (200,000cfs) (186,000cfs) (lOO,OOOcfs)

Residential

Public/Quasi-Public

Corrmercial

7.5

8.0

9.5

6.0

6.5

8.0

4.9

5.5

7.0

1.9

2.5

4.0

TABLE 0-5

DEPTH DAMAGE RELATIONSHIP
(DAMAGES AS PERCENT OF MARKETVALU£)

(Jan. 1980 Price Level)

Inside Depth Residential Commercial Public
Structure

Feet Structures Contents Structure- Contents Structures Contents

0 18.0 0 18.0 0 18.0 0

1 31. 0 48.0 31.0 48.0 31.0 48.0

2 44.0 69.0 44.0 69.0 44.0 69.0

3 55.0 85.0 55.0 85.0 55.0 85.0

4 65.0 98.0 65.0 98.0 65.0 98.0

5 74.0 100.0 74.0 100.0 74.0 100.0

6 82.0 100.0 82.0 100.0 82.0 100.0

7 88.0 . 100.0 88.0 100.0 88.0 100.0

8 93.0 100.0 93.0 100.0 93.0 100.0

9 98.0 100.0 98.0 100.0 98.0 100.0

10 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE D-6

ESTIMATED TOTAL DAMAGES UNDER WITHOUT PROJECT CONDITIONS
BY LAND USE FOR VARIOUS FLOOD EVENTS

(Jan. 1980 Prlce Level, Thousands of Dollars)

~

SPF,. 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030-2080

Residential
Structure 464 464 464 464 464 464
Contents 163 206 263 333 383 383

Conmercial 17 17 17 17 17 17

Public/Quasi-Public 126 126 -126 126 126 126

100 YEAR

Residential
Structure 406 406 406 406 406 406
Contents 159 201 257 325 374 374

COlTlT1ercial 16 16 16 16 16 16

Public/Quasi-Public 65 65 65 65 65 65

20 YEAR

Residential
Structure 219 219 219 219 219 219
Contents 103 130 166 211 242 242

COlTlT1ercial 10 10 10 ·10 10 10

Public/Quasi-Public 50 50 50 50 50 50
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T~BLE 0-7

ESTIMATED UNIT DAMAGES UNDER WITHOUT PROJECT CONDITIONS
BY LAND USE FOR VARIOUS FLOOD EVENTS

(Jan. 1980 Price Level, Thousands of Dollars)

STANDARD PROJECT FLOOD

1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030-2080

Residential
Structure 9.3 9.3 9.3 9.3 9.3 9.3
Contents 3.3 4. 1 5.3 6.7 7.7 7.7

COITl11erc i:a1 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.0

Public/Quasi-Public 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0 42.0

100 YEAR

Residential
Structure 8.1 8. 1 8.1 8.1 8.1 8. 1
Contents 3.2 4.0 5. 1 6.5 7.5 7.5

COlTl11ercial 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0

Public/Quasi-Public 21.7 21. 7 21.7 21. 7 21.7 21.7

20 YEAR

Residential
Structure 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9
Contents 2.3 2.9 3.7 4.7 5.4 5.4

COJTlTlerc ia1 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0

Public/Quasi-Public 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7
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TABLE 0-8

AVERAGE AND EQUIVALENT ANNUAL DAMAGES WITHOUT PROJECT*

Equivalent
Land Use 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030-2080 Annual

Residential
Structures 22.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 22.0,
Contents 9.0 11.4 14.5 18.4 21.2 21.2 12.7"

.. Sewage Treat-
ment Plant 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

.(

Conunerc i a1
and Public 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3

Public Utilities 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1 4. 1 4.1 4.1

Emergency Costs 46.0 46.0 46.0 46.0 46.0 46.0 46.0

TOTAL 90.9 93.3 96.4 100.3 103.1 103.1 94.6

TABLE 0-9

EQUIVALENT ANNUAL RESIDUAL DAMAGES BY ALTERNATIVE*

Levee Channel Clearing Floodproofing

Residential
Structures 1.4 12.0 0.5
Contents 0.5 5.0 0.2

Sewage Treat-
ment Plant 0.1 2.6 o. 1

Commercial &Public .4 4.8 O. 1

Public Utilities 0.2 3.0 O. 1

Emergency Costs 4.0 34.6 1.4

TOTAL 6.6 62.0 2.4

*Values in thousands of dollars at January 1980 price levels,
100-year period of analysis at 7-1/8% discount rate.
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TABLE 0-10

EQUIVALENT ANNUAL DAMAGES PREVENTED BY ALTERNATIVES*

Levee Channel Clearing Floodproofing

Residential /

Structures . 20.6 10.0 21.5

Contents 12.2 7.1 12.5

Sewage Treatment 3.4 0.9 3.4
Plant

COITl11e rc i a1 &
Public 5.9 1.5 6.2

Pu b1ic Uti 1it ies 3.9 1.1 4.0

Emergency Cos ts 42.0 11.4 44.6--
TOTAL 88.0 32.6 92.2

*Values in thousands of dollars at January 1980 price levels. 100-year
period of analysis at 7-1/8% discount rate.
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TABLE D-11

AVERAGE ANNUAL BENEFITS FOR RELOCATION*

Externalized Flood Damages Reduced

Residential Damages

Structures

Contents

Less Deductibles

22,000

12.700
34,700
2,700

32,000

Commercial, Public &Quasi-public

Reduction of Emergency Costs

Reduction of Flood Damages to Public Utilities

Damages

Less Deductibles

6,300

400
5,900

46,000

4,100

88,000

*Values indicate January 1980 price levels, 100-year period of
analysis using 7-1/8% discount rate.
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DRAFT 7 DEC 79

AGREEMENT BETWEEN

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

AND

STATE OF ARIZONA

FOR LOCAL COOPERATION AT

ALLENVILLE, ARIZONA

THIS AGREEMENT entered into this day of
-::-::-:--;-:-~;--~--19 , by and between the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (hereinaftercalled the "Government"), represented by the Contracting Officerexecuting this agreement, and the STATE OF ARIZONA, acting by andthrough its Division of Emergency Services (hereinafter called the"State"),

WITNESSETH THAT:

WHEREAS, the relocation of the community of Allenville, Arizona,from the Gila River floodplain as a nonstructural flood-controlmeasure, is proposed by the Government under" authority of Section205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended (33 U.S.C. 701s)and Section 73 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974(Public Law 93-251), such relocation to be accomplished in con­formity with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real PropertyAcquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646); and

WHEREAS, the extent of participation proposed by the Government isas set forth in the Detailed Project Report titled "Detailed Pro­ject Report for Flood Control at Allenville, Arizona," approvedby the Chief of Engineers, u. S. Army, on _
and

WHEREAS, the State hereby represents that it has the authorityand capability to furnish the non-Federal cooperation requiredby the aforesaid statutory authority and in the aforesaid De­tailed Project·Report.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. The State agrees that, upon notification that the Govern­ment will commence to participate in the relocation of the com­munity of Allenville, Arizona, as set forth in the aforesaidDetailed Project Report, the State shall, in consideration of theGovernment commencing such project, fulfill the requirements ofnon-Federal cooperation and participation, to wit:
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a. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements,
and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project. This sub­
paragraph shall be construed to mean that the State will acquire unencumbered
fee title to all designated real property within the floodplain and at the re­
placement housing site and administer the relocation assistance program under
Public Law 91-646.

b. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the
construction works except those damages due to the fault or the negligence
of the United States or its contractors. This .subparagraph shall be con­
strued to apply to the razing of existing structures within the floodplain
and construction of the replacement housing and other related facilities.

c. Maintain and operate the works after completion in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. This subparagraph
shall be construed to apply to the lands acquired within the floodplain and
to the replacement housing and related facilities until sold or conveyed as
hereinafter provided. The operation and maintenance of the park, coomunity
center, water supply/distribution system and streets at the relocation site
will remain the responsibility of the local sponsor although the local
sponsor may elect to enter into such agreements to transfer authority for
operation and maintenance of these features to appropriate local govermnent
and/or community organizations.

d. Contribute 20 percent of the sharable costs of the project
provided that the Govermnent's share of the first costs shall in no event
exceed the statutory limitation of $3,000,000 (33 U.S.C. 701s) and the
State shall bear 100 percent of all first costs in excess of $3,562,000.
First costs and sharable costs shall be as defined or indicated in the
aforesaid Detailed Project Report in which the State's initial contribu­
tion is currently estimated at $1655,000. The State's estimated net ex­
penditure is currently estimated at $857.000 including unshared additional
'tate contributed relocation benefits. All costs shall, however, be com­
puted on the basis of actual costs and not on the basis of estimates in
the aforesaid Detailed Project Report. Such contributions shall be made
by the State upon the request of the Government.

e. Maintain books, records, documents and other evidence per­
taining to costs and expenses incurred in the project to the extent and in
such detail as will properly reflect all net costs of whatever nature in­
volved therein. The State shall make available at its offices at reasonable
times, the accounting records for inspection and.audit by an authorized
representative of the <?overmnent.

f. Sell or rent houses constructed by the Government, preference
being given to former residents at Allenville, at no less than fair market
value as established by a qualified real estate appraiser and approved by
the Government and convey title to any public facilities constructed by
the Government to the appropriate public or quasi-public ent~~y as approved
by the Government.

E-2
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g. Sell all houses constructed by the Government at
not less than fair market value within 5 years of the date of com­
pletion of.the project or pay, in accordance with the succeeding
subparagraph, the appropriate share of the fair market value of
the houses to the Government as if the houses had been sold.

h. Submit an appropriate accounting to the Government
by the 15th of March of each year and pay 80 per cent of the
gross proceeds of sales and rentals of houses constructed by the
Government, without interest, for the preceeding calendar year;
except that, if the total first costs of the project exceed
$3,562.000 , the State shall deduct ~rom the am~unt payable all
such proceeds up to the amount of f~rst costs ~n excess of

$3,562,000.

i. Comply with Sections 202, 203, 204, 205, 301, 302, 303,
and 304 of the Uniform RelocatiQn Assistance and Real Property Ac­
quisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646) and any other pro­
visions thereof applicable to State agencies.

j. Comply with Section 601 Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352) to the end that no person shall
be excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of or sub­
jected to discrimination in connection with the project on the
grounds of race, creed, or national origin.

2. After acquisition, the State may divest itself of fee title
to the lands within the floodplain provided the right is reserved
to raze or salvage all existing improvements and the lands are im­
pressed with permanent restrictions deemed necessary or desirable
by the Government for floodplain management, including, but not
limited to, the barring of any form of future Federal disaster re­
lief for damages resulting from flooding.

3. The Government shall credit or reimburse (without interest)
the State for its participation only upon receipt of properly cer­
tified invoices, in quadruplicate, supported by such evidence of
payment as .may be required by the Government and upon approval of
the work performed or the sufficiency of ,the real estate interests
acquired by the Government. Such invoices must be submitted within
one calendar ye~r from the date of completion of the project, as
determined by the Government.

4. Upon completion of construction of the project, as de­
termined by the Government, title to all houses and any other
related facilities constructed by the Government at the replace­
ment site shall vest in the State and the State shall assume all
management and maintenance responsibility therefor.

E-3
Revised 8 April 80



5. The State hereby gives the Government a right to enter,at reasonable time~ and in a reasonable manner, upon land whichit owns or· controls, for access to the project for the purposeof razing flood~lain structures, construction, inspection, andfor the purpose of operation, repairing, managing or maintainingthe project, if inspection shows that the· State for any reasonis failing to operate, manage, and maintain the project in ac­cordance with the assurances hereunder and has persisted insuch failure after a reasonable notice in writing by the Gov­ernment delivered to Governor of the State. No operation,management and maintenance by the Government in such eventshall relieve the State of responsibility to meet its obliga­tion as set forth in paragraph 1 of this agreement, or to
preclude the Government from pursuing any other remedy at law
or equity.

6. This agreement 1S subject to the approval of the Sec­retary of the Army.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed thisagreement as of the day and year first above written.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

By_=-----=_-::--__-=-=----:-__
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
US Army Engineer Dist, LA
Contracting Officer

DATE:....- _

APPROVED:

FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

By _

DATE~ _=_ _

STATE O~ ARIZONA

By _

Title------------
DATE------------
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CERTIFICATE OF STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL

The undersigned, having considered all of the prov1s1ons ofthe foregoing Agreement and the effect of Section 221 of theFlood Control Act of 1970, 84 Stat. 1818 {Public Law 91-611>, ap­proves the foregoing Agreement as to form, substance, and legality •

DATE--------------

CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY

I, (typed or printed name) , do hereby certify thatI am the (title) of (local sponsor)
that the (local sponsor) is a legally consti-tuted public body with full authority and capability to perform theterms of,the agreement between the United States of America and

local sponsor) in connection with ~~_(name of project) • and to pay damages, if necessary, in theevent of the failure to perform in accordance with Section 221 ofPublic Law 91-611 and that the person(s) who have executed thecontract on behalf of (local sponsor) have acted withintheir statutory authority.

In Witness Whereof, I have made and executed this Certificate this____________ day of , 19 _

(Seal, if necessary)

Typed or Printed Name and Title

(Acknowledgement, if necessary)
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STATE 0 .. ARIZONA

DIVISION OF EMERGENCY SERVICES
IUI31S un MeDOWI:LL ROAD

~HOENIX. ARIZONA e!looe
Tn.. leGa) :17•••••0

December 10, 1979

Mr. Neil Erwin
Allenville Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
2721 N. Central
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Erwin:

I have read the draft 221 Agreement dated December 7, 1979.
This letter is to inform you that the Division of Emergency
Services intends to participate in this project as the local
sponsor as provided by that agreement.

Sincerely,

PFH:tm

CMAItLU A. on. JtI.
DIIWCTOIt

I _
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

ALLENVILLE FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION STUDY

Maricopa County, Arizona

The responsible agency is the U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles.

ABSTRACT

Allenvi1le, Arizona is a small community located on the Gila River
1.5 miles south of Buckeye and 35 miles west of Phoenix. Residents of
Allenville are currently living in a mobile home park developed with
Department of Housing & Urban "Development (HUD) funds and designed as
temporary housing after the flood of March 1978. The community is waiting
for the State to provide assistance in relocation of Allenvi1le or some
alternative flood protection measure.

The Division of Emergency Services of. the State of Arizona has re­
quested the Army Corps of Engineers to investigate the flood problems of
Al1enville with a view toward assistance in the relocation of the residents.

A number of alternatives was initially considered by the Los Angeles
District Office of the Corps of Engineers, and four were studied in more
detail. The four alternatives included: channel clearing, a ring levee,
flood proofing by raising the community, and relocation of the residents
out of the floodplain. A no action plan was also evaluated. Permanent
evacuation of the residents, either individually or as a community, is
the only alternative that appears to be economically justified. Relocation
of the community is the alternative favored by local residents.

SUMMARY

Major Conclusions and Findings: The tentatively selected alternative,
relocation of Allenvil1e as a community, has net benefits to both the
National Economic Development (NED) and Environmental Quality (EQ) accounts,
and has significant positive contributions to the social-we1l-being account.
Three types of relocation were considered. Relocation of structures was
not found to be feasible. Both individual and community relocations were
economically justified and provided full flood protection for the resi­
dents of A1lenville. However, individual relocation would have a signifi­
cant adverse effect on the residents of Allenville as a result of increased
financial burdens and the destruction of the community structure. The
community relocation has no significant environmental effects and will have
positive contribution to the EQ account if the old site, after relocation,
is restored to its natural condition for wildlife purposes.

Areas of Controversy: No major controversies have been identified
from State, local, or Federal agencies, or the residents of A11envi11e
concerning the relocation. Most residents favor the relocation to the
new site and everyone has accepted the need to move. Several areas of
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concern, however, were raised by non-Allenville residents of the Buckeye
Valley at a public meeting on April 2, 1980.

Unresolved Issues: Currently there are no significant issues that
remain unresolved. All public concerns have been addressed in this assess­
ment. Members of the Allenville community were apprised of the potential
impacts of the relocation and expressed no w4jor concerns. Although there
may be continuing objections from a few residents of the Buckeye area, none
of the potential impacts of the relocation are considered to be significant.

NEED FOR AND OBJECTIVE OF THE ACTION

Study Authority: The Corps of Engineers is pursuing this study under
a small project authority at the request of the State Division of Emergency
Services.

A Corps study of the Salt and Gila Rivers flood problems in 1957,
resulted in an authorized project. The project was never implemented due
to the authorization of the Central Arizona Project (CAP), a Water and
Power Resources S~rvice (formerly Bureau of Reclamation) project. A fea­
ture of CAP, Orme Dam, would provide flood control fur the S=lt and Gila
Rivers. When Orme Dam was deleted from CAP by presidential directive, the
Service, with assistance from the Corps, initiated a study of alternatives
for Orme, the Central Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS). Although A11en­
ville is within the area affected by this project, study results will not
be known for at least two years. Preliminary indications are that none of
the alternatives will be of help to the Allenville area.

Public Concerns: Public views on the project have come primarily
from the residents of A11envil1e and their neighbors in the Buckeye Valley.
The overri di ng concern of All envi 11e res idents is to be ab1e to return to
a permanent home quickly. The residents have been flooded three times in
24 months. Since March of 1978, they have been living in mobile homes
provided originally by HUD, but now owned by the State of Arizona. Some
families had returned to their homes when the flood of December 1978 oc­
curred. Some residents again returned to their homes after the 1978 floods,
although most rewain in the trailers, waiting for assistance from the State
in solving the flooding problem. All the residents are anxious for a
solution.

: The State Division of Emergency Services is also concerned that a
timely solution be found. The residents will not continue ~o live in the
trailers indefinitely, and those who might return to their homes face the
threat of more flooding.

Socio-economic conditions in Allenville have been such that a close­
knit community has been formed. Although a few of the families are reluc­
tant to move, it is obvious that there is strong cohesion am- ~g the resi­
dents. They do not wish to be separated. The fact th~t they own the
homes and the land they live on is very important to the residents of
Allenville. The residents also are concerned about incurring increased
debt as a result of the relocation. Concerns raised by non ~11envil1e

residents of the Buckeye Valley included land use conflicts, potential
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safety and noise problems due to the proximity of the Buckeye Municipal
Airport, spraying of pesticides adjacent to the relocation site, quality
of available drinking water, potential effects of increasing the student
population of Palo Verde Elementary School, and potential transportation
problems for residents due to the increased distance to Buckeye.

Planning Objectives: The objectives to be considered when planning
a flood control solution for Allenvill:e have evolved through discussions
with local residents individually and in public meetings and workshops.
They include the following:

Providing flood protection for the residents of Allenville;

Maintaining community cohesion;

Improving drinking water quality;

Providing recreational facilities for the residents of Allenville;

Minimizing adverse impacts on cultural resources;

Enhancing fish and wildlife resources.

ALTERNATIVES

Plans Eliminated: Allenville is within the study area of the Central
Arizona Water Control Study, and a number of structural and nonstructural
measures were being considered as part of the project. Preliminary studies
have eliminated these measures fram further consideration by the Allen­
ville study. The most ambitious plan for upstream storage would not pro­
vide adequate protection for Allenville. Plans for extensive channel or
levee systems do not appear to be economically justified. Channel clear­
ing is not justified and does not provide significant reduction in damages.
The issue of channel clearing has been mired in environmental problems
since the 1957 Interim Report. Even if any of these measures provided
significant protection, implementation still would not begin for several
years. For these reasons it was decided that alternatives separate from
those being considered for the CAWCS would be developed for the protection
of Allenville.

Four alternatives and combinations thereof were developed to provide
flood protection for Allenville. These included: channel clearing only
in the vicinity of Allenville; flood proofing Allenville by raising the
elevation of the town; construction of a ring levee around Allenville;
and relocation of Allenville residents out of the floodplain. Of the
four alternatives, relocation of the entire community to a new site is
the only alternative that appears to be economically viable and socially
and environmentally acceptable.

Future Without Project Conditions: The State of Arizona Division
of Emergency Services received funds from HUD for the purpose of relocat­
ing three communities. Funds were not adequate to complete more than one
relocation without additional support. Because of this serious funding
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constraint, lack of participation by the Corps could result in the aban­
donment of plans to relocate the community of Allenville. The residents
would ultimately return to their homes, and continue to be susceptible
to flood damages.

Plans in Detail: The only alternative which appears to be econom­
ically justified and which provides flood protection is the relocation of
the residents of Allenville. Three types of relocation were studied;
relocation of the existing structures to a new site; relocation of individ­
uals into existing housing and relocation of the community to a new site.

Selected Plan: The selected plan calls for the permanent relocation
of Allenville out of the Gila River floodplain, and the construction of
a new community on a 60 acre tract of land near 1-10 and Palo Verde Road.
Initially, floodplain land was to be exchanged for School Trust lands in
accordance with the State Omnibus Flood Control Act. Several alternative
locations of state land were presented to Allenville community leaders and
the recommended site was chosen. As a result of problems with the land
exchange, the State Division of Emergency Services will now purchase the
land and exchange it for floodplain lands in Allenville. This would allow
other possible relocation sites to be studied, but with a d~l~y of several
months in the project schedule. Allenville community leaders requested
that to avoid delays no new relocation sites be studied.

The relocation site is undeveloped, although it is currently under
lease to agricultural interests, and is adjacent to cultivated land.
Short-term future land use most likely would be agriculture. Because of
the proximity of the relocation site to 1-10 and Buckeye Airport, long­
term future land use could be commercial/industrial.

The Division of Emergency Services has contracted an architect­
engineer firm which has completed preliminary designs and cost estimates.
The new community will consist of twenty single-family dwellings ranging
from one to four bedrooms on lots of either one acre or approximately one­
third acre. The new homes are to be comparable to those now located in
Allenville, but will meet HUD standards for safety, decency, and sanitation.
Current designs also include facilities for twenty mobile home lots. The
mobile homes originally were intended to serve as a means to allow renters
from Allenville to remain with the community. These renters do not, for
the most part, have the financial resources to obtain standard housing.
The Division of Emergency Services, therefore, intends to make the HUD
obtained temporary housing units available for purchase by displaced
renters. The possibility of constructing an apartment complex for all
or some of the twenty families who could not afford single family housing
was explored, but was unanimously opposed by the families involved.
Eleven households have elected to move.

Also included in the relocation plan are a County pa .._ and a community
center. Design of these facilities was based on re~lacement of features
and square footage of existing items in Allenville. Locations for two
churches, a Masonic Lodge Hall, and a tavern are planned, but these struc­
tures will not be built by the Corps.
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The future land use of the present site of Allenville will be
constrained because it will consist of a patchwork of lots. At this
time it appears that only lots with structures will be acquired. Pro­
visions in the 221 Agreement between the Corps and the State for the
relocation of Allenville will prohibit development of the property which
does not conform to Federal floodplain management goals. County zoning
ordinances will severely restrict construction if the land ever is con­
veyed to public ownership. A clause in the 221 Agreement prohibits any
future Federal assistance for flood damages in such an event. At the
present time, arrangements are being made to transfer the land to the
State Department of Game and Fish to·be managed for wildlife purposes.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

During the plan formulation, environmental as well as economic studies
of four alternatives were performed. Although only relocation of resi­
dents, individually or as a community, proved economically justified, the
sections, AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT and IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES, will describe
the resources that could potentially be effected by all four alternatives.

Physiography

Allenville is located 1.5 miles south of Buckeye in the 100 year
floodplain of the Gila River. The relocation site is eight miles north­
west of Buckeye on a gradually sloping desert outwash plain rising grad­
ually northward from the Gila toward the White Tank Mountains. The area
is part of the Desert Region of the Basin and Range Province.

The Salt and Gila Rivers traverse the area, exhibiting distinctly
braided channel patterns. Alluvial material contributes to the highly
mobile channel, which shifts with successive flows. The rivers are
heavily vegetated, presenting resistance to flood flows, and increasing
channel mobility. The channels and floodplain are wide and extensively
developed in Phoenix, and more sparsely developed near Buckeye. Agricul­
ture is the principal activity in the non-urbanized portions of the study
area. Sand and gravel mining is done along the rivers in the region. At
present there is a sand and gravel plant operating in the Gila River
immediately adjacent to Al1envi11e.

Wa ter Quality

The major sources of surface water in the Gila River near A11envil1e
are treated sewage effluent and irrigation tailwater. Presently, the
effluent is discharged from the 23rd Ave. and 91st Ave. treatment plants
after secondary treatment without disinfection. Partially as a result of
the effluent dominated flows, ground water quality declines sharply in
the vicinity of the Gila River. Wells in the vicinity of A11envi11e,
including the well currently serving the community, do not meet minimum
drinking water standards. A11envi11e's well has been condemned by the
Maricopa County Health Department for domestic use, but some residents
continue to use the water for drinking. Wells further removed from the
river, including those in the vicinity of the new site, do meet minimum
drinking water standards, based on January 1979 tests by Arizona Depart­
ment of Health Services.
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Water quality test results indicate that the new water source will
supply water which has a higher concentration of fluorides than the old
A11envi11e site. All other reported constituents will show a marked
improvement over the old site. (See Table 1.) The concentrations of
the fluorides and nitrates at the new site are both high and do approach
the maximum allowable standards of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. However, the test results indicate that both of these constit­
uents were within acceptable limits when the water was last tested. There
may be an influence on the new site ground water quality during heavy
irrigation periods. However, this influence is not expected to signifi­
cantly lower the water quality at the new well site.

Air Quality

Both the new and old sites for A11envi11e are located within Maricopa
County Urban Planning Area, which has been designated a non-attainment area
for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, and total suspended particulates (TSP),
based on monitored or modeled air quality levels.

The primary pollutants to be considered in a discussion of the new
A11envi11e site are lead, TSP, and carbon monoxide (CO) associated with
motor vehicle traffic on 1-10. Although no site-specified data ar'e avail­
able, TSP and lead data have been collected at Buckeye. A summary of the
data collected in 1978, as well as the respective State and Federal stan­
dards, are presented in Table 2. These data show that at Buckeye in 1978
the lead concentrations were well below the calendar quarter average stan­
dard of 1.5 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3). All of the State and
Federal TSP standards were exceeded in 1978.

The State and Federal CO standards, as noted below, are not to be
exceeded more than once a year.

1 - Hour average: 40 milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3)

3 - Hour average: 10 mg/m3.

No CO data are available from the Buckeye area, but extrapolation of
modeled data from the Phoenix metropolitan area imply that eight-hour
average CO concentration in the Buckeye area is probably less than 1 mg/m3.
There are no other considerations that would indicate that this is not the
case.

Noise

A1lenvi11e is surrounded by either undeveloped land or agricultural
land, and as such is subject to normal residential noise levels. The new
site for Allenville is located within a half mile of the 1-10 highway,
and the Buckeye airport. Noise levels associated with these Tacilities
are low at the present time.

The major noise source in the general vicinity of the new site is
operation at Buckeye Municipal Airport. Buckeye Municipal ~i~port is ~

city-owned general aviation facility used largely by small, slngle-englne,
piston driven planes. Operations for 1979 totaled 6,000 and peak monthly
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TABLE 1

GROUND WATER QUALITY COMPARISON
ALLENVILLE AND PROPOSED ALLENVILLE SITE

Drinking
Location Units Allenville Near New Si te Water Standards

oJ

.. Desi gnation (C-1-3)8-2 (8-1-4)8-1

Owner Allenvi11e Garcia Water Co.

Date Tested 09-15-79 06-09-75

Depth to Stati c Less than
Water Level Ft 50 200

Total Di'ssolved
So 1i ds (Res i due) mg/l 7349 192 Less than 500

Hardness (As CaC03) mg/l 2570 50 Less than 170

Specifi c Res is tance ohms. Less than
400 3200 NNS

pH 7.3 8.3 6.5 - 8.5

Cal ci urn mg/l 732 16 NNS

Magnesium mg/1 178 3 NNS

Sodium mg/1 292 69 NNS

A1 ka1 inity (As CaC03) mg/1 246 126 NNS

Chloride mg/l 2660 12 250

Nitrate mg/l 33 9 10

Sul fate mg/l 1500 18 250
) . Fluoride mg/1 0.70 1.0 1.4

NNS. - No Numeri cal Standard

. { Source: Maricopa County Department of Health Service, 1979
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1979
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TABLE 2

ATMOSPHERIC LEAD AND TSP DATA SUMMARY
AND

RELATIVE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Buckeye, Arizona
1978

Lead:

Annual Average:

Calendar Quarter Averages:

Number of Samples:

State and Federal Standards:

Calendar Quarter Average:

TSP:
I

. Annual Geometric Mean:
I

24-Hour Averages:

Number of Samples:

State and Federal Standards:

0.40 ug/m3

Maximum: .0.49 ug/m3

2nd High: 0.31 ug/m3

38

1.5 ug/m3

166 ug/m3

r1aximum: 1036 ug/m3

2nd High: 358 ug/m3

83

Annual Geometric Mean 24-Hour Average

State

Federal Primary

Federal Secondary

75 ug/m3

75 ug/m3

60 ug/m3

150 ug/m3a

260 ug/m3

150 ug/m3a

a Not to exceed more than once per year.
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operations totaled 600. Approximately 95 percent of all flights occur
along the north-to-south runway, with remaining operations divided equally
between the southwest-northeast and the southeast-northwest runways.
These runways are used only under strong crosswind conditions. Normal
operations total a maximum of five to six flights per day on weekdays,
and a maximum of 75 flights occurring per weekend day.

Existing operational day-night sound levels fall within the range of
44-45 decibels (db) throughout the relocation site. HUD site acceptability
standards define a sound level of 65 db to be "acceptable for residential
construction." .

Future plans for the Buckeye Municipal Airport are presently under
consideration with final adoption not anticipated until later in 1980.
An increase in airport traffic, however, is expected. If fueling facili­
ties are constructed as planned, the airport will probably be expanded to
accommodate small business jets.

Cultural Resources

A cultural resource study covering Allenville, the relocation site,
and 10 miles of the Gila River channel, was conducted by Archaeological
Research Services, under contract to the Corps of Engineers. The study
consisted of a literature search of historic and archaeological site files,
and a field survey of the new site. No surface remains of cultural re­
sources were found at the new site. No cultural resources have previously
been identified in the vicinity of the new site. The existence of heavy
growth and recent silt deposits precluded a field survey of the old site.
Archaeological site records indicate that four prehistoric archaeological
sites have been recorded within one-half mile from the east edge of Allen­
ville. These sites are listed and identified in Table 3 below.

TABLE 3

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN THE
VICINITY OF ALLENVILLE

Site Des i gnati on Si te Type Site Location

AZ T:10:45 (ASU) Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter NW, SW, SE, Sec. 8, T1S, R3W

AZ T: 10:2 (MNA) Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter NE, SW, SE, Sec. 8, Tl S, R3W

AZ T:"0:3 (MNA) Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter NE, SW, SE, Sec. 8, Tl S, R3W

.f AZ T:l 0:44 (ASU) Lithic Scatter SE, SE, SE, Sec. 8, Tl S, R3W

These sites are attributed to the prehistoric Hohokam, based on the
presence of Gila Plain and Sacaton Red-on-buff ceramic types. In addition,
several other archaeological sites have been recorded on both sides of the
Gila River in the general Buckeye-Buckeye Hills vicinity.
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Based on the presence of prehistoric archaeological sites in theimmediate vicinity of Allenville, it is reasonable to assume that suchresources are located witi.in the 160-acre community. In the event thatproposed building demolition procedures involve the disturbance of theexisting ground surface to a depth greater than six inches, an archaeo­logical test excavation program would be conducted in order to determineif such buried archaeological sites do, in fact, exist.

None of the present buildings at Allenville are of historical orarchitectural significance.

A number of archaeological and historical sites exist along theedge of the Gila River floodplain in the 10 mile stretch studied for thechannel claring alternative. Based on a literature search and on-sitefield investigation, 18 sites, both historic and prehistoric, were identi-fied. These are listed in Table 4. .

Biological Resources

Allenville is located adjacent to the Gila River. Three saline-alkali soil series form the general soil types; Avondale clay ~oam, Gil-man loam, and Gilman fine sandy loam. These soils are deep well-drainedalluviums that exhibit heavy surface salt encrustations (U.S. Dept. ofAgriculture, 1977). The salinity contributes to the establishment of salttolerant plant species such as seepweed, iodine bush, saltbush, and salt­cedar. The plant life consists of phreatophytic species that are dependenton perennial soil moisture, and desert floodplain species that rely directlyon the precipitation regime.

The area around Allenville is dominated by plant speci~~ that arewell suited to colonizing land which has been cultivated or flooded.Seepweed and saltcedar plant associations comprise the bulk of the vege­tative cover.

The saltcedar association occurs along the eastern and southern edgesof Allenville. The remaining area is covered by the seepweed association,intermixed with saltbush, iodine bush, greasewood, and saltgrass, to forman open shrubland. Areas now occupied by the seepweed association willeventually change to saltbush, except in the areas to the north and eastof Allenville that receive highly saline irrigation tailwater.
The plant associations at Allenville support a variety of vertebratespecies. Saltbush and other shrubs provide food and cover for pocket mice,deer mice, and hispid cotton rats. Birds of prey (raptors) such as Cooper'shawk, marsh hawk, and red-tailed hawks are probable occupants of the areaand prey on the rodents. Other birds which utilize the seepweed h~bitatinclude Gamel's quail, black-tailed gnatchater, Leconte's thrasher, and,the sage thrasher. The desert cottontail and coyote are pres ..."t in bothseepweed and saltbush associations. Mature saltcedar fiovide breedinghabitat for large numbers of white-winged and mourning doves (Dames &Moore 1979).

The relocation site is located on a gently sloping southwest~exposedbajada which originates in the White Tank Mountains. Deep, well-drained

10
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TABLE 4

IDENTIFICATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES
WITHIN THE CHANNEL CLEARING STUDY AREA

• P (Present). NP (Not Present).

......

......

Site Des ignat ion

AZ T:1O:45 (ASU)
AZ T:1O:3 (MNA)
AZ T:1O:3 (MNA)
AZ T:I0:44 (ASU)
AZ T:lO:lO (ASM)
AZ T:I0:11 (ASM)
AZ T:1O:43 (ASU)
AZ T:lO:13 (ASU)
AC 11:4 (GP)

AZ T: 11 :18 (ASM)
AZ T:I0:9 (ASU)
Historic 1
Historic 2
Historic 3
Historic 4
Historic 5
Historic 6
Historic 7

Site Type

Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
Lithic Scatter
Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
Hohokam Habitation Site
Hohokam Habitation Site

Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
Surface Sherd and Lithic Scatter
House
House
House
House
House
House
House

Site Location

NW, SW, SE, Sec. 8, TIS, R3W
NW, SW, SE, Sec. 8, TIS, R3W
NE, SE, SE, Sec. 8, TIS, R3W
SE, SE, SE, Sec. 8, TIS; R3W
E~, SE~, Sec. 17, TIS, R3W
NE, NW, SE, Sec. 16 TIS, R3W
SW, SW, NW, Sec. 15 TIS, R3W
SE, SEc. 9 &SW. Sec. 10, TIS, R3W
NE, Sec. 12, TIS, R3W &
NW Sec. 7, TIS, R2W
NW, SE, SE, Sec. 7, TIS, R2W
Se, NE, NE, Sec. 11, TIS, R3W
~, NE, NW, Sec. 16, TIS, R3W
NE, SW, SW, Sec. 10, TIS, R3W
NE, NE, NW, Sec. 12, TIS, R3W
NW, NW, NE, Sec. 8, TIS, R2W
NE, SE, SE, Sec. 5, TIS, R2W
NE, SE, SE, Sec. 5, TIS, R2W
SE, SE, NE, Sec. 5, TIS, R2W

Site Status.

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP



sandy loam soils, which typify the Antho, Perryville, and Coolidge-Laveenassociations, occur through the entire site (U.S. Dept. of Agriculture1977). '

V~g~tation on the relocation site is composed of plants adapted tothe arldlty of the Sonoran desert uplands. The main components of thevegetation are creosotebush, triangle bursage, and white bursage, whichare the dominate species of the creosotebush-bursage association. At theelevation of the new site, the creosotebush-bursage intergrades with thepaloverde-cacti community. Some scattered paloverde and ironwood trees,and saguaro and barrel cacti also occur on the site. A count of the treesand large cacti yielded the following: 32 little-leaf paloverde, 15 iron­wood, 3 saguaro, 4 barrel cacti and 4 saltcedar shrubs. Land borderingthe eastern edge of the site is under cultivation, and the plant speciesassociated with such a modification, Russian thistle, cheesebush, andburroweed, are represented on the site. Mediterranean and Arabian grass,big ga11eta, Indian wheat, and fi11aree make up much of the cool-seasoncover.

The reptiles, birds, and mammals that occur on the site are desertdwelling species. Desert whiptai1 lizards, desert horiieJ toads s anddiamond back rattlesnakes are probably present. The few saguaro on thesite provide nesting sites for cactus wrens, Gila woodpeckers, and elf
o~/ls. Pa10verde and ironwood provide forage and nesting habitat for avariety of desert songbirds such as the cactus wren and blacked-tailedgnatcatcher. Desert pocket mice, Merrian kangaroo rats, and white-throatedwood rats probably utilize the fruits and seeds of the desert plants. Rep­resentative predators include marsh hawks, Cooper's hawks, coyotes, andpossibly kit fox.

The vegetation in the proposed channel-clearing area is stronglyinfluenced by the soils and water supply. Perennial flows in the area aremaintained by effluent from the upstream waste-water treatment plants andirrigation tailwater. Soils are deep and somewhat excessively drainedCarrizo and Brios series types (U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 1977).
Sa1tcedar is the predominant vegetation in the Gila River channelbetween Rooks Road and Perryville Road. In the area south of A1lenvi11e,sa1tcedar occurs as shrubby growth composed mainly of young trees. Maturesa1tcedar woodland is not present here. Young cottonwood and willow treesgrow in the saltcedar association along the channel, and saltbush and seep­weed intermix. The riparian plant life is nurtured by near-surface ground­water.

Wildlife associated with the saltcedar are primarily songbirds androdents. Herbaceous plants such as desert dicoria, alkali heliotrope,Johnson and Bermuda grasses, and yerba de tajo provide forage and coverfor small wildlife, such as desert cottontail, kangaroo rat, a. j deermouse. Predators such as the coyote, red-tailed hawk, ~~d marsh hawkoccur in the saltcedar habitat along this reach of the Gila River.
Aquatic habitat created by long-term flows supports nume.~us verte­brate species. The pools and sloughs created by flowing water support
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many species which would otherwise be absent. In addition, species repre­
sented in upland and floodplain habitat, such as found at A11envi11e and
the relocation site also occur in the channel clearing habitats.

Important Biota

Sa1tcedar woodlands are well-known as prime breeding habitat for white­
winged dove. Mature sa1tcedar forests support higher densities of birds
than do immature stands such as those near A11envi1r.e. However, even im­
mature stands can attract appreciable numbers of nesting doves (Wigal, 1973),
and so represent a valuable resource for this game species.

Other common game species include a variety of waterfowl, such as gad­
wall, mallard, and green-winged teal, as well as Gambe1's quail and cotton­
tail.

Endangered Species

The Yuma clapper rail, an endangered wildlife species, is known to
occur in the Salt and Gila River channels in central Arizona (Dames and
Moore, 1979). No Yuma clapper rails have been sighted in the channel clear­
ing area near A11envi11e, although habitat in this reach is similar to that
found in areas where sightings have been made.

Prime Farmland

The Soil Conservation Service (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1978)
identifies areas of particular soil characteristics with available irri­
gation water as prime farmland. The Soil Conservation Service defines
prime farmland as land that is best suited for producing food, fiber,
forage, feed, and oilseed crops, and is available for these uses. The land
may currently be used for other.' purposes, but it may not be an area of
urban buildup. The land also must have the soil quality, growing season,
and moisture supply to produce sustained high crop yields economically by
modern farming methods.

In addition to prime farmland, there are other areas which are impor­
tant to agriculture for the production of food, fiber, forage, feed, and
oilseed crops. However, there are some properties of the soil which ex­
clude the area from being designated as prime farmland. Instead, these
areas have been designated as additional irrigated farmland. These soils
may be farmed satisfactorily to produce fair to good crop yields when
managed properly .

Health &Safety

The relocation site is bordered on the east by agricultural land
that is periodically sprayed with pesticides. The pesticides used are
not highly toxic but do have an unpleasant odor. The existing location
of Al1envi11e is bordered on the north and west by agricultural lands
that are subject to spraying.
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The relocation site is located 11 miles from the Palo Verde Nuclear
Generating Station. The site is outside the 10 mile buffer zone proposed
by the Governor of Arizona for minimum development.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Community Cohesion

Socio-economic conditions in Allenville have formed a close-knit
community. There is strong cohesion among the residents, and they do
not wish to be separated. The fact that they own the homes and the land
they live on is very important to the residents of Allenville. The resi­
dents are concerned about incurring increased debt as a result of the
re loca ti on.

Demographics

The predominantly black community is composed of 51 households. There
is a strong religious feeling as shown by the fact that this small commun­
ity can support two churches. The local Masonic Lodge has been active in
drawing membership from the Buckeye Valley. A State-supported child-care
center provides a vital service to working community residents.

Age Distribution

About 26 percent of the population is over 60 years of age. The age
groups under 18 and between 19 and 40 are represented respectively by 20
and 25 percent of the population as indicated in the following tabulation:

Age Group 18 &Under 19-40 41-50 51-60 Over 60

Percent of Population 20.3 24.5 15.3 13.8 26.1

This age distribution is fairly common in low-income minority communi­
ties, and is relatively indicative of a stable population base.

Employment

About half of the labor force in Allenville is employed in Buckeye or
at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station currently under construction.
Only two individuals are employed in Phoenix. About one-eighth of the
labor force is employed in the agricultural sector.

Real Income &Distribution

Allenville's median income is $7,073 yearly. One-third of the families
earn incomes below poverty level. This compares with a median income of
$9,853 and an 8.9 percent poverty rate in Maricopa County. Only seven
families in Allenville earn annual incomes in excess of $lL,OOO. A signifi­
cant portion of the residents are retired on social security.

Housing

Housing in Allenville is varied. At the time of the December 1978
flood, there were 54 occupied dwelling units in the community. Owners
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occupied 32 of these units and 22 families rented. Home sizes ranged from
small shacks of a few hundred square feet to 2,200 square-feet block con­
struction. Over half of the homes would be valued at less than $10,000.
Only four or five would be valued as high as $40,000.

Land Use

Most of the residents of Allenville live in single-family dwellings.
The community includes one tavern, a day-care center, and two churches.
Local citizens also established a community center and a County park. Many
of the single-family units in the community had vegetable gardens and
chickens reflecting the strong local sentiment for the rural lifestyle.

The area south of the Gila River consists of Bureau of Land Management
land leased for grazing, and the Gila River Indian Reservation. Land north
of the Gila, surrounding Allenville and Buckeye, is either undeveloped or
developed for agricultural use.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

Physiography

Both the flood proofing alternative and the levee alternative would
cause a significant change in the local physiography. Both alternatives
would be esthetically unpleasing.

Water Quality

None of the alternatives will have a long-term significant effect on
surface or groundwater quality or quantity. Clearing of the channel would
have a temporary effect on surface water quality. The recommended plan ­
relocation as a community - does not involve waters of the United States
and will not require a section 404(b) evaluation pursuant to Public Law
92-500.

Relocation to the new site will significantly improve the community
drinking water supply. Based on tests of wells in the vicinity of the new
site, the proposed well will meet minimum drinking water standards, and
will provide an adequate supply of domestic water. Existing wells are
approximately 500 feet deep with static water levels at less than 200 feet.
The new well will be drilled to greater depth than existing wells, to insure
that the community will continue to have a reliable source of water in spite
of continued lowering of the water table. The actual depth of the new well
will be determined by a test hole sampling program to insure that an ade­
quate supply and quality of water is available at a greater depth. The
depth and location of the well will also prevent contamination of the well
by septic tanks associated with the new community.

Air Quality

Construction activities associated with all the alternatives will
cause significant, but temporary local air quality impacts. In particular,
TSP concentrations will increase because of stripping and earth-moving
activities associated with levee co~struction, channel clearing, razing
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of old Allenville, and building of the new community_ The impact associ­
ated with the channel clearing alternative would be most severe; the
individual relocation would be least severe. The community relocation will
have moderate temporary effect on the air quality in the vicinity of the
Allenville development, but the use of reasonable dust suppression techni­
ques will lessen this impact. On a regional basis this impact is expected
to be negligible.

Exhaust pollutants from the construction equipment will also adversely
impact the air quality during the construction phase. The local and reg­
ional impacts of construction on air quality will not be significant.

Burning of the structures razed i'n old Allenville will be a signifi­
cant temporary degradation of the local air quality. A permit for the
burning will be acquired from the Maricopa County Health Department.

Noise

As a result of operations at Buckeye Airport, the day-night sound level
at the proposed site is anticipated to be in the range of 44-45 db for
maximum weekend operations along the north-south (N-S) runway. Take-offs
on the southwest-northeast runway could result in a maximum day-night sound
level at the western border of 61 db. Such activities would result in
"moderate" exposure to residents based on FAA land use compatibility guide­
lines. Operations on the southwest-northeast (SW-NE) runway are limited.
HUD's site acceptability standards for residential construction call for
a day-night sound level of less than 65 db. The noise level that will be
experienced by the residents of Allenville after relocation will be greater
than the level at the old site, but should be acceptable.

The proposed expansion of Buckeye Airport will increase noise levels
significantly over the present condition. For the site to remain compat­
ible for residential development, some restrictions on the airport develop­
ment will be required. A doubling of present operations will result in
noise levels well within FAA acceptable limits. If the airport is expanded
to serve small private jets, operations would have to be restricted to the
N-S runway, with noise levels approaching 64 db. Operations involving small
jets on the SW-NE runway would result in noise levels of 70-76 db. This
would be unacceptable for residential development. Present plans indicate
t~at the SW-NE runway will be abandoned. Development will center on the
SE-NW runway, with no effect on the relocation site.

Vehicular traffic along 1-10 and Palo Verde Road will contribute to
the existing sound environment, but will be well below aircraft-generated
sound levels.

Construction operations associated with all the alternatives could
result in high noise levels; however, since the construction ~ill take
place in unpopulated areas, this impact is not considered significant.

*Telephone conversation with Steve Thompson, January 22, 1980 (See Reference).
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Biological Resources

The flood proofing of Allenville, construction of a levee, and the
destruction of the buildings in old Allenville would not result in signif­
icant impacts to the biological resources in the area. The vegetative and
wildlife species involved are those that adapt to disturbed conditions,
and should recover after construction is completed. The composition and
quality of the resources would not be altered.

Little impact on biological resources is anticipated as a result of
construction at the new site. Construction will take place in an area
dominated by creosotebush-bursage; no significant biological resources will
be involved. Saguaro cactus and mature little-leaf paloverde and ironwood
trees will be preserved whenever possible. No biological effects would
result from individual relocation.

Channel clearing is the only alternative that would cause significant
environmental effects. The alternative would entail the clearing of 1,800
acres of saltcedar association in the Gila channel. Mature saltcedar wood­
lands are important prime breeding habitat for whitewinged doves. The
stands near Allenville are immature, but still represent a valuable resource
for the species. Habitat similar to that used by the Yuma clapper rail
would be impacted by the channel clearing.

Endangered Species

Only the channel clearing alternative would have the potential to
impact endangered species. The Yuma clapper rail, an endangered species,
is known to occur in the Salt and Gila River channels in central Arizona.
Although no Yuma clapper rails have been sighted within the clearing area,
habitat in this reach is similar to areas where clapper rail sightings have
been made.

Prime Farmlands

Neither Allenville nor the relocation site contain areas designated
as prime or additional irrigated farmland. Although both sites are adjacent
to an area designated as additional irrigated farmland, and are near prime
farmland areas, no impacts are anticipated.

Cultural Resources

No impacts to cultural resources are anticipated as a result of con­
struction at the relocation site. No surface resources were identified
at or near the site, and no subsurface resources are expected.

Cultural resources are considered likely to exist at the old site,
although no surface remains were identified. If the existing ground sur­
face is disturbed, it is likely that subsurface resources would be affected.
If the existing surface is to be disturbed extensively, a test excavation
program would have to be conducted to determine the existence and signifi­
cance of buried sites. If subsurface sites are encountered during con­
struction, an archaeologist will be present to evaluate the resources.
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If channel clearing activities are confined to the channel center­
line, no impacts are anticipated on cultural resources.

Health and Safety

Currently, the land adjacent to the eastern border of the relocation
site is under cultivation and is periodically sprayed with pesticides.
Three of the pesticides in use on the land are listed as· restricted by EPA,
and require application by a certified applicator. Two of the five pesti­
cides have an unpleasant odor. Wind direction information for the reloca­
tion site shows that the prevailing winds are from the east, across the
site. The easterly winds are normally of low velocity, limiting dispersion
of the pesticides. Under normal conditions, winds shift during the course
of the day and westerly winds predominate for a portion of the midafternoon.

Some adverse impact from odor is expected as a re~ult of the proximity
of the relocation site to agricultural lands that are sprayed especially as
a result of the odor. An EPA advisory opinion, published in the Federal
Register on October 17, 1979 (which is no longer in effect), suggested
several mitigative measures to follow when spraying in the vicinity of a
residential area, including a quarter-mile buffer zone. Monitoring the
results of these measures suggest that the quarter-mile bufter ~y not be
effective in eliminating odors. Use of the other recommendations would be
the prerogative of the applicator.

The individuals involved in the Allenville relocation are presently
exposed to pesticide spraying. They have been apprised of the pesticide
situation at the relocation site, however, and do not consider it serious.
Should the situation become unacceptable, the residents will have recourse
under existing safety rules and other regulations that have been established
to protect inhabited areas. These rules and regulations allow the State
Board of Pesticide Control to limit the use of any pesticide within a desig­
nated area, to regulate the application of pesticides in and around resi­
dential areas, and to issue a cease and desist order for application of
pesticides in and around residential areas. A rule, regulation, or order
may be adopted by the Board only after a public hearing. The Board may
issue an order to regulate or limit the use of any pesticide, including
restricting use completely within a designated area, after receiving written
notice from the Director of the Department of Health Services of an imminent
hazard of acute dermal or inhalation toxicity of the pesticide to the public
health. (State of Arizona, 1977; 1979).

The relocation site is located directly northeast of a small municipal
airport. The southwest - northeast runway flight pattern crosses the south­
east corner of the development. This is a limited use runway. This is not
anticipated to be a serious safety consideration. Present plans for ex­
pansion indicate that the SW-NE runway will be abandoned.

Community Cohesion

The relocation alternatives require the displacement ~f the population
of Allenville. Any move of this nature involves some inconveniences and
hardships. This is particularly the case with the elderly of Allenville's
population. Since Allenville is a close-knit community, any hardships felt
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Cultural Opportunities

A negative cultural impact identified under the relocation alter­
natives could result from the loss of two churches in existing Allenville.
There are, however, 15 churches of all faiths located in nearby Buckeye.
The State is looking at the possibility of assisting in the relocation of
the churches. The other alternatives are not expected to produce signifi­
cant negative impacts on cultural opportunities.

Desirable Community Growth

The effects of the relocation alternative are primarily positive in
regard to desirable community growth. It could occur under the community
relocation alternative because of the greatly reduced risk of flood loss.
Because of limits imposed by flood proofing and the ~~ricopa County Flood­
plain Ordinance, community growth under channel clearing and the no project
alternatives would not be possible. Some growth would be possible with the
levee alternative. The individual relocation alternative would destroy the
present community of Allenville and, therefore, would impact negatively
upon community growth.

Local Government Finance

In the relocation alternatives property values and tax revenues will
increase. This will be the result of higher value housing units and the
reduced flood risk. Estimated tax revenues will increase sixfold over
those generated at the old site. Although a notable positive effect would
occur to the tax base under this alternative, a similar negative effect
would be shifted to the relocated taxpayers. The consequence of paying a
higher tax bill may place a burden on many of the Allenvil1e relocatees.
The tax base of the Palo Verde School District will increase from $4,500,000
to approximately $7,000,000 as a result of the community relocation. If
property tax expenditures per student remain constant tax rates will de­
crease $1.00 from the current rate of $3.45/$100 assessed valuation.

There are no anticipated negative impacts expected to occur to local
_government finance under the levee alternative.

In the no action alternative local government finance would be impacted
to the extent that it provided funds to help the community rebuild. In the
long term, future flooding would undoubtedly cause similar negative impacts .

•
In the flood proofing alternative there probably would be increases in

~ the tax base and property values, as in the relocation alternative. Local
property taxes would increase and these could place hardships on many resi­
dents.

Both relocation alternatives, flood proofing, and the levee alternative
would have a positive impact on County ahd State finances, in that emergency
assistance would no longer be required for the community of Allenville.



by the elderly would be minimized with the community relocation plan.
The disruption of the community also would be less than that caused by
flooding. There is, however, the possibility that the two churches and
the. lodge will not be rebuilt at the new community, although locations
for these facilities are provided in the site plan. The loss of these
facilities could be an inconvenience for the relocatees.

Individual relocation cannot be accomplished while retaining any
semblance of a community. There are very few homes available in the
vicinity of Buckeye. As a consequence, most of the families would have
to relocate in Phoenix. Once in Phoenix, the residents would be scattered,
thereby destroying the community. The community center, two churches,
and lodge also would cease to exist.

With the flood proofing alternative, the community would remain much
as it has been in the past, with the exception that all structures would
be free from floods to the 100-year level. The community center, churches,
and lodge would eventually be restored.

Channel clearing would do little to reduce Allenville's susceptibility
to flooding, and damages would continue to occur. The cohesion of the
community also would continue to be disrupted by flooding.

With a levee to protect Allenville from the Standard Project Flood,
the community would remain intact at the present location, and would no
longer be susceptible to flooding. The two churches, lodge, and community
center would be restored.

Housing

The relocation of Allenville out of the Gila River floodplain will
have positive impacts on housing. Although the community relocation alter­
native would destroy 54 structures at the present Allenville site, 40
replacement homes will be provided nearby. The new community site would
be located out of the flood hazard zone, and built to safe and sanitary
standards mandated by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.
The construction of such homes would provide greatly upgraded housing.
The benefits associated with the new housing could mitigate the negative
impacts experienced by the community in moving.

Under the community relocation alternative, renters in Allenville
will be provided upgraded rental housing. It is planned to allow renters
to buy the mobile homes in which they were living and move them to pre­
pared pads at the new site. This would result in an improvement of the ­
quality of housing over pre-flood oonditions for some renters, and would
serve to keep the community together. The no action and channel clearing
alternatives are expected to have negative impacts on housing as the result
of continued flooding at Allenville. Residents of the community also would
remain in substandard housing. Under the individual relocation plan, the
51 families would be relocated into existing standard homes, which would
reduce the total housing supply in Maricopa County. With the flood proof­
ing and levee alternatives there would be no impacts on housing. The
residents would remain in substandard housing under both plans.
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Land Use

In the relocation alternatives land uses will be very similar, with
the exception that the old A11envi11e site would be converted to wildlife
habitat. The new site will be converted from vacant to urban uses under
the community relocation plan. These uses are not anticipated to have
significant negative impacts. The community relocation alternative may
cause a minor impact on adjacent agricultural land uses if the spraying of
pesticides becomes a serious problem. If required by future legislation,
a buffer zone of 1/4 mile would result in the loss of approximately 100 of
480 acres of State-leased 1anq presently in production adjacent to the
relocation site. The proximity of the Buckeye Municipal Airport to the
relocation site is not considered to be a significant land use conflict.
The other alternatives considered are not expected to cause any negative
land use impacts.

Public Facilities

No negative impacts are expected to occur in public facilities under
the relocation, flood proofing, or levee alternatives. Under the no action
alternative, public and quasi-public facilities would continue to suffer
damages from flooding.

Ten elementary school students will be transferred from Buckeye
Elementary School to Palo Verde Elementary School. One-hundred forty
students are presently enrolled in Palo Verde Elementary School. The
addition of up to three students per classroom should not have a negative
effect on the school.

Public Services

There is expected to be a positive impact on the quality of water
provided A11enville residents under the relocation alternatives. No nega­
tive impacts are expected under any of the alternatives. Emergency services
associated with flooding would no longer &e required with the relocation
alternatives, the flood proofing alternative, or the levee alternative. The
community relocation alternative would have a positive effect on fire pro­
tection for the community. Although the nearest fire station is located in
Buckeye, fire protection will be improved due to the inclusion of fire
hydrants at the relocation sites. Formerly Allenvi11e had no fire protection
system. Other public services such as rescue, ambulance, County Sheriff and
the multiple services provided by the Maricopa County Human Resources Depart­
ment, Office on Aging, including a hot lunch program for the elderly, will
not be significantly affected arid will remain available to A11envi11e resi­
dents.

Local/Regional Activity

There are no significant impacts under any of the ~alternatives in
this area.
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Real Income Distribution

Real income of Allenville residents may be reduced slightly under all
alternatives. As a result of the relocation alternatives, homeowners and
renters will receive relocation.benefits .. These benefits will be spent on
purchases of new homes. For community relocation, no significant extra
financial burdens will occur in the form of additional mortgages. The tax
rates at the new site, however, will increase over the rates at the old
location. Under the levee and flood proofing alternatives, property values
will increase as a result of flood protection, and taxes and rents will
increase accordingly. In all cases, except channel clearing, however,
monetary losses due to flooding will be eliminated.

Employment/Labor Force

No significant impacts are expected in this area under any of the
alternatives, except the individual relocation plan. Since there is in­
sufficient housing available in the Buckeye area, some of those residents
currently employed in Buckeye or at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station may be forced to seek emploYment elsewhere or incur increased trans­
portation costs and time. This may negatively impact the labor supply, both
in the Buckeye area and in the locations to which the residents might move.

There are not expected to be significant negative impacts on business
and industrial ·activity under the other alternatives considered.

Agricultural Activity

No significant impacts are expected under any of the alternatives. A
minor impact on agricultural lands adjacent to the site may result if pesti­
cide spraying becomes a serious problem.

Transportation

Allenville is currently located approximately two miles from downtown
Buckeye. Almost all travel from Allenville for shopping, recreation, and
services in Buckeye has traditionally been by automobile. The distance to
Buckeye would increase under the community relocation plan by eight miles.
This additional distance will not be viewed by Allenville residents as a
significant problem. Transportation to the County hot lunch program can
be provided residents ,at the relocation site.

Bus service to Palo Verde Elementary School currently passes the
relocation site.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

To meet the objectives of the A11envi11e public involvement program,

activities were conducted appropriate to plan development. Rather than

being a fixed program, public involvement was flexible and was monitored

for effectiveness as the study progressed. The public involvement program

as a vehicle for discussion of community desires and purposes provided the

opportunity to obtain information concerning the acceptability of alterna­

tive plans.

Public Involvement Program

In January 1979, coordination on A1lenvi11e between the State of

Arizona and the Federal Disaster As,sistance Administration (FDAA) began

with meetings of State officials, the FDAA, and a representative of the

A11enville community. The public involvement program began with the prep­

aration in July 1979 of the Reconnaissance Report, Small Flood Control

Project Authority, Gila River Basin, Allenville, Arizona by the Los Angeles

District of the Corps of Engineers. This document contained background

data and presented initial alternatives ,for the alleviation of Allenville's

flooding problems. Following the publication of the Reconnaissance Report,

a survey conducted by the State indicated that almost all of the residents

of Allenville favored the relocation alternative. On September 19, 1979,

a meeting of Allenville residents was held in Buckeye, Arizona with repre­

sentatives of the Corps and State to discuss the alternatives. A leaflet

summarizing the study and alternatives was then prepared by the Corps and

distributed to the residents and other concerned citizens, agencies, and

organizations. This was followed by a formal public meeting on September 28,

1979 at the Buckeye Union High School Auditorium at which results of the

study to date were presented, questions answered, and comments noted. One

public workshop was conducted on October 23, 1979 in Allenville by the

State's architect-engineer and attended by members of the Corps and State

study teams. The purpose of this meeting was to present descriptions of

the relocation sites in detail and to solicit the ideas and preferences of

the evacuees regarding the new location and housing designs. Following

this, two petitions were circulated among Allenville residents. These

stated that the residents favored relocation as a community, and acknowledged

the Board of Directors of the Allenville Community for Progress, Inc. as

their spokesman on matters pertaining to the community. A second public

workshop was held in Allenville on January 24, 1980 to bring the residents

up to date on the planning process, and to discuss with them the preliminary

designs and costs of homes at the new site. The final public meeting was

held on the evening of April 2, 1980 at the Buckeye Elementary School Cafe­

torium. Findings of the Detailed Project Report were summarized. A question

and answer period followed, during which concerns of residents of the Buck­

eye area regarding the community relocation alternative were discussed.

Required Coordination

The Corps has coordinated the environmental work that has been per­

formed at Allenville with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona

Department of Game and Fish, the State Historic Preservation Officer,

the Soil Conservation Service and several other Federal and State agencies.
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Statement Recipients

1. Department of Housing and Urban Development

2. Farmers Home Administration

3. Environmental Protection Agency

4. Economic Development Administration

5. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

6. Arizona Congressional Delegation

7. Arizona Department of Health Services (Bureau of Water
Quality Control)

8. Arizona Department of Game and Fish

9. Arizona State Land Department

10. Arizona State Division of Emergency Services

11. Arizona Water Commission

12. Arizona State Clearinghouse

13. Maricopa County Health Department

14. Maricopa County Highway Department

15. Maricopa County Planning Department

16. Flood Control District of Maricopa County

17. Maricopa Association of Governments (Planning and Trans-
portation Office)

18. ~~ricopa County Supervisor Ed Pastor

19. Citizens Concerned About the Project

20. Maricopa Audubon Society

21. City of Buckeye

Public Views and Responses

From the beginning of the A11envi11e Flood Damage Reduction Stuqy,
the Corps actively solicited views from the general public, interest groups,
and the citizens of Al1envil1e. An initial formal public meetings, held
on September 28, 1979 in Buckeye, was attended by both A1'envil1e residents
and other interested citizens. The following issues were raised:
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1. Concerns regarding the equitable nature of the proposed land
exchange;

2. Nonresident landowners' concerns over the land exchange and
future use of the present site of A11envi11e in the reloca­
tion alternative;

3. Concerns over the nearness to the Palo Verde Nuclear Gener­
ating Station;

4. Concerns regarding the quality of water at the proposed
relocation site.

The meeting was transcribed and copies of the transcript are available at
the Corps of Engineers office, Suite 800, 2721 N. Central Avenue, Phoenix,
Arizona.

Throughout the course of the study the Corps and State discussed their
progress with A11envi11e residents. A petition, dated October 1979, was
signed by 67 percent of the residents of Al1envi11e stating that they favor
relocation as a community. This indication of support played a key role
in the selection of community relocation as the preferred plan. Forty
families in Allenville, all the homeowners and renters who intend to relo­
cate to the new site, have signed letters of intent with the State to that
effect.

Concerns of both the A11envi11e residents and other interested members
of the public were heard again at the public meeting held in Buckeye on
April 2, 1980. The meeting was transcribed and copies are available from
the Corps of Engineers office, Suite 800, 2721 N. Central Avenue, Phoenix,
Arizona. The following issues were raised:

1. Possible harmful effects on the population from pesticide
spraying adjacent to the relocation site;

2. Possible loss of cropland because of pesticide spraying
restrictions;

3. Impacts resulting from the introduction of residential and
commercial land uses into a rural area;

4. Concerns regarding the quality of water at the relocation
site;

5. Impacts of large numbers of children from the new community
on the Palo Verde Elementary School District;

6. Increased distance of the relocation site from services and
facilities in Buckeye;

7. Opposition by upstream and downstream residents to transfer
of the present Allenville site to the Arizona Department of
Game and Fish once the structures are razed.
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These concerns have largely been addressed in revised portions of the
Main Report and Environmental Assessment of this Detailed Project Report.
It also should be noted that the issues raised at the April public meeting
came from farmers and non-Allenville residents from the surrounding area.
Persons from Allenville attending the meeting spoke out strongly in favor
of the community relocation alternative.

Prior to the meeting on April 2nd, the report was distributed for
public review. Letters of comment received on this report have been re­
printed in their entirety in Appendix A. Responses to the comments follow
each letter. The following issues were raised in the letters:

1. Potential noise, safety and conflicting land use problems due
to the relocation site's close proximity to the Buckeye Muni­
cipal Airport;

2. Transportation-related problems due to Allenville's increased
distance from shopping and services in Buckeye;

3. Availability of emergency' and public services for Allenville
residents at the relocation site;

4. Availability of school bus service for Allenville children
attending public schools;

5. Inclusion of views and comments expressed by concerned citi­
zens into the final report;

6. Revision of deficient sections of the Detailed Project Report;

7. Possible adverse effects on the community of Palo Verde as
a result of Allenville's relocation;

8. Concerns that channelization of sections of the Gila River
would be precluded as a result of Allenville's relocation;

9. Lack of aid to other flood victims in the area;

10. The question of whether or not some Allenville residents
would be Jlforced Jl to move to the rel ocati on site.

The report has been revi sed where necessary to address these issues.
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FINDINGS

Significant factors considered during the environmental study included
the effects of the project on vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.
Also considered were the social and physical effects on residents as a re­
sult of relocation. Through environmental studies and public participation,
it was detenllined that the proposed action will not significantly affect
the quality of the human environment, and there will be no significant en­
vironmental effects. An Environmental Impact Statement will not be required
for this action. I
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LIST OF PREPARERS

The following people were responsible for preparing this assessment:

NAME EXPERTISE EXPERIENCE DISCIPLINE

Nei 1 Erwi n Civil Engr. 8 years civil engr., Corps Engineer
(project mgr.) 6 months planner, L.A. District

Caro1 Grooms Envir. Planner 6 years EIS studies, L. A. District Engineer

Jobn. Gutwein Economist 1 year Community Planner, City of L. A. Urban P1 anner
1 year Economic Studies, L. A. District

Joe Mantey Economist 2 years Economic Studies, L. A. District Economics
N
co Ken Ku1es Envir. Planner 6 years Envir. Studies, L.A. District Engineer

Pat Martz Archaeologist 2 years Archaeological Studies, L.A. Dist. Archaeology
2 years field archaeological work, consultant

Frank MacDonald Economist 6 years Economic Studies, L.A. District Economi cs

Wo\'k was p"'rfonned by Dames & Moore under contr'act to the Corps of Engi neers • The fo11 ow·i ng
individuals participated in the work:

Natalie Waugh
Richard Maze
Lyle Stone (Archaeological
Research Service)

Glenn Cass
James Gei ser
Kenneth Evans
Barbara Murphy
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Federal

Environmental Protection Agency
Barbara Nellor, Environmental Protection Specialist

State

Arizona Department of Health Servic~s

Dr. Whitcomb, Environmental Health Services

Arizona Department of Transportation
James Roose
Mark MYers, Aeronautics Division

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Richard Todd, Non-game Specialist
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Mrs. W. T. Gladden
Mr. W. T. Gladden
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