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

On September 21, 1984, the District's FOIA Officer responded
that the District: (a) had ng records in addition to those already made
public concerning the ACDC or Reach 4; and (b) had destroyed no records.
When the District's response was challenged as incomplete and inaccurate
on all counts, the FOIA Officer rejected our request as an "unacceptable"
and non-specific "fishing expedition". The Officer demanded that the
request identify each document by title, date, author and file location,
and refused to grant the request for a waiver of search and duplication
fees.

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

On September 21, 1984, the District's FOIA Officer responded
that the District: (a) had no records in addition to those already made
public concerning the ACDC or Reach 4; and (b) had destroyed no records.
When the District's response was challenged as incomplete and inaccurate
on all counts, the FOIA Officer rejected our request as an "unacceptable"
and non-specific "fishing expedition". The Officer demanded that the
request identify each document by title, date, author and file location,
and refused to grant the request for a waiver of search and duplication
fees.

On December 24, 1984, the Deputy Chief Counsel of the Corps of
Engineers upheld the District FOIA Officer's demand that the request
describe with specificity each document requested from the Corps and
formally denied the request for waiver of search and duplication fees. 1In
support of that denial, he claimed that a release of ACDC records would
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not "contribute to constructive public discussion and debate, or primarily
benefit the general public."

On January 10, 1985, an appeal was filed with the Office of
the Secretary of the Army. Although the FOIA requires that such appeals
be determined within 20 days of their receipt by an agency of the
federal government, the Secretary of the Army took no action on the appeal
for eight months. Finally, on September 20, 1985, Thomas F. Kranz, the
Principal Deputy General Counsel to the Secretary of the Army, reversed
the decision of the Army Corps of Engineers and granted a waiver of search
and duplication fees associated with our FOIA request. In support of his
decision, Mr. Kranz noted that "making the project documents available to
the interested public will insure the integrity of public decisions over
the water preiect
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not "contribute to constructive public discussion and debate, or primarily
benefit the general public."

On January 10, 1985, an appeal was filed with the Office of
the Secretary of the Army. Although the FOIA requires that such appeals
be determined within 20 days of their receipt by an agency of the
federal government, the Secretary of the Army took no action on the appeal
for eight months. Finally, on September 20, 1985, Thomas F. Kranz, the
Principal Deputy General Counsel to the Secretary of the Army, reversed
the decision of the Army Corps of Engineers and granted a waiver of search
and duplication fees associated with our FOIA request. In support of his
decision, Mr. Kranz noted that "making the project documents available to
the interested public will insure the integrity of public decisions over
the water project."

The entire month following the approval of the FOIA request
was spent attempting to receive a commitment from the Corps as to the
process and date for the document search. Finally, on October 28-29,
1985, a team of three lawyers and a paralegal went to the Los Angeles
office of the Corps of Engineers and reviewed files in just three of the
18 sections within that office. The following is a summary of some of the
more important documents found during that search. A much Tlarger
quantity of documents requested from the Corps based on the search still
need to be reviewed, and a search of the files in the remaining 15
sections of the Corps office must still be conducted. Undoubtedly,
additional critical information regarding Reach Four which has been
jealously guarded by the Corps of Engineers and the Flood Control District
will become available.

II. CORPS DOCUMENTS FROM INITIAL SEARCH.

A. Need For Reauthorization By Congress Of Reach Four and
Reanalysi f And Benefits.

An alarming piece of information found in the search of the
Corps' files is the fact that the Corps apparently knew what the opponents
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to Reach Four have argued from the start--that it was not within the
discretion of the Corps to add Reach Four to the congressionally
authorized project and that a separate congressional authorization and a
new economic analysis under existing criteria and current discount rates
are required for Reach Four. This conclusion is based upon a series of
memoranda from various levels of the Corps of Engineers hierarchy.

On February 1, 1974, the South Pacific Division of the Corps
held a required plan formulation conference on the ACDC in the Los Angeles
District of the Corps of Engineers. One of the items on the agenda was
the question of whether the post-authorization addition of Reach Four was
within the discretionary authority of the Chief of Engineers so that no
independent congressional authorization would be necessary and the
original 3-1/4% discount rate could be used in the incremental economic
analysis of that Reach. The conference concluded that the extension of
the ACDC to include Reach Four was not within the discretionary authority
of the Chief of Engineers (sgg Document A, page six, paragraph j.) If the
addition of Reach Four is not within the discretion of the Corps then a
separate congressional authorization and economic analysis using current

discount rates are required.

On April 5, 1974 the Office of the Chief of Engineers,
Washington, D.C., wrote to the Division Engineer of the South Pacific
Division to comment on the proposed use of the 3-1/4% discount rate for
the economic evaluation of Reach Four. The Office of the Chief of
Engineers concurred with the Conference reports finding that the addition
of Reach Four was not within its discretionary authority and therefore was
not eligible to use the 3-1/4% discount rate. The Chief of Engineers
stated that:

If estimate of additional cost for extension
of Arizona Canal Diversion Channel, from 12th to
40th Street is approximately $20,000,000 (July
1973 prices) or approximately 15% of total project
cost (Stages I, II, III), the extension can be
considered within the discretionary authority of
the Chief. (See Document B, paragraph 2.)
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But the original cost estimate for Reach Four was much greater than the
$20,000,000 maximum.

Finally, on April 28, 1975, the Division Engineer for the
South Pacific Division wrote to its District Engineer for the Los Angeles
District, in charge of the ACDC, to comment on the Draft Design Memorandum
No. 3 for that project. The Division Engineer stated:

Incremental analysis of the extension of the
Arizona Canal diversion channel from Dreamy Draw
channel to 40th Street is presented on Table 7,
page 95, of the main report. OCE reply to MER of
Plan Formulation conference on the subject project
noted that if the cost of the extension reach is
approximately $20 million (July 1973 prices) or
approximately 15 percent of total project cost the
extension can be considered to be within the
discretionary authority of the Chief of Engineers
and also the discount rate of 3-1/4 percent for
economic evaluation may be applied. The cost of
$39.555 million for the extension noted in Table 7
reflects 18.5 percent of total project cost.
Inasmuch hi rcen i r r than th
1imit indicated by OCE, it is envisioned that a

ial report would n mi
ngr for horization and inclusion of thi
portion of the diversion channel as an element of
h hori lan Th ial report woul
probably require economic evaluation under
existing criteria and current discount rate. (See
Document C, paragraph d (emphasis added).)

It is apparent that the Corps of Engineers knew that it could
not add Reach Four to the ACDC without independent congressional
authorization and a new cost-benefit analysis based on current directives
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and discount rate. However, the Corps has failed to receive such
authorization and has steadfastly maintained that the old 3-1/4% discount
rate used for the original 1965 project can be used for the economic
analysis of Reach Four. When opponents of Reach Four have argued that
Reach Four is not cost justified, the Corps has replied that based on the
3-1/4% discount rate it is economically Jjustified and Congress has
authorized the use of that unreasonably low rate. We now see that the
Corps' reliance on the old 3-1/4% discount rate is misplaced and that
Reach Four must be analyzed at the current higher discount rate as the
opponents to Reach Four have argued all along.

The Maricopa County Flood Control District does not want such
a reanalysis of the costs and benefits of Reach Four because it knows that
the project can not withstand such scrutiny. In a Tletter from Dan
Sagramoso, Chief Engineer and General Manager for the Flood Control
District to Jack Pfister, General Manager of Salt River Project, dated
August 30, 1985, Mr. Sagramoso was openly concerned about Representative
Rudd's requirement in the House Appropriations Bill, H.R. 2959,
instructing the Corps of Engineers to conduct a benefit-cost analysis of
ACDC Reach Four using current guidelines and policy directives, including
the current discount rate of 8-3/8%. Mr. Sagramoso stated that:

It is very unlikely that Reach Four will
show a favorable B/C ratio at the current, higher
discount rate and this unusual reanalysis of an
authorized project may lead to the withholding of
federal funding. (See Document D, paragraph 4.)
In that August 1985 letter, Mr. Sagramoso requested that Mr.
Pfister attempt to persuade Congressman Rudd to withdraw his request for
an economic reanalysis and noted that other elected officials and private
citizens might do the same. Apparently the Flood Control District is so
concerned about the results of an appropriate cost-benefit analysis of
Reach Four using current guidelines and policy directives that it has
resorted to using political pressure on the Congressman to derail his
intervention in the project. Moreover, this letter indicates that while
the District and Corps have publicly promised cooperation in the
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preparation of a new economic analysis to Mr. Rudd and the Committee, they
have in fact been secretly attempting to block the requested analysis.

The Flood Control District has good reason to be concerned
about a reanalysis of the costs and benefits of Reach Four. An economic
analysis of Reach Four, dated April 3, 1985, found in the Corps' Economic
and Social Analysis Section files and sent to Stan Lutz, Corps Project
Manager for the ACDC, indicates that based on the current discount rate
Reach Four only provides $.63 worth of benefits for ~verv €1 NN <nent.

(See Document E.) Obviously this .63:1 bene
substantially Tlower than the 1:1 ratio require
construction of the project. A separate document

files indicates that a substantially lower discount r
half the current discount rate of 8-3/8%, is rec
acceptable 1:1 benefit-cost ratio for Reach Four. (&

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

B. Flood Protection Provided By Reach Four Is No Llonger

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

The Flood Control District has good reason to be concerned
about a reanalysis of the costs and benefits of Reach Four. An economic
analysis of Reach Four, dated April 3, 1985, found in the Corps' Economic
and Social Analysis Section files and sent to Stan Lutz, Corps Project
Manager for the ACDC, indicates that based on the current discount rate
Reach Four only provides $.63 worth of benefits for every $1.00 spent.
(See Document E.) Obviously this .63:1 benefit/cost ratio is
substantially 1lower than the 1:1 ratio required to justify the

construction of the project. A separate document found in those same
files indicates that a substantially Tower discount rate of 4%, less than
half the current discount rate of 8-3/8%, is required to obtain an
acceptable 1:1 benefit-cost ratio for Reach Four. (See Document F.)

Thus, the Corps of Engineers and Flood Control District
apparently know that a new economic analysis of Reach Four will
demonstrate that the project is a "boondoggle" and will result in the loss
of support from the City of Phoenix and Congress.

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

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




133.001.001.A

After the 1972 flood, the Flood Control District proposed the
installation of the Arizona Canal gates and improvement of the Crosscut
Canal. The proposal was initially discussed at the regular meeting of the
Citizens Advisory Board of the Flood Control District on September 13,
1982. At that meeting, Colonel John C. Lowry, Chief Engineer and General
Manager of the Flood Control District, stated the benefits of the project:

The opening of those gates after the channel

i mp 1 will rmi h 1t River Proj

almost immediately empty the canal at that point.

If th h n_in ration on ne 22, 1972
h nal would n hav rok h m lon
h 1 rticularl wn_wher i i i

where the Salt River Project has a wash and
spillway, and where the canal broke near 38th
r le wer 1 m il woul
r 1y not hav rred because the emptying of
that Arizona Canal is going to permit that flood
water to be picked up coming from the east of 48th
Street into this Cave Creek and 01d Cross-Cut
channel. (See Document G, page 4, paragraph 8
(emphasis added).)

The Flood Control District believed that the installation of
the Arizona Canal gates at the Crosscut Canal would alleviate the risk of
flooding from another flood 1ike that which occurred in 1972, the most
severe flood which has occurred in the Reach Four area. As you know,
those gates were indeed installed in the Arizona Canal at the taxpayers'
expense, but the Flood Control District now wants to duplicate the flood
protection by spending millions of dollars to construct Reach Four. Thus,
the familiar question is resurrected - is Reach Four really needed? It
may be that the Flood Control District has other plans for the Crosscut
Canal which do not include protecting the Reach Four area, as discussed

below.

C. Alternatives To Reach Four Not Fairly Considered.

Opponents of Reach Four have believed that the Corps and Flood
Control District have been "wed" to the Reach Four alternative from the
beginning and have never fairly considered alternatives to Reach Four. A
good example of this bias against alternatives to Reach Four is the way in

-7-
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which the PRC Toups proposal was dismissed by the Corps and District.
After the PRC plan was presented to the Task Force at the public hearing,
Mr. Sagramoso and Mr. Lutz disputed the large cost savings which were
concluded by PRC and stated that their analysis showed that the
alternative was only 3% less expensive. This same conclusion is stated in
a letter from the Corps of Engineers to Mr. Sagramoso, dated November 30,
1983. (See Document H, page 1, last paragraph.) However, the analysis
attached to that letter indicates that based on their own calculations the
PRC proposal would save $8.2 million. While the Corps is correct that
this is only a 3% savings when compared to the cost of the entire ACDC
project, it is a savings of almost 15% when compared to the cost of Reach
Four. Since the PRC plan is an alternative to Reach Four the cost savings
should be compared to the cost of that component of the project, but the
Corps chose to compare it to the cost of the total ACDC to diminish the

effect of the cost savings.

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

In fact, the Chief of the Corps of Engineers Hydrologic
Engineering Section, Joseph B. Evelyn, recognized the value of this use of
small holding basins as a "viable alternative" to Reach Four, and made
such recommendation to the Chief of the engineering section in charge of
the ACDC project. Mr. Evelyn stated that:
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In reviewing some SPF and discharge
frequency values computed in the Phoenix area, the
idea occurred to me to compare the volume of the
design flood hydrograph for the Arizona Canal
Diversion (ACDC) to the volume of the proposed
ACDC channel itself. The important concept is
that although the design flood hydrograph have
very high peak discharges, the total volume of the
flood hydrographs are relatively small due to the
local (thunderstorms) nature of the design storm.
The n resul i h h intr ion of

relatively small quantity of storage will result

in _a large reduction in the required channel

capacity necessary to convey the flood. (See

Document J, paragraph 1 (emphasis added).)
Importantly, Mr. Evelyn concluded that the potential reduction in costs,
required right-of-way, and 1impact on the community appear to be
significant enough to warrant further intensive study. However, no such
study has been presented by the Corps or found through the search of their
files. . The Corps and District seem determined to simply proceed with

Reach Four despite the costs and effect on the community.

Finally, the group Citizens Against Reach Four and numerous
members of the Phoenix Advisory Committee have expressed an interest in
the use of the Crosscut Canal as an alternative to Reach Four. Many
believe that the Corps and District have not given fair consideration to
that alternative because they have other future plans for the use of that
canal. A March 9, 1984 Tletter found in the Corps of Engineers files
indicates that they do indeed have plans for a "01d Crosscut Canal Flood
Control Project" and are working to obtain funding to continue the
development of that project. (See Document K, paragraph 2 and Tlast
attachment.) Apparently, the project will capture and divert down the
Crosscut Canal stormwater from east of the Reach Four area, between 40th
Street and 68th Street. However, the economics of the project seem
uncertain and a preliminary estimate of the costs and benefits indicates a
favorable benefit-cost ratio only for a 25-year flood protection project.
(See Document L, page 3, paragraphs 3 and 5.)
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Since the Corps and District can only justify the use of the
Crosscut Canal for that area between 40th Street and 68th Street for a
25-year flood project, it would seem more valuable to use the Crosscut to
provide 100-year flood protection for the Reach Four area. Alternatively,
it may prove more economically feasible to increase the flood protection
benefits of the Crosscut Canal project by capturing and diverting
floodwaters 1in both the Reach Four area and the area to the east.
However, again there is no study of these alternatives by the Corps and
District and they seem content to simply push forward with Reach Four.

D. Inadequacy Of The ACDC And Liability Of The Flood

Control District And Taxpayers For Flood Damages.

Opponents of Reach Four have also argued that the 100-year
flood design of the ACDC is inadequate and may cause flooding in urban
areas where such flooding would not have otherwise occurred, and that
1iability for the cost of such flood damage will fall on the Flood Control
District and ultimately the taxpayers. Moreover, this cost has not been
calculated into the cost-benefit analysis of the project. The Corp and
Flood Control District have responded that the people below the Arizona
Canal will be better off with than without the project. However, it now
appears that the Corps realized that many people will be %E;M;B}sg of f
after the-canstruction of the project.

The Corps' files confirm the fears of the opponents of Reach
Four. They indicate that as far back as 1976 the Office of the Chief of
Engineers, Washington, D.C., was also concerned about the inadequacy of
the 100-year (1% chance) flood design of the ACDC, believed that the ACDC
could cause flooding in areas where flooding would not otherwise occur and
recognized that liability for damages would rest with the local sponsor.
Specifically, the Chief of Engineers stated:

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

-10-
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®
feasible. Th r hannel 1
flooding in urban areas where flooding would not
otherwise occur. Accordingly, we suggest that you
® consider providing a higher degree of protection

unless there are compelling reasons for adoption
of a lesser degree of protection. We request that
you submit additional information substantiating
the selection of the design flood. In addition,
the local sponsor should be made fully aware of
L the hold-and-save responsibilities as they pertain
to areas where the project could induce flooding
in the event that the project design flood is

exceeded. (See Document M, paragraph 2 (emphasis
added).)
@ The only answer that has been provided by the Corps and District for the

selection of the 100-year (1% chance) flood design is that a 200-year (.5%
chance) or standard project flood design would be economically and
politically impractical.

Opponents of Reach Four have also pointed to the destruction
created by floodwaters in excess of the 100-year flood capacity being
diverted through proposed overflow structures and spillways into exiting

) residential and commercial areas. The same memorandum from the Chief of
Engineers confirms this concern and cautions the Los Angeles District:

Hazardous conditions created by spillway
flows should be considered carefully. In general,
spillways should be located in such a way as to
minimi hazar 1 n roper A real
estate interest should be acquired downstream of
spillways to a location where "with project"
conditions essentially equal "without project"
conditions, or where hazards caused by inundation,
velocity or debris would be acceptable. Review
o the criteria in the attached EC 1110-2-183 to

determine their applicability to this project.
After you determine the impact of this EC on the
Phoenix project, submit information to either
support the original decision not to acquire lands
below the spillways or to explain and define areas
L in which acquisition will be necessary. Local
interests should be made aware of the risk of
project-induced damages in these areas

Document M, paragraph 3 (emphasis added).f

“11-
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In the Reach Four, the Cudia City wash overflow structure and the
spillways before the covered channel at Stanford Drive and the Biltmore
Hotel could cause unacceptable inundation, velocity or debris in
residential and commercial properties, but the District has made no effort
to acquire such properties.

Finally, opponents of Reach Four have argued that a standard
project flood with velocities much greater than the 100-year flood
capacity of the ACDC could cause the sides of the channel to fail with
very serious consequences to persons and property below. Again, the Chief
of Engineers recognized this concern:

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

As noted above, the Chief of Engineers recognized that
liability for the cost of flood damages caused by the inadequacy of the
ACDC would rest with the Flood Control District under the hold harmless
clause in the contract between the Corps and District. (See Document M,
paragraph 1.) The Corps were so concerned about the Tliability of the
United States for flood damage that it requested and received less than a
year ago an opinion from its District legal counsel. The Corps lawyers
concluded that:

With regard to your inquiry concerning the
1iability of the United States for flood damages,
33 U.S.C. 702c provides a statutory immunity for

h ni from any liabili for m
arising from floods or flood waters. The immunity
protects the gqovernment from liability even when
it has acted negligently in the design,

construction or operation of a flood control
project. (See Document N, paragraph 1 (emphasis
added).)

=]12=




133.001.001.A

However, the counsel found that such immunity does not, of course, apply
to the Flood Control District:

The immunity provided by 33 U.S.C. 702c only
applies to the United States. The local sponsor,
therefore, may be Tliable for damages to such
downstream landowners under the laws of the State
of Arizona. (See, document N, paragraph 3.)
Therefore, the 1iability for flood damage due to the
inadequacy of the project would fall on the District and ultimately the
taxpayers of the District. This cost should be included in the economic

analysis and weighed heavily by the Phoenix Advisory Committee.

E. The Reach Four Right-0f-Way Through The Biltmore IS
Insufficient.

Finally, the owners of the Biltmore Hotel have maintained that
the right-of-way for Reach Four granted by its predecessor is insufficient
for the channel and that the cost to the Flood Control Project to condemn
the additional land will greatly increase the cost of the project.
Correspondence found in the Corps' files now confirm this contention.

In 1974 the Corps and District informed the City of Phoenix
that they needed an increase in the right-of-way through the Biltmore from
65 to 120 feet. However, the City concluded that an agreement with the
Biltmore had already been completed for the 65 foot width and negotiations
could not be reopened. (See Document 0O, paragraph 1-3.) Consequently,
the District committed that it would acquire (presumably through
condemnation) the additional lands required by the Corps for Reach Four.
(See document P, paragraph 2.)

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

~132
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knowledge of the owners of the Biltmore Hotel, such additional land was
not included in the right-of-way grant.

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

Reach Four.

ITT. CONCLUSION.

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

The Corps and District have admitted that Reach Four can be
eliminated from the ACDC project with no effect on the ability of the rest
of the channel to function and that the remaining three reaches can be
downsized accordingly. (See Document R, paragraph 4, and Document 5,
page 5, paragraph 4.) The City of Phoenix, as the main beneficiary of the
Project, can make the decision whether Reach Four is constructed or not.
Although Mr. Sagramoso requested an opinion from the Corps regarding the
necessity for City of Phoenix approval, 1in an obvious attempt to
circumvent the decision of the City if necessary, the Corp wisely replied
that:

Strictly speaking, we need nothing further
from the city or the Flood Control District to
continue and construct all of the ACDC. On the
other hand, should the city of Phoenix take a
stand against any portion of the ACDC, it will be
ver ifficul in fundin nstr h
portion. (See Document T, page 1, paragraph 5
(emphasis added).)

Citizens Against Reach Four strongly urge that the City of Phoenix take a
strong stand against the construction of Reach Four.

-14-
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frrizona

. Subject project Plan Formulation conference U
ons truction pianning ot the Pnase 1 GDit was neld
1serict oo 1 Tebyruary 1074, In addition to SPU

e Ve

em dmplecantation.

v

closure 1), representatives from OCE (Joseph D.

1liam R. Pearson) were in sttendance as part of Intensive Manageinent
g .

ne 02 Conference, ilew River and Phoenix City Streais,

equired during pre-
-in the Los Angeles
and SPL personnel

Brewer) and uERn

2. (Conference proceedings chaired by Kermit V. Speeg (SPDPD) began

with presentation of background information and status of

by SPL, as shown on agenda outline (Inclosure ?2), and follewed cy
discussion and elaboration of mejor items’ of concern Lo conferces.

Decisions and actions required on the

major issues discussea wcre

separated into those related to "questicns on policy" to be handled by
0CE, and those to be sddressed by the District prior to submittal of

the draft Pnase I, GDiM.

3, Items on policy matters are as noted:

.
0
a

(4

‘a. Regarding cost sharing for recreation, local interests indicate
that their assurances for the recreation aspect of the project 1is

contingent upon repayment of their share over a peric

" Clarification on this matter 1s needed as to wne
recreation developrent

Federal cash contribution for this project’'s

d of time (50 years
ther the required non-

proposed in the detention basins and along tne diversion channel can

be repaid in instaliments over 50 years as per P
question was also raised on whether
applied to rccreation wnicn is an caued featuie

It should be noted, however, that tne authorizin
should be made to deterinine if facilities for fi
recreation should be added follcwing authorizati

Informal discussion witn OCE personnel 1
of recreation features Tor the preject may be re
hasis. Also, the interest raete for pPrrojcce

foatures shiould ne ig spplicuole ract of 3-1/4

i

- . _

L. 89-72. A related

a separate interest rate would be

in the Phase 1 GO

g docunent stated studies
sh and wildlite and

on of the project.

ndicated that cost sharing

paid over a long teri

toriulation of recreotion

perceint.,

project features
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CimECT:  Mijestone 02 Conveience, hew River and Pihveenix City Streans,
Y
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b. Ths nroposad project also includss extension of ihe Ariz
Cenal diversion channel upstream frem 12€h Street (Dreamy Draw Chic
to 40th Streat, a distence of zbout 4.6 wiles. The extension is consicuiad
a post-aulhomization chang? and the applicable interest rate to use in
the incrosontal analysis for this reach needs to be deieriiinad,

4. Discussion and acticns on ihe major issuss raised are as foliows:

a. Central Arizona Project. A full discussion and status of the
Pyoject and ics iwpact on this project should be included

i

in the G,

b. State of Arizona lLaw on Fleod Plain fazacemant. Quastions on
the inteTpretacion and ilpienantation of tne recantly passed State law
cencerning cire 100-year flood plain will need to be clarified in order
to determin.- its impact on proj

iect analysis. A firm uncerstanding of

Lt 1 P AR R Y s

LInd a mmvem md 2o qemmn T an ! Fane raacs mia s BN K T T UEn - =T |
Cidl H ZoP TS o vTguiyrlo YOV DULLIY ToVhliwiiun OF Gciclimaliva pians ahid

velated cost estimates. A direct iwplication of the new law is in reaard
to the issue of flowace caserant versus flood plain regulation of lands
along Skunk Creek, New River, and Acua Fria River channels. The proposed
plan should include pesitive measures to prevent infringement on flowage
areas required for operational relesses from upstream dems. An acdea
jssue which skould also be addressed in the GO is whether diversion of
waters through the project's Arizona Canal Diversion Channel would create
flood problems which do not exist at this time. .

c. Hydroloay and Hydraulic Design. The preliminary discharges and
hydrologic data jor the various alternative plans presented in the
conference material should be finalized as soon as possible to firm up
project design features. Processing of Dasign I2morandum Mo. 2, Hydrology,
which presents methods and techniques to model the runoff process used
. for Tables 1 and 2 (conference data) will be closely monitored to see if
gny adjustment in hydrologic data would be required as a result of revicw
y OCE.

The basis of the "n" values used in project design and overflow
areas of the Agua Fria River, liaw River, and Skunk Creek should be discussed
and coordinated with 2D staff eleiments for concurrence. :

d. Overflow Areas. The predicted overflow areas and freauency of

such occurrence as the result of anticipated breaks in the Arizona Canal
o Y

will need to be discussed and presented in the Phase I GO

e. Alternative Plens.

(1) General.

Project formwletion of alternative plans which includas <203
and chanrels uses two difievent cecrees of protectien, i.e., SFF 10r o5
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SUsJECT:  dilestone 02 Confevence, iow River and Pheanix City Streaiss,
Arisona i

and 1053-vear for

the ¢elbination o

then scaling of ti

with variaticns 7

releied o forrula NIATE 2 % S i
of the intcgretion of Lih2 reareali ‘tures and the cost allocation

feoat
proceauras used stiould be full ~ited in the GIM.
At least cne of the a riiative plens shiould include pro-
visions tor channel iunorovennt
of tne confluence ¢f ihe Gila
at the public meeting of 20 Ap

dasired by local interests voiced

(2) Dam Site. Suggest that dam site analysis compare dam costs to
benefits rather than dam costs versus cost per drainage area vor alternative
dem site selection, '

PRGN GO

(3) Founcation and iaterials. The impacts of proposed dams on
existing gravel operations, including the impact on costs if aileowed to
continue, at both the Cave Buttes and Adobe sites should be determined as
soon as possible so that resolution of any major preblems can be handled
expeditiously. .

(4) Alternative Flood Control Plans. The magnitude of the flood
damage potential downstream of the proposed dans especially in the reach
along Cave Creek between Cave Buttes Dam and the Arizena Canal should be
fully described. The effects under the with and without condition of the
project together with possible channel improvement along Cave Cireek and/or
related effects from operation of Cave Buttes Dam on downstream channel
crossings and the Arizona Canal should be discussed in the GDM.

In the area south of the Arizona Canal (AC) (dounstream of
Cave Creek confluence with AC), the flood problems and possible alternative
plans (for this area) should also be explored and discussed in the GDil.

With regard to the pros and cons of Alternative plans 5a ar ° 50,
a comparison of the differences of the alternative plans should be presented
including the required economic, social, and environmental analysis as vell
as the following items: (a) operation of the dams and the required downstrean
channel needs incluaing rights-of-ways, improvemants, etc.; (b) requived
structures such as gates to accosmiodate operaticn procedures; and (c) other
differences and/or requiremants of the alternative plan.

f. Project Econcmics and Benefit Analysis.

(1) Analysis of project ccoromics shculd use conaitions of "with
3

and without" insieed of tiie "before and after" enalysis presented in the
conterence material,
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SUBJECT:  Milestene 02 Confarence, low River and Fnoeniy City Stryaams,
3 Byizona |
|
® int |
lsadg
Ot tne correlziion
C SHCING Tutyre ¢ n of the
o ) Thdicats souirce of the Gata and the Coimpatibilyty
: of prrojections with QLEss deta.  Generalized Ceconemic data of a broad
regictizal scepe should ba Keot miniral 1o perni a ore dotailed cconcinic

3
Presentstion on the speacific project area.

ntehle dainages of over $10

® million vor Alternatives 5a aid 5b need to clari Ty vhat™ portion of ihe
project area these residual damzges occur. Discussion should also includa
analysis of viat m2asures have been considared o redyce the Targs residual.
dem3ces indicated and the efiectivenass of <the Apd 7ona Cenal a

(4) Data in table shcwing non-preves
G

S a rlood
control structure. Also sce comiznis on Alternative Flood Control Plans.
® (5) Lands and casemznt costs for the Adoha dam site show costs

for 1973 and 1978 with.the di fference based on increase due to anticipated
change in land use. (ost data should reflect only current price levels
in site selection analysis,

(6) In addition to economic justification, “ap analysis of the
® : economic impacts of the project should be included in the GDH.

g. Recreation and Beautification.

(1) Recreation, as a project function, should be included and
treated as an element in a multipurpose project and not as an "add on"
® . to the flood contro] project. Also see comment on Alternative Plans .

(2) Data reflecting capacities of proposod project recrcation
facilities in relation to amount of total recreation demand should be
presented in the GDM. Also, recreation analysis shoyld
day" unit values as basis of benefit computation rather

® days. .

use "recreation
than participation

(3) Recreation developrients at the reservoirs including either
Wateir-vascd o diy-laind Taciliiies SIGUTd be cleairly describeq inciuding
the basis for arriving at the plan proposed. Information relating the
source and cost of water for the permanent pool, tihe assurance of obtaining
the amount of required water for sustaining the fishery resource 2t the
® . Sites, tha evaporation losses that must be considered to maintain a viable

recreation/fishery pool, and possible water Quality problems incly
recircuiation of available Weter should be presented in the GO

uding

Ll
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(2) Delestion of authorized channel improveinznts du
~semant --(discretionary).

(2) Eutonsion of diversion channel - (not discretionary).

(4) Deletion of authorized channel improvements due to lack
of economic justification - (discretionary).

-(5) Mitigation lands - (not discretionary).

(6) Change in land enhancemant contributicn of 2.3 percent
of caonsiruction cost by local interest - (not discretionary).

(7) Addition of recreation - (not discretionary).
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SPLED-DC - ' 8 January 1973
ADEQUACY OF PROJECT AUTHORIZATTON

GTLA RIVER BASIN, NEW RIVER AND PHOFNIX CITY STREAMS, ARIZONA

1. The Gila River Basin, New River and Phoenix City Streams, Arizona

project referred to as Phase B of a comprehensive five-phase flood control
plan set forth in House Document 216, 89th Congress, 1lst Session was appreved
27 October 1965 by Act of Congress, Public Law 89-298, Eighty-Ninth Congress,
lst Session. The authorized plan provided for four dams - Dreamy Draw,

Cave Buttes, Adobe and New River: 29.1 miles of channel improvenments - Preany
Draw, Cave Creek, Skunk Creek, New River and Agua Fria River Channels; and
24.5 miles of diversion channe]l — Adobe Dam diversion channel and Union Hilis
and Arizona Canal diversion channels.

2. A request to separate the Dreamy Draw increment with a Feature Design
Memorandum in advance of a GDM on the remaining portions of the project was
approved in ENGCW (18 December 1970) 2d Indorsement, dated 24 February 1971,
subject: '"Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity Project - Proposed submittal of
Feature Design Memorandum for Dreamy Draw Detention Basip." However, it

was stipulated that no other portions of the overall project would be started
until the General Design Memorandum is approved. Construction started on
Dreamy Draw Dam in October 1972

3. The authorized project is engineeringly feasible and, based on escalated
interim report costs and benefits, would provide economically justified
protection to a part of metropolitan Phoenix. The protected area would
include an intensively developed residential and commercial section along
Cave Creek between the Arizona Canal and the Salt River; a rapidly developing
residential and commercial area along Cave Creek between Bell Road and the
Arizona Canal; agricultural development along Skunk Creek, the New River,

and the lower Agua Fria River; and residential and commercial development in
the communities of Peoria and Avondale, which are on the New River and Agua
Fria River, respectively.

4. The authorized project would regulate Cave Creek, Skunk Creek and New River
floodflows, divert flows in Deer Valley and Cave Creek to Skunk Creek, and
provide improvement of Skunk Creek and the New and Agua Fria Rivers so that they
can carry these flows to an adequate point of disposal. This is considered
essential for the mitigation of potential problems from diverted flows.

5. The authorized dams were designed to control all floods up to a standard
project flood. Recent office and field investigations indicate the need to
modify the existing Cave Creek Dam to prevent its failure from large floods.
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6. The authcrized channels were designed to control all floods up to the
100-year flood. They would be entrenched, thus eliminating the need for
levees whose rupture would create destructive flows. 1In the reforrulation
studies, consideration will be given to increasing the design discharge,
perhaps to a standard project flood design. Land owners at the downstroznm
o end of the Agua Fria River have requested consideration be given to cxtending
the terminus of the proposed Agua Fria River channel improvement further
downstream. In addition, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County and
the city of Phoenix have requested consideration be given to extending the
upstream end of the Arizona diversion channel further east to 20th Strcet,
24th Street or 32nd Street.

-

7. Subsequent to authorization, firmer plans have been developed on the
Granite Reef Aqueduct of the Bureau of Reclamation's Central Arizona Froject.
A flood control dike designed to protect their aqueduct would significantly
reduce the drainage area to the Union Hills diversion channel east of Cave
Creek and make the economic justification of that reach of channel dcubtful.
o S Because of this development, a shorter Cave Creek diversion channel will be

considered as an alternative to the Cave Creek channel and the Union Hills

~ diversion channel recommended in the interim report.

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

1 9. Studies to determine the economic justification of modifying the detention

o ﬁ basins to provide fish and wildlife and recreation facilities will be under~
§ taken as recommended in the House Document.
§“ 10. In addition to normal ABC assurances, the project authorization requires
% that local interests contribute 2.3 percent toward the cost of construction.
§w This contribution is based on equal sharing by Federal and non-Federal interests
® - TR of the portion of the first cost of the project allocated to appreciation in

land value on the basis of the relation between land appreciation bcnefits arnd
total benefits, with allowance for non-Federal assumption of related costs for
land, easements, and rights-of-way, including spoil disposal areas, and for
construction, alteration, or relocation of highways, roads, highway bridges,
utilities, and street modifications necessary in connection with the project.

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

®
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{ DAEN-CWP-W (13 Mar 74) lst Ind
SUBJECT: New River and Phoenix City Streams, Arizona

® 2 ;
DA, Office of the Chief of Engincers, Washington, D, C. 20314 5 April 1974
TO: Division Engineer, South Pacific
1. Refercnce is made to paragraph 3 of subject MFR as follows:
] 5
(a) Repayment of the local share of recrcation in installments with
interest over a period of 50 years is considered appropriate. .
(b) The discount rate for project economic evaluation is 3%%,
including recrecation, and the extension of the Arizona Canal diversion J
channel from 12th Street to 40th Street. \f
° v
e : v
2, OCE concurs with SPD MFR dated 8 March 1974, Subject: 1ilestone 02 \Q
Conference, New River and Phoenix City Streams, Arizona except for the A\

following comments:

(a) (Reference paragraph j(3), MFR). 1If estimate of additional
{ J cost for extension of Arizona Canal Diversion Chaunnel, from 12th to
40th Street is approximately $20,000,000 (July 1973 prices) or approximately
15% of total project cost (Stages 1, 2, 3), the extension can be considered
within the discretionary authority of the Chief,

v/”\v

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

(c) (Reference paragraphs j(6) and e(l), MFR). If a change in the
requirement for a cash contribution of 2.3% of first cost of construction
by local interests is appropriate, an alternate plan should be presented

: which reflects the authorized project in order to establish the basis
® for the change in local cash contribution. It is -agreed that such a
change would be outside the discretionary authority of the Chief and
would require modification of the authorized project by Congressional
action.

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

FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS:

Moo

g 1 Incl IRWIN REISLER
ne . Chief, Planning Division
Directorate of Civil Works
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A Pacific Division, Coups of Enginsers, 630 Zuasome Streat,
ncisco, California 94111 28 April 1975 .

[t
ol

IG: District Engincer, Los Angeles .

o 1. Subject dvaft accompanying docunents and the draflt EIS have boen

N

be appropriat

e 3
reviieved, Le

s ust

o
prior to further processing of the subject draft Phase [T GDM including
ncies and helding of the final public meeting:

a. Changes in plan recessitated by withdrawal of leocal intecrest support forx

¢ vater-hased vecreation.,  (Refz2rence SPLED-DC lettar, subject: New River and

e Phoenix City Streams, dated 18 March_1975), The dzlation of water based racie-

,;ﬁ ation will require considerable modification of the Phase I GDM, supporting
appendices and the EIS. Revision of these documents prior to further action on

< the report noted in paragraph 1 are considered essantial,

b. Paragraph 3 of the basic letiter describes action proposed for acquisi-
tion of mitigaticn land as ccmpensaticn for proposed features of the reconmund
plan. It is ncted that discussion of mitigation land acquisition by the flcod
control district of ifaricopa County in this parvagraph deals only with those
mitigation lands apportioned to Cave Buttes Dam. The main report of the Phase I
GDM, page 190, indicates that all mitigation lands will be acquired by loca
interests., The final report should clearly describe the procedures that will be
followed regarding acquisition of all mitigation lands whether in one paymeat or
as individual features of the recommnended plan are implemented, Letters of intent
from local interests to cover all local cooperation requirements and their intent
to ex=cute final agreements or contracts when required should be included in the
final GDM. The Secticn 221 Agreement will specifv the details of local coopera-
tion including the acquisition of mitigation lands and will be processed prior to
initiation of construction. TFurther with regard to these matters, SPD has becan
recently advised informally that OCE is currently giving consideration to the
need for further Congressional action versus discretionary authority of the Chief
of Engincers in cases where mitigative lands are being added to a previously
authorized project. Definitive guidance is expected soon. In the interim your
coordination with local interests should take cogrizance of this OCE activity.

c. Regarding economic analysis, the uncompleled evaluation of affluence
factors for commercial and industrial establishmerts referred to in paragraph 4
should be accomplished and applied as appropriate in the final report. The level
of detail in projecting future flood losses as required by Corps procedures and
measurement techniques for evaluation of econcmic banefits for flood control
projects contained in 38 FR 29540-29550, is prediccted on the extent to which

existing proj:ct benefits justify the recommendad :’a>. A benefit cost ratio
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sPDPD-U (7 Feb 75) 1lst Ind : 28 April 1975
SUBJECT: Yew River and Phoanix ¢l trems, Arizona, Milestone 03,
Submittal of Drafe D 2 CovLalaum No, 3
for exiséiag condif ion will be shown, Ths able on page AG-31 of
Appendix indicates reduction benefits under existing conditionas
may justify the plan datailed information needs to be

.
presented in the teoxt t
detail required to ko prosented in

ion. Once supported, the level of
to substantiate future flood dawa

d. Incremental analysis of &t
channel from Dreawy Draw channel
95, of the main repcrt. OCE reo
subject project noted that 1 ¢ S extension recach is asproxicately
$20 million (July 1973 prices) or appro:in ly 15 perceat of toral projoct cost
the extension can be considered to be witnin the discretionary authority of the-
Chief of Engincers and also the discount rate of 3-1/4 percent for economic
evaluation may be applied. The cost of $39.555 million for the extension noted
in Table 7 reflects 18.5 porcent of total project cost. TInasmuch as this parcent-
age is greater than the limit indicated by OCE, it is envisioned that a special
report would need to be submitted to Congress for authorization and inclusion of
this portion of the diversion chananel as an element of the authorized plan.

The special report would probably require economic evaluation under existing
criteria and current discount rate.

b

e. Real estate cost estimates and relocation expenses noted in the GDM have
been a subject of concern during this review. It is our understanding that these
costs have not yet been affirmed by appropriate district elements and that SPLRE
is currently completing the analysis to verify or change the above data. Until
such verification has been completed by the district Real Estate office and has
been coordinated with SPDRE, those costs associated with the project features
cannot be considered valid. Only the agreed estimates are acceptable for use in
reports that are distributed for field coordination and review.

f. The Environmental "Working Paper'" included several omissions which must
be addressed prior to completion and circulation of the draft EIS. These omissions
cover the items of "Probable Impact of the Proposed Project" and "Adverse Eaviron-
mental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided' in Sections III through VI of the "Working
Paper',

2. Additional comments which should be incorporated and/or addressed in the
final Phase I GDM and EIS are inclosed as inclosures 6 and 7, respectively. To
help expedite completion of the subject GDM and EIS, SPD would be pleased to
participate in a SPL-SPD meeting to discuss the handling of the comments and
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F1oob CONTROL DISTRICT

Ay RRELRY L) .
® -
FLOOD CONTROL
DISTRICT ) of
o Maricopa County |
MARICOP A |
COUNT 1 BOARD of DIRECTORS |
1959 3335 West Durango Street e Phoenix, Arizona 85009 |
Telept B2 80 s Tom Freestone, Chairman
[ ) e'ephone 1602) 262-1501 George L. Campbell
: ; Carole Carpenter
D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief Engineer and General Manager Fred Koory, Ir.
AUG 30 1985 Ed Pastor
Mr. A. J. Pfister
[
General Manager
Salt River Project
Phoenix, Arizona
HAND CARRIED
o Dear Jack:

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

Apparently at the request of Kemberly Clark (Enclosure 1), Mr. Rudd has had

® language added to the FY 86 House Appropriations Subcommittee for Energy and
Water Development mark-up of the House Appropriations Bill, H.R. 2859. This
bill has passed the House and any differences between the House and Senate
versions will be resolved in September.

The added language would require the Corps of Engineers to conduct a
benefit-cost analysis of ACDC Reach 4, using current guidelines and policy

® directives. This would amount to doing an economic analysis using a discount
rate of 8 3/8% rather than the rate of 3 1/4% under which the project is
already authorized (see Enclosure 2 for details).

It is very unlikely that Reach 4 will show a favorable B/C ratio at the
current, higher discount rate, and this unusual reanalysis of an authorized

o project may lead to the withholding of federal funding. In short, Mr Rudd's
action may preempt any decision that may be reached by the Phoenix City Council
to support the project.

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

I would appreciate your assistance in intervening with Mr. Rudd so that the
requirement for reanalysis is withdrawn and the Congressman's long term support
for the project is restored.
Sincerely yours,
° e
L) e o)

D. E. Sagramosd, P.E.

Enclosures

Copy to: Don Weesner
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o July 3, 1985 I

Mr. Kemberly S. Clark
Chairman - Citizens Against Reach Three

® Kemberly S. Clark, Ltd.
3737 North 7th Street
Suite $#105

Phoenix, Arizona 85014
Dear Mr. Clark,

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

As you may already be aware, as part of the FY86 House Appropriations
Subcommittee for Energy and Water Development mark-up, I requested

® that technical lanquage be inserted which would require the U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers to provide a cost benefit ratio analysis,
using current guidelines and policy directives, for the ACDC to the
Subcommi ttee for review. This analysis can be completed without
expenditure of funds and should be ready for review before finali-
zation of appropriations legislation ‘for the water project. In

® addition, I have also contacted officials at the General Accounting
Office to ascertain if they would be willing to conduct an independent
cost benefit evaluation for the channel.

Enclosed is the recent Corps testimony for ACDC construction. This

testimony will provide you with the exact breakdown of the project
o expenditures for FY86. As you can see, almost all of the total

appropriations amount of $18 million will be used for non-Reach 3

and non-Reach 4 purposes.

It is greatly appreciated that you have taken the time to share your
thoughts and concerns with me. Your input is always welcome. I am
closely monitoring the ACDC situation. Contact with citizens like

o yourself, the City officials from Peoria, Glendale and Phoenix, and
the Army Corps of Engineers has been and will continue to be on-going.

With every good wish,

Sincerely,
y 25:24%9;m/>fgzdzdﬁf—
.Eldon Rudd
Member of Congress
ER:dd
A - (1
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July 29, 1985
Mr. Tony Piasecki

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

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

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

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

The House Appropriations Bill for Energy and Water Development,
H.R. 2959, passed two weeks ago. The Senate Appropriations legis-
lation will be forthcoming. Any discrepencies between the two

® versions will be worked out in Joint Conference Committee, probably
sometime in September, and then be sent to the President for his
signature. Once this appropriations legislation becomes law, the
Corps is then required to respond to my request. I anticipate that
I will be receiving all the information regarding the ACDC no later
than January 1, 1986. This will afford me the opportunity to
evaluate this data long before the FY87 Appropriations process begins.

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

With every good wish,

Sincergiy,
g ﬁ"% &

ldon Rudd
Member of Congress
ER:dd4d
Enclosures - (2)
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Break Even Interest Rate

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

First costs for Reach 4 at October 1975 price levels were $39,000,000.

Note that this cost estimate includes costs associated with Reach 4 incurred
in Reaches 1, 2, & 3. Discounted at an interest rate of 4% over a 100 year
project life, the equivalent annual charge is $1,272,000. Estimated annual
operation and maintenance costs for Reach 4 are $53,000. Therefore, total
equivalent annual charges are $1,297.000.

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

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.02 to 1.
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CITIZENS ADVISCRY BOARD OF THE
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF
MARICOPA COUNTY

CAB MEZETING
SEPTEMBER 13, 1972

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

William Schrader, Chairman of the CAB

Louis R. Jurwitz, Member CAB

Roy Garber, Member CAB (Representing City of Phoenix Engineering)
Reid Teeples, Member CAB (Representing Salt River Project)

H. Lynn Anderson, Member CAB

Larry Richmond, FCD and CAB Attorney

Others present were:

Col. John C. Lowry, Chief Engineer & Gen'l Mgr., FCD
Lee Ohsiek, FCD

Ken Fooks, City of Chandler

Milton R. Schreder, Jack Browns' Task Porce

Dennie G. Burns, Soil Congservation Service

Anthony Sommer, Phoenix Gazette

William Alexander, Representative - 40th St. & Camelback Area
Ma jor Worthington, Corps of Engineers

Ben Esch, Jack Browns' Task Porce

Randy Scoville, Jack Browns' Task Force

Don Womack, Salt River Project

Marc Stragier, City of Scottsdale Public Works Director
Grover Serenbetz, City of Tempe

Bob L'Bcuyer, Jack Browns' Task Porce

Jack E. Brown, Jack Brown's Task Force

The meeting was opened thusly:

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

SCHRADER: I don't see any reason why the Col. shouldn't do that.

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

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

LOWRY: (Read a letter from the Arizona Water Information Systems office of
Arid Land Studies inviting the FPlood Control District of Maricopa County to
participate in the AWIS. CAB recommended this invitation be accepted.

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

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

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

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

RANDY SCOVILLE: Also with Jack Browns' Task Porce.

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

DON WOMACK: Salt River Project.




TONY SOMMER: Phoenix Gazette
DENNIZ bUmiis: Soil Conservation Service

KEN FOOKS : City of Chandler

MAJOR WORTHINGTON: Corps of Engineers

MILTON SCHRODER: Jack Browns' Task Force

MARC STRAGIER: City of Scottsdale

GROVER SERENBETZ: City of Tempe

BOB L'ECUYER: Jack Browns' Task Force

BILL SCHRADER: Citizens' Advisory Board Chairman
ROY GARBER: City of Phoenix, Advisory Board member
REID TEEPLES: Salt River Project, Advisory Board member
LARRY RICHMOND: Flood Control District Attorney
LOUIS JURWITZ: Advisory Board member

JOHN LOWRY: Chief Engineer, Flood Control District

LOWRY: I have another matter that requires your recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors. I think I can best handle thig by reading it. I might first state
that we are involved with SCS in surveying the right-of-way channel along the
RWCD Canal, for the floodway channel. We find that their survey is not tied into
section corners becauge they're not permitted to survey that way, they merely
survey for the Proper width of the required channel and those surveys are not tied
into section corners. In order for the descriptions to be prepared for the acqui-
sition of rights-of-vay, legal descriptions, the Survey must be made so that the
survey made by the scs People can be tied into these section corners. It takes
about two or three days work in the field for each of the 12 sections that are
involved. Preparation of the Paper work involved afterwards from the field notes
At a total cost of approximately $6,000. we 8ot that information from Mr.
Wackerly who surveyed the alignment of the RWCD Canal for SCS. This will require
recommendation to the Board of Directors that the Plood Control District be
authorized to spend $6,000 for this purpose. It's something we have to have in
order for us to buy the land after SCs surveys it.

SCHRADER: (Can you explain to me, why there's a difference in the price of
surveying here?

LOWRY: Lee can give you more detail on that.

OHSIEK: Yes, sir, What this is, is the Soil Conservation Service is doing the
field work but they're not permitted to make the land Surveys. The RWCD Canal,
in acquiring 100 feet of right-of-way through certain sections, were interested
only in acreage and so they had Wackerly make the survey and not tie it into
section corners and Just get the amount of acreage which was involved through
various tracts of land which he did, but it's not tied into section corners. In
order for our Right-of-way people to make up descriptions of right-of-ways,

which we want, and which we hope to acquire, we'll have to have it tied into sectic
corners. It's just ag simple as that. Ang its a simple survey matter and that'sg
the only way we can do it, is to have it surveyed. The simplest way seems to be
to get Mr. Wackerly, who made the survey and has all the notes for the survey of
the canal itself, to tie it into the section corners.

LOWRY: 1Is he the one then that we would normally consult?
OHSIEK: Well, I would think so,

LOWRY: 1Is he a registered Surveyor?

OHSIEK: Yes, he is.

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

<9




do ths Fiad viac  tr wasn't done orizinally. And it has to be cone, That's
the oxly way we can get the description so that we can acquire the land from

OHSIEK: No, he'll have to go out anc co a field survey. He has to g0 out and
|
the owners. }

\

LOWRY: The surveys do not show where the section corners are bacause he hadn't
located them yet,

GARBER: I8 his estimate the $6,000?

OHSIEK: That was his estimate, he says $5,000-6,000.

SHCRADER: Do we have any other comments pertaining to this request?

LOWRY: Will this take a whole survey crew?

OHSIEK: Oh, yes.

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

TEEPLES: 1If it has to be done, it has to be done.

JURWITZ: It just seems strange that RWCD doesn't have exact locations of what
the section corners are and the land involved. If we go along on their original

surveys and take another 400-500 feet, the location of the section corners should
be in your hands already.

i el

OHSIEK: I checked with Bub, who is the man handling Right-of-Way for RWCD and
they do not have it. I noticed that in their descriptions of their right-of-way

' it says the old right-of-way was 100 feet wide, 50 feet om each side of the center
line, they're acquiring in certain areas, an additional 100 feet on the east side
of the existing right-of-way and that's the way they acquire the right-of-way and
that's an awful open ended way of getting right-of-way as far as I'm concerned
and I think Mr. Teeples and Mr. Garber can gee that this is a real weak system

Y ; of acquiring right-of-way but that's the way they did it. 1It's a cheap way of

* doing it, they didn't tie it into section corners.

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

OHSIEK: Yes, as the sponsoring agency it is our responsibility. We're taking
advantage of the survey which was done about seven months ago of the center line,
they had never had the center line of the RWCD Canal, and that's what they had
done. Now we're taking advantage of that and all we need to do is tie it in

o wherever it crosses section lines so that we canget the information meeded so

s we can write a legal description of it.

JURWITZ: How about our fiscal set-up? Have we got money that can be asgigned
to that? I move that the Board of Directors be instructed to proceed.

TEEPLES: I second it.

o SCHRADER: Motion has been made and seconded. Is there any discussion on the
motion? All in favor of the motion signify by saying Aye,

MEMBERS: Aye
SCHRADER: Opposed?
MEMBERS: No answer.

® LOWRY: Mr. Chairman, the next item is the 0ld Cross-Cut Canal. I have broken
thid down. First we have in the 1972-73 budget, $200,000 set aside for the 0ld
Cross-Cut Canal vonversion from an irrigation canal into a flood chanpel, which
will run eventually from the Arizona Canal just north of Indian School Road,
south into the Salt River. The City of Phoenix has already constructed the
channel from the Grand Canal down into the Salt River. The Salt River Project,
by their letter of August the 28th, and I have it here, have agreed to provide
the rights-of-way for this purpose. The firm of Van Loo & Associates are under

e contract to the City of Phoenix to prepare the design for the 0ld Cross-Cut
Canal. Gentlemen, I'm talking about a multi-purpose agrecment right now
between the City of Phoenix and the Flood Control District and the Salt River
Project. Now we haven't asked the City of Scottsdale if they would join in yet,
whether they're going to participate financially or nmot. Are you?

-3-




—i-—-—isa.x-_,-_,_“m -

I ’

STRAGIER: Wc're certainly interested in participating in the extension of the
drainage way up between 64th & 68th and will consider participating in the pro-
vision of eapacity in the 0ld Cross-Cut Canal if we can show that it ig of
benefit to us.

LOWRY: Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to tell you what the intended
plans are, if I may do that.

SCHRADER: Yes, go ahead.

LOWRY: The capacity of the Canal is 1,000 cfs. The proposal is to install gates
with the capacity of 1,000 cfs at the Arizona Canal and enlarge it gradually

so that when it hits the channel that the City of Phoenix has developed at the
Grand Canal end of the river, 2,000 cfs. The difference being in order to take
the input of flood waters occuring along the various east-west streets that

cross the 0ld Cross-Cut Canal, and it's not as much as a 180-year flood would

be but it's certainly a step in the right direction. The City of Phoenix is
going to participate to the extent of, I think right now, about $600,000. Is
that what you've set aside?

GARBER: We have this much allocated, yes.

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

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

LOWRY: The opening of those gates after the channel is completed will permit

the Salt River Project to almost immediately empty the canal at that point. If
that had been in operation on June 22, 1972, the canal would not have broken,
the damage along the canal, particularly down where Cudia City it where the Szlt
River Project has a wash and spillway, and where the canal broke near 38th Street
people were badly damaged by floods, would probably not have occured because the
emptying of that Arizona Canal is going to permit that flood water to be picked
up coming from the east of 48th Street into this Cave Creek and 0ld Cross-Cut
channel. It means, then, that probabiy everybody along the canal from 68th
Street, or between Scottsdale Road and 68th Street down to around 38th or 40th
Streets will benefit from this operation we're now planning. The removal of
flood waters from the streets of Phoenix from Indian School Road clear down to
Washington. Do you agree with me?

WOMACK: Yes, so far.

LOWRY: Van Loo is under contract, as I said, for the design of this and I do
say here that there is one thing in the letter written by Mr. Womack. Therefore
I request approval of the Maricopa County Flood Control District to complete the
design and construction of this structure, meaning the gates, at the Maricopa
County Flood Control Districts expense, that expense estimated to be $45,000.

We will need approval by September 22, 1072 for Jenuary construction. I don't

know what he means by that statement. That means you're going to build the
gates?

WOMACK: Yes, sir. That was the plan;

LOWRY: Then why don't you just build them and put them in then?
JURWITZ: 1It's during the dry-up period.

LOWRY: Oh, I see.

WOMACK: It has to be done during the northside dry-up, which starts the
second week in January.

LOWRY: Why don't you pay for it anyway?
WOMACK: There's no need for it.

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

b




t:
-

/ GARBER: Would that come out of our $200,000 allotment?

LOWRY: Yes, I'll be getting to that in a minute. Right now, it would, yes,
sir. We have another problem. We have this letter from the Salt River Project
where they say they're going to give us the right-of-way for this 0ld Cross-Cut
Canal by converting the 0ld Cross-Cut Canal into a flood channel, but I find
after going by there and seeing this big high wire fence and these trailers
behind the fence, in that opening between the building which rises over the-
top of the canal and the Indian museum to the west it's all closed in. The
right-of-way from Washington street gouth, therefore, on an area that's been
leased by the Salt River Project for 99 years, which creates a problem. I
understand that the lease must be for the building too. It's $1.00 a year. I
don't know who's problem that is. Somebody told me and I mentioned this to
Fred Glendening and Jim Attebery at the last MAG meeting that I attended last
veek, that who's going to provide thig right-of-way from Washington Street?
Salt River said they were going to and now they find they're leasing it for

99 years. Maybe somebody should tear down the building, it isn't worth
anything anyway.

SCHRADER: Don, do you have any statement on that?

o WOMACK: I believe that Roy Garber is in a better josition, the City is very well
) avare of this and they have made their plans for increasing the capacity from
Washington Street south with the knowledge that there is a lease, and an alter-
native.

LOWRY: The plan that Van Loo gave is that it was going to go around the
building, underground, but around the building is where this fence and the
trailers are.

® SCHRADER: Let's see what Roy has to say about it.

GARBER: Yes, we, the City of Phoenix, are in the pProcess of taking care of
this. As a matter of fact, the Washington Street culvert crossing, which ig
not necessary to bring this up to the 2,000 cfs capacity you referred to, is
more than double what's there now. This is under design with Coe & Van Loo at
the present time, which you indicated. We have taken steps towards eliminating
the use of the right-of-way that is under lease and we've taken steps through

® the Ctty Council to condemn a path through that property to the west, through
the fences and storage areas that you're talking about, but our design for the
culvert is baged on going around the building. The lease appears bonafide by
all concerned and there's nothing we can do about it so we're going to go

around {it.

LOWRY: The lease was Just for the building, not for the space.

o CARBER: No, he's got the right-of-way for 100 foot width.. So, there's no
way we can tamper with that particular lease, but we're condemning to go
through the parking lot to g0 on through. So this we are taking care of.
SCHRADER: Will that be an underground situation?

GARBER: Yes, sir. Complete enclosed culvert, a box culvert under his parking lot
and on through the street, it will be sestored so he can still use it,

o JURWITZ: You're condemning land that is actually under ownership of Salt
River Valley.
GARBER: No, we are not, and this is a point 1'd like to make clear. We're
condemning outside of the 100 foot right-of-way which is under lease. This
is his adjacent property which he owns and it will only be, of course, for an
easement, he can still utilize on top without building over it again,
. LOWRY: A condemnation area is something which is privately owned.
GARBER: Yes.
ANDERSON: How far south does that extend?
GARBER: That raknae i~ ~ne lot depth, it's probably 200‘feet deep, from
Washington Street and beyond that we would take a triangle of the Pueblo Grande
[ J Park and we've already checked it and there's no significant diggings in that

triangle so we'll be able to go through that, Then that configuration will




bring it back into the original bonafide 100 foot right-of-way. That's the
way it's being designed, from there on down to the Grand.

® ANDERSON: That's the question at hand.
SCHRADER: Prom this point it's not a problem.
GARBER: It's not a problem, it's just a matter of dollars.

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

® Worthington will concur, I believe, is under process of a new study that's been
going on now for a year or a little more. A Project Formulation Memorandum,
which is in addition to the normal construction memorandum specifications, a lot
of that brought about by the Congressional Environmental Act of 1969, is going
to delay the acquisition of the land for the Phase B project other than what
we've already acquired from Cave Buttes, which is all completed, and Dreamy
Draw, which is all acquired except for Melluzzo's Mine Claim which we've filed
condemnation on. That bid has been opened, we know who the low bidder is and
the bid is to be awarded as soon as we get the right-of-entry from the court.

o The condemnation proceedings won't cost us anything in the event that the claim
of Melluzzo, which went to the Court of Appeals in San Francisco and concurs in
the Federal District Court here found with the Bureau of Land Managerment, that
the claim is no good and deesn't exist. Otherwise, it may cost us something.

We may have to put up as much as $97,000, is that the figure? That's the figure
of the appraised value of this land and we have the money in land acquisitions
funds which we can spend. To my knowledge now, Mr. Chairman, that is the only
money that we will spend during the fiscal year 1972-73. And I don't want to end

) up 1973, June 30th,vith another million dollars not spent. We do have $330,000
of our funds set aside for acquisition on the RWCD Canal channel from the
County line to Ray Road. The other ones in excess of the $200,000 or in excess
of the $330,000 is probably $500,000-600,000 more. Except for these condemnation
expenditures of $48,000, I'd like to make the statement, if appruved, in order
to speed up this 0ld Cross-Cut Canal, which would let people see what we're doing
and would be beneficial, will include not only Dreamy Draw but will include a
study that Van Loo is making of some pipes east of 56th Street emptying into

® this channel from some alleys behind the north side of the Arizona Canal, into
the Canal at 56th Street, eliminating that flooding there. It's a small part of
the 01d Cross-Cut Canal, but it's included in that plan.

GARBER: Help eliminate it, anyway.

LOWRY: Right, help eliminate it, it won't eliminate it all. If approved,
additional funds in excess of the $200,000 could therefore be made available
for the continuation and greater completion of the 0ld Cross-Cut Canal. That

® would require a recommendation of the Advisory Board to the Supervisors, if they
want to do that.

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

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

9 SCHRADER: Well, gentlemen, here we are. We've got the right-of-way, the City
of Phoenix has certainly gone a long way with us, and this is one time that we
can utilize our flood control funds for something other than right-of-way and
go into actual flood control work and if there's any way possible, I think this
is probably as good a project as we can go on right now. Spending this money
here would bring us more benefits than anywhere else we could spend it.

JURWITZ: A point of information, Col. Lowry, right above that I-10 bridge
[ ] across Aqua Fria and the Chamnel, have we committad oursalves to right-of -way
purchases there?

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

Aqua Fria channel.

JURWITZ: But there's no chance of that happening during this year?
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LOWRY: o, sir,
JURWITZ: I just wanted to make sure that we extended....
"’EOHRY: ! aon’t thinr those plans will be ready before June, do you?
\"‘;RTHINGTON: They won't be ready by that time, I'm sure of that.
ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to suggest that the faster we can move this
money into relieving flood damage, no matter where it is, the better off all

of us are,

JURWITZ: In view of the fact that we've already got some design work on this
particular part.

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

OHSIEK: May I ask a Question, sir? To the City of Phoenix representative;
could that be spent thig year?

GARBER: I just happen to have a break down of what we foresee at the present

. time. (Attached) I, not to complicate things, will pass a few of these things

out, of what we put together in cooperation with Salt River Project, of course,
in the last few days of what we'ver already been studying and what we've been
doing and what we thought on earlier, Just in general. I'm wondering if with
the Salt River Project offering the right-of-way, with the City putting some
money into it and starting in the interest of the Flood Control District,

which is formed, of course, for this purpose, shouldn't there be some sort of
formalized agreement whereby it would become a project which is.....

® LOWRY: We have an agreement similar to what we had with the City of Scottsdale
and when the City of Scottsdale constructed those flood gates at the Arizona
Canal,

GARBER: I know, but it would 80 far enough to have the alternate responsibility
and this sort of thing that goes with it.

P LOWRY: Who's going to operate and maintain it and spend how much money, for
what?

GARBER: But we haven't taken any steps in that direction at the present time.
LOWRY: No, sir. I must know if that is the next step we have to take.

GARBER: I would like to give you gentlemen, for whatever you'd like to do
with them, some xerox copies of what we see, this fiscal year - as well as into

. next fiscal year, and that's all we've written on this because we feel that thisg
committment of the 1,000cfs at the upper reaches of the 0ld Cross-Cut and the
2,000 at the lower reaches will take care of anything that will be, and could
possibly be brought in by the Arizona Canal. And it could really be accomodated.
This does not include one of the things that you mentioned we're already doing
that has nothing to do with this except that we need capacity in the 0ld Cross-
Cut, an additional capacity, before we can have the additional rapid flow from
the area of the Arcadia & 56th Street to 64th Street and beyond, whatever it

) picks up there. We need the added capacity in the 01d Cross-Cut before we can
do those things, so, this then is what we're representing here. That, however,
is a City project and there is no request to the Flood Control District for any
need for the Arcadia area itself. Perhpas we can get together with Scottsdale
and do a little more than we're planning right now, I'm oot sure. This is
strictly for the 0ld Cross-Cut.

LOWRY: From my experience with Scottadale, they've been pretty cooperative
and I think if we showed them that they're going to benefit from this, they'll
e 80 on the band wagon.

GARBER: So, if we have, and for the record we'll give Teri one of these for
the records, on here we have total expenditures for the year just short of
$700,000 on the canal itself, now, this is in addition to $250,000 we've
already spent, on that outlet but that isn't included here, and anticipating
about $800,000 next fiscal year, 73-74, we'll do essentially the entire job on
the 0ld Cross-Cut, will serve. for the Flood Control District.
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SCHRADER: You have marked here for 73-74 that $800,000.

GARBER: That 1s au estimate. This, Bill, is an estimate of what the costs are,
with no regard to who's Paying what. We really feel that this should be a
Flood Control project but we're willing to put a considerable amount into it

but we think the Flood Control District should really put the majority of the
money in to relieve the tax payers and it is helping in Paradise Valley on the
over-all problem.

SCHRADER: Marc, do you have any comments you'd like to make?

STRAGIER: We feel that the improvement of the drainage along the north side of
the canal, what Roy has referred to as the Arcadia drain, is an important work
and we've been trying to stir up funds to participate, but in any case, we would
like to, if you like, buy-in capacity in the project and I'm sure that the City
of Scottsdale would be interested in participating both in 0ld Cross-Cut and in
Arcadia Drain. Is that what you call it, the Arcadia Drain?

GARBER: Yes.

STRAGIER: Particularly in the latter, we'd like to study it, we haven't done

any more than acquaint ourselves with what the proposal is at this point.
Certainly there is no question, if nothing else, that work on the Cross-Cut

ought to be expedited. I'm sure that if there is any way that Scottsdale can
give it's support to that project, I think that that's a fine way for the district
to spend funds to get something done in the metropolitan area where the flooding
is 8o hazardous and creates such expensive damages.

TEEPLES: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to bring up, before we decide on the amounts
of funds to be spent on the 0ld Cross-Cut, as you know, there was lots of damage
done down Indian Bend Wash and the City of Scottsdale, the Corps of Engineers
and others have been working on this, and I'm just wondering, I don't know what
is on the docket here, but if Indian Bend Wash is going to be coming under
discussion and there is some need for some of these funds over there, I think

we ought to take a look at that Project too, in the hopes of getting things
straightened out.

V’.OWRY: Mr. Chairman, may I make a statement? I couldn't agree with Mr. Teeples
more. That's the first project I ever heard of when I came on this job; Indian
Bend Wash. I thought at that time, that by 1965, at least, it would be finished,

but it wasn't. The thing is right now about discussing funds that might be ear-
marked for Indian Bend Wash is that the Corps of Engineers have not yet finished
their green belt study, they have not presented their plans to the City of Scotts-
dale. They are scheduled to meet with the City officials of Scottsdale, do you
mind me giving this date, Major?

WORTHINGTON: (Shool his head)

LOWRY: On September 21, 1972. The study at that time will not yet have been
completed but they have gotten far enough along to give the City Fathers of
Scottsdale what they think they might be coming up with. 1Is that correct?

WORTHINGTON: We view this meeting as a meeting of Hydrolic Engineers and a
broader scope meeting will follow this, but we've got a basic decision that we
hope to reach at thig meeting, and that is whether or not the green belt will
handle 30,000 cubic feet per second. And, although everyone is involved, we
hope to keep it at a working level, as was mutually agreed upon before.

TEEPLES: The reason I brought this up is because in Marc's Phase II Program

it says that 'this phase will cost the Ctty about $925,000 and about $185,000 more
to be put up by the County Flood Coatrol District', and they're hoping that this
will begin about 1973, so that's why I brought up this question.

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

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

TEEPLES: 1I'd like to hear from Marc Stragier to hear what means of help they
need over there on Indian Bend Wash for this fiscal year that we're talking about.

=8




e B wer TR N s aRaaelt vt Coore K e S e i e e e S s

STRAGIER: Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that perhaps under other business, the
Roard would give me some time to kind of bring you up to date on what is happen-
{rg as far ac Tndtan Rend Wash goes, and report to you on the progress or lack
2f progrees nn Fhe .aies and what we foresee, and also to suggest some areas
where the District may wish to begin investing funds or begin at least looking
forward to using your ficancial resourses to help the project along. If you'd
like, I'd be zlad to...

SCHRADER: Well, I think with the concurrence of the Board here that we probably
should consider this right now. Everything has come to this point and I think
we should bring it up.

ANDERSON; Col. Lowry, if I may put this question to you, if we proceed on this
basis, the thing you would need here would be a motion that we recommend to the
Supervisors that the District proceed with the development of agreement, with
an amount of money set aside for this project, say, with a figure of, not to
exceed $500,000. )

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

ANDERSON: Well, you'd have to have additional monies then.
LOWRY: Up to $500,000. '

ANDERSON: That would be about the nature....

LOWRY: We have another figure we got from Salt River Project of $45,000 for
the design and installation of the gates which could be taken out of the
$500,000 or it could be a seperate figure, whatever the Advisory Board wants

to do.
ANDERSON: Ok, then let's go into the discussion on Scottsdale.
LOWRY: But you have to act upon that, and 1'd like you to act upon it today.

GARBER: Did you make a motion?
ANDERSON: No, I was waiting, but I lose my tmain of thought if I don't say it.

TEEPLES: Well, I didn't mean to distract from the 0ld Cross-Cut Canal, and 1
agree with everything that's been said, but I didn't think we should consider
allocating funds just to this without giving consideration to some other problems.

GARBER: I would say, too, that you have your budget, you've approved your budget
for the year, you don't have to make ad justments in that today anyway, and I
think maybe we should dispose of the first item. Marc has suggested that we do
that too.

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

TEEPLES: Right, and whether we want to go that strong, more or less, I think
we ought to give it some thought.

JURWITZ: The fact that we do have in reserve more than the $300,000, so a
proposition of whether we're going to go along with a maximum of $300,000 and
more or not sake any action at all.

TEEPLES: No, I think we have to take some actiom, but I think we ought to give
some thought to the amount of meney before we decide how much to spend where.

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

TEEPLES: The City of Phoenix needs to know right away so that they can proceed
with Coe & Van Loo and move right along.

SCHRADER: And certainly Scottsdale needs to know.




TEEPLES: Gentlemen, I'm going to have to leave, Don Womack will take my place.

o LOWRY: I mignt state that, Mr. Chairman, in connection with finances, in the
budget, we have set aside for 0ld Cross-Cut, approximately $200,000, $330,000
for RWCD and $330,000 from $937,000, the $200,000 we thought was coastruction

was right-of-way, is under seperate figure from the $937,000. So, we've got
$937,000 of which $330,000 is ear-msriced for the RWCD Floodway Channel, plus
a possible $48,000 we may have to set aside for the Dreamy Draw condemnation
case, which we can't spend because we might need it. We have, therefore,
$889,000 to spend. That doesn't include money we need for the Dreamy Draw
Detention Basin, moving of the telephone lines or the Guadalupe Project this

{ fiscal year of $122,000, or the Buckeye Project of $46,000, or the other misc-
ellaneous expenditures. It would leave us then; $937,000 less $330,000 is
$607,000 less the $48,000 possibly needed for the condemnation case leaves us
$559,000 that we can spend some place else. We can put $300,000 in the 01ld
Cross-Cut Canal for a total of $500,000.

ANDERSON: That would still leave us $122,000 for the Guadalupe and $46,000 for

Buckeye.

@
LOWRY: It leaves us all the money needed for that. We already have that set
aside.
SCHRADER: This $300,000 is in addition to what's already budgeted for the
Cross Cut. So, this leads up to one point, Marc, when do you think these funds
would be needed.

o STRAGEIR: I think that the Board might want to consider some expenditures

fairly soon, but as far as predicting exsctly how soon that it's going to be
urgent and necessary and how soon we can lay out a plan and get going on it,
we probably won't know that wntil we get a little further along with the Corps
study. We have a coupie of suggestions for you to consider, areas where you might
want to make investments, I would think that probably the more urgent area is
to begin in helping the City of Tempe with some of their rights-of-way require-
ments and my proposal to the Board this afternoon is going to be thct we find
a way to get to work on that study ané et least acquire enough lanc for the

® concrete channel go that we can begin to make a commitment there. The other
area is Scottsdale....

SCHRADER: I suggest you go into your presentation now, Marc.

“"&RAGIER: Let me begin by just quickly describing the problem. Thisz is a

map of the southern portion of Scottscale, Indian Bend Road is just north of

the Arizona Canal. Here's Indian School Road and Scottsdale Road, which runs

. right down the middle of the community, the Arcadia Drain is & drain along the
north bank of the Arizona Canal which goes past 64th Street into Phoenix down
to S6th Street then into the Canal and down the Old Cross-Cut. The main problem
in the Indian Bend 'ash, there are two problems; the first is that the Arizona
Canal forms 2 dike across and the water coming down the Indian Bend Wash ponds
on the upstream side, during the recent stomrm, flowed out of the canal, just
overflowed, there was more water than could possibly be handled, and flooded
all the properties through here and eventually flooded enough that it went

. through the south bank of the canal dowr by 40th Street and was beginning to go
over portions of the south bank along here but before it got deep enough in here
to do any real damaga, the water subsided. So, the first problem is that we've
got to get the Arizona Canal out of the way so that the water can flow down the
Indian Bend Wash. Second, is that the land is privately owned and you just can't
dump our storm drainage into somebody's backyard, we have to acquire the property.
The map shows in green, the areas tha: we've either acquired or have begun
negotiation on and have some prospecc of acquiring, in other words, the City

‘ expects to acquire. Areas ghown irn brown are areas which we expect to purchase
and where we hope that the Advisory Board could be of some assistance. To solve
the first problem, getting the Arizons Canal out of the way, remember that about
a year ago we discussed the idea of installing additional gates in the o uth bank
and the Board recommended at a considerable expenditure, upwards of $100,000, to
construct those gates and pointed out that the impertance of improving the
channel downstream 2nd also of improving the channel oo the upstream side of the
canal. Subsequently, last spring we reported to you on the results of the study
and began the work of constructing those gates. The Engineering study showed

o that until this portion of the Indian Bend Wash could be lowered there isn't
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enough gradient to make a channel very practical, It's only a mile and a half

to Indian Bend Wash and you can build all the channels you want but you just

dou't get enough water to make that worthwhile. And so, our hope is that if

the green belt goes, we can lower this four or five feet and we've graded this

park, have agreed with this property owner to grade his property and so forth

® . with a viev toward lowering that enough that we can channelize this. Meanwhile,
we began last spring, - after the gates had been installed, & meeting with
this property owner, the Riley's, to agree with them on the basis for acquiring
the property needed to widen the channel. We had worked out the agreement in
May and had agreed that the City, at it's expense, would excavate the channel
and put the excavated materials on the Riley property so that it could be
developed and in exchange for that, the Riley's would give us a deed to the needed
channel. Unfortunately, just about the time we were preparing that deed, Mrs.

® Riley passed away and all the property went into her estate. We've since met
vith her three sons and daughter who agreed to go ahead with the plan, but are
unable to deliver the deed until the estate closes, we expect that will be
shortly, it may have been within the last few days. So, we expect, this fall, .
to be able to excsvate the channel and then we'll be able to place these gates
in operation. We'll be able to discharge through the canal, about 10,000 cubic
feet per second. During the June 22, 1972 storm, about 20,000 cubic feet per -
second crossed Indian Bend, according to USGS, and of that, about 14,000

® crossed Thomas Road, according to your records, I believe, Mr. Ohsiek. So,
you can see that a substantial portion has been diverted and really ends up
in somebody's back yard, and probably in their living room. The Salt River
Project has recently indicated interest in working with us to explore the idea
of constructing a siphon. At any rate, I wanted to report to the Board on
the status of this work, and also on the status of the right-of-way availability
for the green belt. You can see that there is a fairly continuods channel and
that some upwards of 807% of the land needed for the green belt in Scottsdale
is available for it and that's available so far, at no cost to any Flood Control

® District funds for zny of that right-oféway,

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

STRAGIER: Yes.

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

STRAGIER: Yes.

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

® STRAGIER: Sure, you reeall that right now, 30,000 cubic feet per second is
e 100-year storm. By the time the upper tributary area develops it will be a
50-year storm. Our plan has been to cooperate with the Central Arizona Project
to build an impoundment upstream clear across the tributary arez. That impound-
ment will mean thar the 100-year storm, at this point, will produce a run-off
of something close to 30,000, we're hoping to find that out on the 21st, something
close to 30,000 so that if we can design this siphon and channel for 30,000
we expect to provide protection against the 100-year storm with a fully developed
L tributary area.

NDERSON: Thank you.

STRAGIER: As we've begun to make progress in Scottsdale, and as we're
beginning to see a little light at the end of the tunne!, and as we've been
encouraged by some of the preliminery results of the Corps study; the very
fact that they're continuing to study the greem belt study is encouragment,

@ we've developed now and as a result of the stimulation of the June 22 storm
and the concern of our citizens thot resulted from that, we've put together a
plan for completing the work of providing for flood control and storm drainage.
I'd like just briefly to tell you what that plan involves. We've divided it
into four phases and let me quickly run through what each phase is;




PHASE I is - ¢-. -~ much for your money and take advantage of what's there

now. That means building our protion of the Arcadia Drain and participating
with Phoenix to buy-in to what they're proposing to do. And then we're hoping
to purchase this property. We're appraising it now, the old dairy, with the
{dea that we might persuade the Salt River Project to lower the canal bank
opposite that property 8o that ve can control the location of the flood instead
of flooding over at any random place or particularly flooding out the north
side, we can lower this canal bank enough that the water would flou over on

the property we control and into a wash which has been improved to accept the
flow. The pext thing we would do is build an embankment along 78th Street to
protect these two subdivisions which were flooded and we're now working with
the City of Phoenix to design a relocated water line on Thomas Road so that

we could put a culvert in Thomas Road, which would lower the water level upstream,
to add to the protection of these two subdivisions, and which would provide us
a crossing that would be available. As it is, when Indian Bend Wwash flows, the
two portions of the city are separated and you have to drive almost to Chandler
to get across and come back around. And so, in the first phase, those are the
things that we hope to do.

PHASE II - We hope to persuade the Flood Control District to help us purchase
the remainder of the right-of-way and in

PHASE III - We hope that the Corps of Engineers will begin their construction
or that the Salt River Project will construct the siphon, improve the channel
and provide the embankment protection and the energy digsipator and so forth.
The CAP, about thea, will construct their works so that we reduce the amount of
wvater we have to deal with. And then in

PHASE IV - We would construct the storm sewers that would provide service to
areas of the city that are otherwise floodable. This whole area is subject toO
flooding, all the water runs down 86th Street clear to the Salt River. We've
got an area here by the Cross-Cut where Ken McDonald and I sat in the car one
morning and watched a property owner, just like he did it every morning, come out,
put his lunch bucket in his boat, launch his boat, row up the street about two
blocks, pull his boat up on the lawn and get in a parked car and drive to work.
Well, that flooding could be relieved by 2 connection to an existing storm sewer
and that works. Ve can get to, when we have the land available and when we have
the capacity under control. As far as any projects that the Board might want to
participate in, it seems to me that you might want to consider assisting the
City in the purchase of this property or the purchase of the right to flood ic.
Now, provided the project will agree whether- to build the siphon or to lower the
canal bank &s a temporary expedient to reduce the hazard, that would seem to me
to be a rather productive thing that we can do now. It might want to consider
some participation in this dike, but both of these are things that the Council
has at least authorized us to investigage. We have to find some more money
before we can do it, but we have hopes of finding that. Perhaps most important
in the City of Tempe, this is just a small part of the storm drainage problems in
Tempe, and unfortunately the land is zoned industrial. We have acquired a good
deal of the land in Scottsdale by swapping some zoning around and working with
developers to increase the density on the portion that they can salvage in
return for which they have dedicated the portiom in the wash or reducédd the
price of it to a point where we can buy it, but in Tempe that's less possible
because of the zoning. It's also not been nearly so much of a concern. This is
an undeveloped portion of the city, perhaps I shouldn't be speaking for &érover,
but in any case, it seems to me that the Board ought to look into the acquisition
of property in Tempe and I suggested to Col. Lowry that one thought might be
that since the Board of Supervisors has agreed to the concrete line¢ channel
plan, that the Board might wish to consider purchasing the right-of-way to
implement that plan, to show that it's important that we do thic and that we

get these things done and we're moving in that direction. 1f we later decide
that the green belt is the route we're going to go, it would merely mean
widening the right-of-way that's aveilable. But in the meanwhile, the small
channel for the lined work would make spcce available so we could construct an
earth embanked chznnel, do some improvement work that would help us keep the
water, except in the major storms, keep the water out of businesses that have
been built, which are just flooded by sheet flow. Once Indian Bend Wash moves
down over the Salt River bank it spreads out all over the place and does a lot
of damage which could be reduced substantially if only a small portion of the
future green belt channelization was available. what we'd like to suggest is
that the three agencies; Scottsdale, Tempe and the Flood Control District,
cooperate with the Corps of Engineers to tie down an ecceptable alignment and
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begiu avyuisiveun . property which could be used in any case, for whatever
flood solution, as finally agreed upor.. That, it seems to me, is probably
the project tha:t the Board should most seriously consider. You may vant to
look into joining us in this plan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I'll be glad
to an:. o a-tiil~zz. I certainly appreciate the opportunity today to
take yc_. ‘... iz _u,lzin what we're after, what we're doing and to review
the progress that we've made and to bring you up-tp-date on this important
work that we've worked together on in the lest year. I'm sorry that we're
not further along.

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

STRAGIER: We're grading this park about, by the time we get to the north

end, this i{s a 3/4 mile long park, and by the time we get to the north end,
we're grading it an extra foot and a half, by the time we get to the canal

we pick up about four feet and that allows us to excavate this section up
here about six, it's already got some silt deposits so it's over two feet
higher than this anyway, or maybe it's because this has been gracded, but in
any case, we've got zbout gix feet and that gives us enough gradient that this
channel begins to flow and we can start taking a look at it.

ANDERSON: About a tenth to a hundred.

STRAGIER: Yes, if that's what it is, if we can get that much.
ANDERSON: It's about 7,500 feet.

STRAGIER: Right.

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

STRAGIER: No, we're appraising it now. Maybe Bill can tell us better. We're
looking at something around $200,000. Our hope has been that we czn sell some
of the dirt to this guy and this guy and recover something like $3C,000 - this
is the plan, let me whip it past you; Ve proposed to the Council that when we
get the appraiszl, make an offer, and if we can agree on it, or if not, enter
c'ondemnation, when we know the date when we're going to have it on an all-out
basis, whether we're going to be able to buy or whether we're only going to
purchase the right to flood it, if we can buy the ownership we would approach
the owners of these two properties, this one has indicated some interest, in
buying the dirt and then when we have sold the dirt, we would then approach
(we have a devcloper over there) the Hilton people, and we have already
approached them on the idea that they might be able to build a golf cart route
down to have a golf course here and that we might lease this property to them
for a golf course, it's entirely suitable for that even though it's flooded.
And with leagse pre-paid, we might come close to paying the cost of this land.
We'd try to line up those two things before we actually purchased the property
but we've had some preliminary meetings with the owner, Mrs. Hudson, she's an
old-timer here, and we just don't know, really at this point, whether we're
going to be able to work with her to acquire either the right to flood it or
the property. But in any case, if we can line up the golf course, and that's
a big shot, and if we can sell the soil, we'll reduce the cost of the land to
a matter of $60-80,000 so the Boarc might be interested in participating in
that or which the City may be able to come up.

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

STRAGIER: I t!ink there what we really need to start with is a plan of action
and if the Board indicates its interest I'm sure that the City of Tempe will
come up with a plan and we'll certainly help them to whatever extent we can.

I don't have any specific proposal, I've just been trying to promote one with
Grover and he's certainly interested, maybe he'd like to speak on thet point.

SERENBETZ: I think what Marc has outlined here, I think that one of the reasons
that perhaps we haven't had any real stimulation there south of McKz1llips is
because the opinion is that 'we've been hearing about this for so long that

we don't think we're ever going to see anything", and therefore, they have
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just adopted this attitude. I thini: thot if we could do something, if, #1,
in conjunction with the Corps we could locate or establish the center line
of the wash and then if the County Flood Control District could come in and
gtart an acquisiiiou: program for at least the 200 foot width aligned channel,
which is the oniy project that has been approved, as I understand it.

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

SERENBETZ: Well, right at McKellips I think it's about 200 feet, isn't it?
But for whatever approved plan you may have and with the condition that

that would be the minimum and then if it should become feasible to go with the
green belt proposal then there woulc have to some additional right-of-way
acquired to accomplish that. I think that would be very helpful in, #1,
showing the public that something is being done, and #2, establishing the
definite aligrment for this channel, which hasn't been done, and #3, I think
that even with 200 feet at McKellips, we could help relieve some of the
situation, evern if it just meant moving some earth for awhile. As ldarc says,
when we have flow there, it's just sheet flows and we, 1 think, are in a
position now, with some of the people that own land here, they want to start
building on tt and they want to stand on what they have. We are trying to
hold them off as best we can. We either require them to enter into special
agreements where they will not hold the City responsible for any of the work
that they do and that will not be part of any possible condemnation costs to
the City to acquire this for flood control purposes. So, we're strugzling to
do this, but we haven't been able to come in and start acquisition of any
rights-of-way, and I think that we could really begin to make some headway
south of here if that could be done. So far, everybody, everytime ve talk to
them says, '"Yea, that's what we've been hearing for 12 years -- but there's
nothing here yet and we've talked to the Corps and they still don't know'" and
so on and so forth. So we really haven't been able to get hold of this thing.
It is zoned industrial, we do not have subdividers so we don't have any
leverage here, we don't have anything to trade, it's just merely when they
come-in to start building, then we have to say, if we're not going to issue the
building permit, they certainly caxn mandame us, or else we're going to have

to be able to purchase. So, that's kind of why we feel it's awfully important
now, we're just going to add to the cost of acquisition here. And if we could
start with a minimum 200 foot width and then follow the flare this wvould be
wonderful.

LOWRY: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Serenbetz may not understand the procedure which we
normally follow in the acquisition of rights-of-way of land. Uhzn we once
know the boundary line of that which is going to be built, we then hire a
registered appraiser who goes inside that line with a legal description,
which we give him, takes photographs, exams the land, checks the sales of
land in the immedicte vicintty and makes an appraisal of that land and gives
that to us. We exarm that and if we find it reasonable, in our estimatinnm,
based on our facts from buying other land, we give it to our right-of-way
agents, who proceed with that information and negotiate the purchase of that
land with the owners. Of course, the first offer they make is that which is
apprdaised. I do know from past experiences that some improvements might be
existing upon the land and the apprziser might have overlooked it.

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

LOWRY: And it's holding up the price and we realize that, but the first thing
we have to know before we can take any steps, to recommend to the Bozrd, for
example, that we spend so much money to buy so much land some place for a
specific purpose, is where that land is; we have to know the perimecters, the
boundaries. We don't know that now.

WORTHINGTON: Col. Lowry, may I mske a comment?
LOWRY: Yes, sir.

WORTHINGTON: I'd like to endorse the proposal as it's been made from the
Corps point of view. As you know, sonme of the rights-of-way for Phases A & B
are pretty well firmed up now, and other areas are not. I would like to offer
our assistance to identify, for the purposes of anybody who is interested,
those areas which we know right now must be a part of any plan and also to
identify those 2reas which zre subject to change and which we should not be
investing money in. And I've seen this back in our District where they know
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—cx Could the Corps of Engineers come up with tuwo alternatives then? Not
7"i.. ¢he line? channel, unich has been approved, and the green belt channmel

WORTHINGTON: Yes, we can, We can do that pretty well mow. The thing that we want
to avoid is having money invested before we get locked in on a plan. Our General
Design Memorandum pretty well outlines vhat the plan is that we're going to partic-
ipate i and . Ioii i < ia our District in Los Angeles and then it goes through
& pumeer Of Lcv.c.. ia Cwo Francisco and Washington and Congress reviews it, so its
subject to many changes and until we get the thing back with everyones signature on
it wo stand the risk of investing money and having our plans changed.

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

WORTHINGTON: I think we might have something we can identify now that we know we've
got to have and then maybe make

COL.: These plans which we have now shich were prepared some years ago, 1962, I
think, all the plans contained in that interim report are marked

JURWITZ: But what we're facing now, as Marc says, are things that can be done and we
not going to lose ground on. And this is where we can proceed.

ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to just point out that if hydrology indicates that
the siphon is in order that legal advisors in Scottsdale and Tempe and probably our
own would be very hesitant about increasing the capacity of discharge into the Indian
Bend Channel at the siphon until there had been adequate protectiom to the properties
below, so it seems to me that this seems to be the thing that we should do.

COL.: Work upstream
ANDERSON: Right, work upstream

COL.: I'm quite sure that if a channel of a proper size, be it green belt or any
other structure, that the Corps of Engineers would consider siphoning of the canal
underneath the wash in order to eliminate a long tremendous dike they were going to
build north of the canal, and save them some money, that they would then participate
in the comstruction of the siphoned channel but that it would cost local people an ex
of $370,000, and that figure was back in 1964-65. So, they will participate as a prc
ject because it's an approved project, but I'm quite sure they won't participate in
a siphon until the channel downstream is ready to receive that water.

ANDERSON: Exactly.

COL.: And I wouldn't want to either, and I wouldd't want to recommend it to the
Board because we're liable to find ourselves in court along with the rest of the
people.

STRAGIER: I would like to comment, that I don't think the siphon really increases
the flow in the Indian Bend Wash, the hazard is that if we don't build a siphon and
the water ponds and stores up there and then a section of the canal were to wash out
and the ponded flow would be added to the normal inflow, so we stand a chance of
having more water in this section of the wash than we would if the siphon were built
and so as far as the flow in the wash and the amount of property damage that occurs,
it's not unlikely that we'll be better off with a siphon than without it and I don't
think that,it may be a legal question, and one that we ought to investigate, but I
don't think we ought to conclude that just because it happened this one time that the
was less flow down stream than up stream that that will always be the case. Had
there been another 2,000-3,000 cfs coming in and had it washed out a section of the
canal someplace we may bery well have had the canal in both directions if the pond
added to the flow that we had and produced a maximum down here that would have been
considerably in excess of the maximum ve had down there.

ANDERSON: Marc, I don't mean to infer that, what I was attempting to point out was
that in virtue of installing the siphon ve shouldn't be a party to diverting a
disproportionate run-off,

STRAGIER: Again, I'd like to urge you to consider that by not building the siphon
we did some 4-5 million dollars worth of damage to homes; had the siphon been avail-
able, it might have flooded 10 or 20 more homes than we did and we're trading off
1,000 for 20 when we offered to the SRP that we would accept responsibility for
breaking the dike here to prevent a break somewhere at random, we realized that we
were taking responsibility for that kind of an event and we certainly were willing
to accept that and we're ready to accept it again in order to get this same situatior
put together on a little bit graader scale.
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ANDERSON: Marc, as long as we all recognize that the hazard is there and that Col.
Lowry's actions are in an approach to this, if we had the money and the time, we can
go from there and we may just have to gamble and maybe you don't get the storm, so,

¥ you got away with it, if you get the storm, you got caught.

COL: I think, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Anderson, that we have anough money in the budget

that sometime this fiscal year we should be in a position to start acquiring land at
o the south end of Indian Bend Wash if we know the lacation, Major Worthington gaid

he'd help us arrive at it if they possibly can. —

SCHRADER: Ok, do we have any other comments pertaining to the discussions that
we've had here?

BILL

ANDERSON: Getting back to the 40th Street area and Camelback in that plan for the
Cross-Cut proposed now by the City of Phoenix

COL.: We huven't laft the Cross-Cut Canal yet

BILL ANDERSON: Do you want me to wait until we get back to that for a couple of
questions?

COL.: Now that we've discussed this, Mr. Chairman, I think that we should make some
decision; if the Board wishes to, for a recommendation of some kind to the Board of
. Supervisors for this $45,000 which could be included in the $300,000, changing this
$200,000 to $500,000 because of the availability of funds, as outlined here.
JURWITZ: I make the motiom to that effect.
ANDERSON: I second it.
COL.: That's an increase of $300,000.
‘ SCHRADER: Any discussion on the motion?

GARBER: That meant specifically that the $45,000 would be included, because they
need guidance to proceed.

COL.: We'll recommend it.
SCHRADER: 4nd that I believe we should have in there that a contract drawn up

COL.: I've got it right here, an agreement between Phoenix, Salt River Project and
the Flood Control District

GARBER: Would this be the proper approach?
SCHRADER: No further discussion? All in favor of the motion signify by saying "Aye"
o MEMBERS: Aye

SCHRADER: Opposed?

MEMBERS: No comment
SCHRADER: Motion carried.

) COL.: Another thing on the agenda here before we get to Mr. Brown and his constit-
uents, I want to bring up a question that has been before us for the last two or
three years of Old Cave Creek Dam Maintenance. I'm going to make this statement and
that will be all we'll have to do om it right now; We received an agreement from Salt
River Project on August 22, and that agreement was studied by myself and I turned it
over to our attorney, who is present, and it was OK except for Paragraph 6, which I
didn't like and our attorney didn't like. I discussed that with Mr. Hank Shipley
and he agreed with me and said he had tried to get Paragraph 6 eliminated but that
‘ their lawyers said it had to be in there. It's an agreement wherein we hold the SRP
harmless from everything and pay for all the equipment, and we're not going to do it.
I told Hank we waren't and he said "don't do anything about it, revise it the way
you want it and we'll get together and revise it to your concurrence', or something
like this, so all I want to say at this time is we are working on it and it'1l be
presented at the next meeting, we hope, as an agreement acceptable to both parties.

SCHRADER: I don't think that was so bad, Don.
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g: Reid Teeples mentioned this to me before he left. He said that ha had dis-

sad it with Mr Shinlay and with our attorneys and we don't particularly care for
te "hold harmless" clause either, Col,, but they felt that the proper procedure, fro:

=y understanding, is to suggest that we would have one agreement that would include
both transferring the facility to the Flood Control District and also take care of the

maintenance, suggesting that there be an agreement to make the transfer and that the

maintenance would be entirely separate; it might be an agreement with the Salt River
Project or it might be something the County would handle.

COL,: That's what we have with McMicken Dam and we hired Maricopa County Water
District #1 to maintain that for us, We have the Highway Department maintaining the
48th Street drain and the Tempe Canal drain.

ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, did this agreement envision changing the original agreemert
I had in mind maintaining the 12' aperature over....

COL,: There's nothing said in this agreement about it, they have three openings
there; ome is an ungated one, two are gated, and the SRP prefers that the two ungated
ones not be opened except in emergencies because three together would release about
1,500 cfs and they'd rather have 500 cfs go down against the Arizona Canal than 1,500
and I don't blame them. And the people that live down below the Canal probably don't
blame them either; like that traller home right below the wash. We're hoping that
when we build the new Cave Buttes Dam down about 2% below that with these wing walls,
they can open all three of those gates and leave them open because the big dam is

the thing that is going to protect everything in the case, if it looks like water is
going down the spilluay, which is east and north of the dam itself and is the natural
spillway that comes dowm into the wash, then it might be time to consider opening
those two gates. We have a house up there we had to buy on the high water mark. We
have a wan living there now but we can't pay him because he's a Deputy Sheriff and he
can't get two paychecks from one County; I think it would be illegal, but as a matter
of a good citizen, he lives up there and he can open those gates if we call him and
tell him to.

ANDERSON: When that was inttially built there was a very strong feeling that we shou’

be able to close that second gate and open one on a controlled flow basis, and at tha
time the logic was that '"waht if a summer shower caught you and there was nobody up t!
to do it", but there would come a time when there would be people up there to exercis
that function and get control on that water so that you wouldn't have to combat the 5t
cfs at the Arizona Canal. If we get the new dam, it would then obviate the systems.

COL.: If there wasn't going to be a new dam then I wouldn't suggest it, but we
install electronic controls and they would be opereated by Salt River Project from
their central headquarters, to open and shut those gates as they please.

ANDERSON: But this is way off in the future.

COL.: That's all on that one., The next thing I have on the agenda is the bond issue
We have some gentlemen here and I have some statements I'd like to read from two peop
and I've had a number of calls also. This is from a lady, Evonne Beattie and it's
addressed to me and every member of the Board; "I am strongly in favor of presenting
the county-wide Corps of Engineers flood control project to the voters as soon as
possible, this fall, hopefully." She means the bond issue, I would guess. She

lives at 4634 N, 36th St., and from her address I can understand why she's for it.
The other one is from Robert '‘Bud" Decot," Please be advised that my family and I, wh
live at 3520 E. Meadowbrook in Phoenix, are in favor or your Board voting on a bond
issue this September the 13th, Thank you, Robert Decot." I bring those up in advent
of the presentation that we are about to receive, Mr. Chairman, from representatives
of what wasg first called, and may still be, Jack Brown's Flood Control Task Force. I
attended a meeting at Sahauro High School with Bob Stark and Jim Attebery, the City
Engineer of Phoenix, and other officials when this was first brought to my attention,
and I might say that while many peop;e tere at the meeting were candidates for office
both Republican and Democrat, it was not a political meeting. Your speaker is avail-
eble, Mr. Chairman, if you so desire.

SCHRADER: Mr. Browm?

BROWN: Let me say that I could've come with at least 50 similar letters, and 1 have
received a number of telephone calls asking whether or not we wanted people to come
along or whether we wanted them to sign a petition or whatever and 1 said, ''NO, this
isn't the appropriate time", and I did not stimulate those two letters. There were
approximately 50 people who signed cards provided on the evening of the meeting at

Sahuaro High School who said they wanted to help in forming a citizens committee in
favor of supporting a bond issue providing it would get on the ballot. Apart from
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50, there were many more who expressed an interest, there were people who said

were willing to work, and that is defined in various ways but we take that quite

gious. I must say that I hope you don't feel that I'Mececccssee(?)aneesosassb¥

I soning to & meeting where all of you have been so dedicated to this particular prob-
. fem, and I'm enormously impressed with the work you've done, especially with what

the City of Scottsdale is doing. (Remainder of tape inaudible due to malfunction)

(The members of the Citizens Advisory Board decided, after listening to Mr. Erown
and others, that a decision as to a bond issue as a referendum on the General Electic
to be held on November 7, would require additional study before a decision could be
reached. The Chairman of the Citizens Advisory Board stated that he would call a
special meeting to discuss this matter on September 22, 1972.)

Meeting adjourned by Chairman at 4:50 p.m.
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ARIZONA CANAL D}VERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternatives A-4, B, C, D, and T-2 10 Nov 198"
Summary of Apportioned Flood Control Preliminary First Costs (in thousands of dollars)
July 1983 Price Levels

Item Alt. A-4 Alt. B b Alt. C 5 Alt. D Alt. T-2
(Cave Cr. sed. (Wider ACDC) (Deeper ACDC) (Wider ACDC (Toups plan:
basin below 4 E. of Cave Cr, flcod coitrol
Peoria Ave.) deeper ACDC basins and N
W. of Cave Cr,) smaller aCDC) "~
FOR EXPANDED DESCRIPTION SEE FOOTNOTES a THRU e
FEDERAL
Constructionf 8 $134,990 $132, 480 $154, 350 $143,130 -~ ¢117,5708
Cash contributionh -3,100 -3,050 -3,550 -3,290 -2,700
Total 131, 890f 129,430 150, 800° 139, 840° 114,870
NON-FEDERAL
Lands and damages 119,860 125,530 113,430 121,030 130, 280
Relocations1
Bridges 30,150 33,590 29,720 30, 390 28,950
Cash contributionh 3,100 3,050 3,550 3,290 2,700
Total 153,110! 162,170! 146,700 154,710 161,930
FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL .
Total 285, 000f *1 291, 6008 1 297,500f 1 294, 550f *1 276,800f *1

o an o

m ™

i

Cudia City Wash, Dreamy Dr, Little Dreamy Dr, & Cave Cr. (below Peoria Ave.) Sediment Basins; Cave Creek Channel; & AC
Wider ACDC, no basins.

Deeper ACDC, no basins.

Wider ACDC east of Cave Cr. and deeper ACDC west of Cave Cr., no basins.

Same as "a" except Cudia City Wash flood control basin instead of s¢ iiment basin, addition of 35th St. Wash flood con:
basin, and smaller ACDC. :

Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures for ACDC.

Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted and iransferred to bridge costs,

2.3 percent of construction cost.

Excluding utilities and roads.



Description
Cudia City Wash Sediment Basin
Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin
Little Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin

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

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

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel
Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw
Dréamy Draw to Cave Creek.
Cave Creek to Cactus Road

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek

Total
a Preliminary.
b Excluded.
¢ See excluded items.
d
e

ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative A-4
Summary of Flood Control First Costs?

July 1983 Price Levels

Construction

$2,570
560

230

7,280

1,600

32,770%

d,e

32,8809°
38, 400¢

18,7004

134,990°

4 Nov 1983

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

Lands and
Damages

Relocations

Utilitiesb

$1,080
70

180

5,500

1,030

28, 000
27, 400
43,900

12,700

119,860

Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.
Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted and transferred to bridge cost.

Total
$3,650°
630°
410°

12,780¢

4,230°

65,100
64,650
(&

94, 400

39,150¢

285, 000°¢



ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative B
Summary of Flood Control First Costsg®
July 1983 Price Levels

4 Nov 1983

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

Relocations
Lands and b
Description Construction Damages Utilities Roads Bridges Total

Cave Creek Channel $3,820 $1,430 $1,600 $6,850°

(Peoria Av. to ACDC)
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw 34,6609°° 31,100 b 5,240 71,000°

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek 32,400%7¢€ 29,800 b 5,200 67, 400°

Cave Creek to Cactus Road 42,9004 50, 500 ' - b 13,800 107, 200°

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek 18,700¢ 12,700 b 7,750 39,150°
Total 132, 480° 125,530 c c 33,590 291,600°

a Preliminary.

b Excluded.

¢ See excluded items. :

d Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain Junction structures. .

e Contributed funds for covered channel street crossing deducted and transferred to bridge cost.



ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative C

Summary of Flood Control Firs:
July 1983 Price Levels

Costg?

4 Nov 1983

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

Relocations
Lands and b
Description Construction Damages Utilities Roads ~ Bridges Total

Cave Creek Channel $3,820 $1,430 $1,600 $6,850°

(Peoria Av. to ACDC)
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw 40 680%°¢ 28,000 b 4,370 73,050

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek 38,9009°€ 27,400 b 4,700 71,000¢

Cave Creek to Cactus Road 49,100d 43,900 ) b 12,400 105,400C

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek 21,850d 12,700 b 6,650 41,200
Total 154,350c 113,430 c c 29,720 297,500°¢

a Preliminary.

b Excluded.

c See excluded items.

d Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.

e Contributed funds for covered channel street crossing deducted and transferred to bridge cost.



i

ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSIC:N CHANNEL
Flood Control Alternative D
Summary of Flood Control First Costs®
July 1983 Price Levels

4 Nov 1983

Costs (in thousands of dollars)

Relocations
Lands and b
Description Construction Damages Utilities Roads Bridges Total

Cave Creek Channel $3,820 $1,430 $1,600 $6,850°

(Peoria Av. to ACDC) .
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw 35, 400%€ 31,200 b 5,400 72, 000°

Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek 33, 3609°€ 29,800 b 5,040 68,200°

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

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek 21,8504 12,700 b 6,650 41,200°
Total 143,130° 121,030 c c 30,390 294,550°

a Preliminary.

b Excluded.

¢ See excluded items.

d Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures. 4

e Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted and transferred to bridge cost.



DescriEtion
Cudia City Wash Detention Basin

35th Street Wash Detention Basin
Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin

Little Dreamy Draw Sediment Basin

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

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

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel
Cudia City Wash to Dreamy Draw
Dreamy Draw to Cave Creek
Cave Creek to Cactus Road

Cactus Road to Skunk Creek

Total
a Preliminary.
b Excluded.
c
d See excluded items.
e
f

ARIZONA CANAL DIVERSION CHANNEL

From Flood Control District of Maricopa County, except for additional land.

Contributed funds for covered channel street crossings deducted and transferred to bridge cost,
Excluding esthetic treatment and side drain junction structures.

Flood Control Alternative T-2 4 Nov 1983
Summary of Flood Control First Costs®
July 1983 Price Levels
Costs (in thousands of dollars)
Relocations
Lands and b

Construction Damages Utilities Roads Bridges Total
$8, 000 $16,850° $24,8509
3,450 2,350¢ 5,8009
560 70 6309
230 180 4104
7,280 5,500 12,7809
1,600 1,030 $1,600 4,2304
. e,f d
19,100 20, 300 b 3,800 43,200
26,450%°f 27,400 b 4,050 57,9004
33, 400f 43,900 b 11,500 88,8009
17,500f 12,700 b 8,000 38,2009
117,5709 130,280 d d 28,950 276, 8004
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FLooD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

3325 West Durangp Street ® Phoenix, Arizona 85009 e Telephone (602) 262-3630/262-3639

o 25 December 9, 1974

Colonel John V. Foley
Department of the Army
® ! Los Angeles District,
\ Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Dear Colonel Foley:

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

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

In view of the .objection of the Town Council for detention basins on Cudia
City Wash, it is recommended that no further consideration be given to this
concept. As far as their objection to the ACDC, the Flood Control District
considers that approval obtained from the Board of Directors to adopt..
alternative plan 5B is adequate authority to proceed with planning in ac-
cordance with the Board's approval.

Sincerely,

/

o g $Y T /.
! o £

- . :\‘L 4 -y :
- Herbert P. ’Donal'd,’P.E/.
Chief Engineer and General Manager
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asked that the s. £ inform Town residents of tl  Bicentennial

and cncouraje Townspeople to participate in the celebration, with
donations of talent or money. Mr. Richard alcso requested the
Council give consideration to a donation of money from the Town.

He said the City of Scottsdale had given $2,000. He pPresented to
Mayor Tribken a Certificate of Recognition of the Town of Paradise
Valley as a Bi-centennial Community from the American Revolution
Bicentennial. It was agreed the upcoming issue of the Town Reporter
would include an item about the Bicentennial if possible. The Town
Manager would review the budget and make a recommendation to the
Council concerning a cash donation.

The Council had reviewed the Audit Report for the Fiscal .
Year Ending June 30, 1974, Prepared by Lucas and Schwarz, Certified
Public Accountants, and the report was approved as submitted upon
motion by Councilman Oscar Palmer, and second by Councilman Barry
Palmer.

Mr. Herb Donald, of the Maricopa County Flood Control District
outlined for the Council the background of flood control studies by
the Army Corps of Engineers for the Gila River Basin, New River and
Phoenix. He introduced Mr. Vance Corson of the Los Angeles Corps
of Engineers who explained problems associated with the Cudia City
Wash and recommended alternatives for flood control in the City of
Phoenix which involved construction within the Town of Paradise
Valley. One plan called for the construction of a concrete channel
along the north bank of the Arizona Canal from 40th St. to Skunk
Creek, which would cost approximately $34,200,000. An alternative plan
under consideration, was the construction of 10 detention basins
along tributaries feeding the Cudia City Wash, eight of which would
be in the Town of Paradise Valley. Cost of these detention basins
was estimated at $6,200,000. Mr. Corson said they were presenting the
Plans to the Council in an effort to get the feelings of the Council
toward the two projects. a report would be forwarded to the U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers in one month and the preferences of the Town would
be included in the report. It was ascertained that the proposed con-
struction within the Tawn would demolish some existing homes in Paradise
Valley, but would not provide any flood protection to property within
the Town, as the project was aimed at protecting property in Phoenix.
Following a general discussion Councilman Oscar Palmer moved the
Council go on record to the Corps of Engineers as being opposed to
both of the projects presented, noting that the detention basins
pPlan was the more objectionable project of the two. Councilman Brock
seconded, and Councilman Barry Palmer suggested the motion be amended
to say "strongly opposed." The proposed .amendment was agreed to by
Councilmen Oscar Palmer and Brock, and it carried unanimously.

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

Camelback Racquet Club had applied for a No. 1¢ pirituous Liquor
License. 1In accordance with A.R.S. 4-201, the Counc ) must enter with
the State Department of Liquor Licences and Control, an order recommending
approval or dist:pproval. Mr. Bill Tu.l was rresent on behalf of the
petitioner. Councilman Oscar Palmer moved the Council express approval
of the license. Councilman Hitchcock seconded. It was determined

-
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REFERENCE OR OFFICE SYMBOL SUBJECT ‘

A Viable Alternative Plan of Improvement to the
Recommended Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

0 THRU: Chief, FROM  Chief, Hydrologic DATE CMT 1
Chief, Channel Section Engineering Section 12/13/77
pg/4753

§
;

¥
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TO: Cliff Ford

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

2. Seme very cursory calculations illustrate the potential benefits in reduced size
of project. The maximum 6 hour 100-year flood hydrograph volume for the ACDC at
its confluence with Skunk Creek is approximately 6000 acre-feet. Introduction of
this quantity of storage at appropriate locations would enable reduction of the
ACDC channel capacity from a maximum of 36000 CFS to less than 10000 CFS.

3. The.proposed ACDC itself has a channel volume of approximately 1500 acre-feet

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

5. The purpose of this DF is to alert the project manager of the probable viability
of such an alternative approach to the flood problem to which the ACDC addressed
itself. The potential reduction in costs, required right-of-way, and impact on

the community appear at first glance to be significant enough to warrant further |
intensive study. |
Joseph B. Evelyn
o Chief, Hydrologic Engineering Section
® I
v
o
DA ;:2':"“ 2496 REPLACES DD FORM 96, WHICH IS OBSOLETE. ‘QL_S(JPU T I







o ~ FLDOD CONTROL ! !
‘- DISTRICT ot of
‘,Mtﬁ::\:OPA MG!iCOpa Counfy |

BOARD o DIRECTCORS
Fred Koory, Jr., Chairman
Telephone (6021 262-1501 Hawley Atkinson

. G -
. . eorge L. mpet
D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief Engineer and Ceneral Manager T(;Ffrn Freiitotne

Ed Pastor

COUNTY

1959 3335 West Durango Street @ Phoenix, Arizona 835009

MAR 0 9 1984

Colonel Paul W. Taylor

Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
® P. 0. Box 2711

Los Angeles, California 90053

Dear Paul:

My purpose in writing is to convey the sense of the Phoenix City Council's

[ attitude toward the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC) and to point out
an area of potential problems or opportunities, depending on how we, the
Corps and the Flood Control District, handle it.

On February 21, Joe Dixon and I made a presentation to the Phoenix City
Council concerning the 01d Cross Cut Canal flood control project, for which

PY we are working to obtain funding to continue project development beginning
in fiscal year 1985. The Council was very supportive of this effort.

Since the Mayor and many of the Council members are newly elected, I gave
each of them a packet of reference material which included the enclosed
information about the Phoenix and Vicinity (including New River) project as
well as a paper on the 01d Cross Cut Canal. Our presentation pointed out

[ the geographical relationship and functional similarity between the 01d
Cross Cut Canal and the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC), which drew
some questions and comments about the ACDC.

The Council was very supportive of the ACDC, recognizing its value as a
flood control measure. Some concern was expressed, however, about the

() aesthetic aspects of the project. Council members Goode, Korrick, and Starr
(see enclosed map) have all served previous terms, and expressed the desire
to be involved in the planning process.

|

This Mayor and Council are deeply committed to the principle of continuing
public involvement in public works projects. The opportunity is ripe for a
presentation to the Council on the ACDC aesthetic treatment. We should also

® get on with the neighborhood workshops which were postponed a year ago, and
plan for additional public meetings to obtain input from people who do not
live adjacent to the ACDC.




®
Colonel Paul W. Taylor
Page 2
o
I Took forward to working with you and your staff in taking advantage of the
opportunities now available and avoiding problems that may arise if we do
not act.
® Sincerely,
D. E. Sagramoso, P. E.
Enclosures
[
Copies to: Joseph R. Dixon, Corps of Engineers, Phoenix
Stanley Lutz, Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
®
o
[
[
®
®
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Flood Control District Expenditures (as of December 1983)
For Projects Affecting the City of Phoenix
e *Phoenix and Vicinity (Including New River):
Dreamy Draw Dam (complete) $ 42,000
Cave Buttes Dam (complete) 3,686,000
) Adobe Dam (complete) 11,326,000
New River Dam (under construction) 5,247,000
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (under design) 39,373,000
Py Subtotal $59,674,000
Cost Sharing in Projects Managed by the City of Phoenix 2,810,000
Total $62,484,000
o
*When completed, total estimated
costs (1982 dollars) are:
[ Federal $219 million

Flood Control District 171 million

Total $390 million
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o FLOOD CONTROL IN THE DESERT: A PROGRESS REPORT

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

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

The backbone of the system is the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel

(ACDC), a 17 mile long floodway upslope from and parallel to the Arizona Canal.
L The Arizona Canal does not have the capacity to handle all the storm runoff

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

[

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

Q: How does the project work?

i A: The Dreamy Draw Dam and Cave Buttes Dam (Cave Creek)

will store the standard project floods (about 200 year
frequency) and release the floodwater at low rates. The
ACDC will accept these releases plus runoff originating
below the two dams and additional runoff from washes,
streets and storm drains. The ACDC will be large enough to

@ convey flows from up to the 100-year storm harmlessly into
Skunk Creek. These design flows vary from 6,800 cubic feet
per second (cfs) at the eastern end to 29,000 cfs at Skunk
Creek.




Adobe Dam on Skunk Creek and New River Dam are designed to store
the standard project flood and to reduce the peak flows on those
streams by the same amount as the diverted flows from the ACDC.
Flowage easements downstream from the ACDC confluence with Skunk
Creek will compensate for more frequent or longer duration lower
flows.

What is the current status of the project and when will
it be completed?

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

How much does the project cost?

In 1982 dollars, total project costs are $390 million, of which
$171 million are non-federal costs. Included are ACDC total
costs of $251 million, of which $96 million are non-federal. To
date, about $40 million of the ACDC non-federal money has been
spent or obligated.

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

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

Are there other (better) alternatives?

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

When property is acquired, are the owners treated fairly?

A1l properties are appraised by an independent fee appraiser.
The District cannot, by law, offer less than the appraised value.
Relocation assistance is also required by law for residential
tenants, owner occupants, and small businesses. For example,
relocation assjstance to a homeowner includes reimbursement for
moving costs, escrow fees and payment to offset higher mortgage
interest rates.




Q: Will the ACDC be ugly?

A: Since the channel will be entrenched along its entire length, the

Py visual impact will be minimal. The ACDC will be concrete lined
from 40th Street to Cactus Road (near 51st Avenue). Relatively
narrow concrete lined channels do not dominate urban areas when
viewed from low altitudes or acute angles at a distance. The
channel will be obvious only from bridge crossings. In addition,
landscaping and channel wall designs will soften the channel's
impact. The channel will be covered at Sunnyslope High School and

® near the Biltmore Hotel in order to permit continued use of the
athletic field, parking lot and other facilities. From Cactus
Road to Skunk Creek the ACDC will be wider and unlined to permit
recreational uses of the channel bottom.

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

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

® The Phoenix and Vicinity Flood Control Project is an integrated sytem
of project features designed to provide a high degree of flood protection to
the people of the Greater Phoenix Metropolitan Area. It is well underway. We
need to maintain the level of public awareness and support for this project
until it is completed.
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This tamily stands disconsolate in knee-deep floodwaters that entered their home at
38th Place and Camelback Road in Phoenix.
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CITIZENS' FLOOD CONTROL ADVISORY BOARD
September 28, 1983

G |

Project Update

Flowage Easements - Skunk Creek, New and Agua Fria Rivers '

At a meeting held on September 9, 1983, with the Flood Control District,
Corps of Engineers representatives reiterated the position set forth in their
letter of June 22, 1983 that channelization in-lieu of flowage easements is
not acceptable. They advised that aerial photography is or will be flown
during September 1983 from which topography and the easement delineation will
be made. They indicated that bridge crossings and protective measures for
crossings will be taken into consideration in producing the delineation which
we can expect in preliminary draft form by July 84. The General Design
Memorandum (GDM) for the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC) will include
the delineation when published in March 85.

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

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

McMicken Dam Restoration

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

Bids were opened for the restoration on September 8, 1983, at 2:00 p.m.
Eight bids were received ranging from a high of $3,190,000 to the low bid
submitted by James Kraus, Mesa, at $1,849,628.57. The second low bidder was
B. L. Gustafson at $2,518,117.97. We are currently checking the low bidders
qualifications and waiting for his performance bonds before awarding the
contract.




Indian Bend Wash Collector and Side Channels, Phase II, Reach 4

The construction s approximately 30 percent complete. Work 1s progressing
along the west side of the Arizona Canal northeasterly of the intersection of
Scottsdale and Camelback Roads. Work has also been started near the China
Inn Restaurant at that intersection. We are continuing to work with the City
of Phoenix concerning installation of their 12 inch waterline in Camelback
Road so as to minimize the disruption to traffic.

Skunk Creek Channeljzation

Luftkin Construction Company is continuing to place toe rock protection and
Tevee rock protection upstream of I-17. This contract is currently 97%
complete and it is expected that the contractor will finish in September.
Construction of asphalt service roads has been completed. '

New River Dam

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

Adobe Dam Sewer Line

A sewer Tine is being constructed from the State Detention Center

above Adobe Dam to connect to the City of Phoenix sewer. This line passes
through Adobe Dam at the easterly end. A section of this dam has been
removed and encased 15" sewer line is being installed. The dam will be
reconstructed to original Corps of Engineers standards. This job is about
40% complete and should be done within the next two weeks.

Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC)

Temporary Bridge East of 51st Avenue

greinhoTt Construction Company was the successful bidder for this small
project. The work is 100% complete. This bridge was built in order to
permit Salt River Project construction equipment to cross the Arizona Canal
with heavy construction during the construction of a relocated section east
of the Arizona Canal easterly of 51st Avenue. SRP is proceeding with their
relocation efforts.

Thunderbird Floodway Bridge

C & S Construction Company has completed 8% of the work to date. They. have
constructed a 15" temporary sewer line, detour, and placed temporary concrete
and steel drain pipes and have begun excavation for the bridge footings (50%
complete).

59th Avenue Floodway Bridge

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




Extracted from Pheoenix Urban Study Final Report- Plan Formulation Appendix,
pages VIIT-7 and VJTI1-F.

01d Cross Cut Canal

The 01d Cross Cut Canal was constructed the late 1880s to transfer water
between the Arizona Canal and the Grand Canal.

The 01d Cross Cut Canal begins near 48th Street in Phoenix, and courses
south from a gated outlet in the Arizona Canal to the Grand Canal, a
distance of 3.6 miles. The canal is an earth channel, deeply incised, much
of which is unimproved. Culverts at the major street corssings vary in
size, shape, and combinations and are of limited capacity. The canmal is
no longer used by the Salt River Project as a water supply transfer system
between the Arizona and Grand Canals, but it is used for wasting from the
Arizona Canal during rainstorms or floods. The canal also receives local
storm drainage from the east through overland flow and from east and west
storm sewer conduits. Gates in the Grand Canal with an outlet to the
Salt River assist in dumping storm flows in the Otd Cross Cut Canal and

the Grand Canal.

The drainage area contributing stormwater runoff to the headgate of the Q14
Cross Cut Canal comprises nearly 4 square miles and 1ies between Camelback
Mountain aad the Arizona Canal from 40th Street to 68th Street. Runoff froq
Camelback Mountain-Arcadia area results in sheet flow and ponds behind the
north levee of the Arizona Canal. Runoff from floods exceeding the 25-year
event overtops the north levee at various locations and is intercepted by
the Arizona Canal. During such events, the Arizona Canal is emptied into
the 01d Cross Cut Canal. Floodwaters eventually fill the Arizona Canal ang
overflow its south bank. Floodflows then disperse into sheet -flow through
developed areas below the canal. Some of the sheet flow will be intercepteq
by the Old Corss Cut. The remaining flows will pond along the north bank of
the Grand Canal.

The standard project flood immediately north of the Arizona Canal would
result in a ponded area about 300 feet in width. Depths of ponding would
vary from 0 to 5 feet. Below Arizona Canal, an estimated 3,000 acres of
residential property would be flooded to depths varying from 0.5 feet as
sheet flow to depths 3.5 feet in ponded areas adjecent to the Grand Canal.

A preliminary estimate of the costs and benefits for a flood control project
(see Figure VIII-6) consisting of improved channels indicated a favorable
benefit/cost ratio for 25-year protection. The project, however, was
withdrawn from further consideration by the Phoenix Urban Study on July 18,
1978. This action resulted from the policies and guidance contained in
Engineering Regulation 1165-2-21 which provided criteria for Corps of
Engineers participation in flood control projects in urban areas.
According to this regulation, the Corps can participate only in flood
control projects associated with natural streams or modified natural
waterways. It was determined that the 01d Cross Cut Canal project did not
conform to these criteria. ’
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OCE REVIEW COMMENTS

Phocnix, Arizona, and Vicinity (Including New River)
Memorandum for the Record
® Milestone 08 Mecting, 15 December 1976

1. The comments below respond to the MFR, Comments 2 and 3 require

'submission of supplemental information before the Phase I GDM can be
approved. :

2. The sclection of the 1% chance flood as a basis for design along the
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel should be better supported. The information
presented in the GDM indicates the absolute minimum acceptable design to be |
a 0.5% chance flood. The data indicate that a 0.2% chance design flood |
oo would be cconomically fecasible. The proposed channel could causc flooding in
P e urban areas where flooding would not otherwise occur. Accordingly, we suggest
: ‘ that you consider providing a higher degree of protection unless there arc

compelling rcasons for adoption of a lesser degree of protection. We rcquest

that you submit additional information substantiating the selection of thec

desipn fleod,  In additio.s, the local sronsse uhould b made fo ©psiare of
e = the hold-and-save responsibilities as they pertain to areas where the project

could induce flooding in the event that the project design flood is exceeded.

?

s 3. Hazardous conditions created by spillway flows should be considered
carcfully. 1In general, spillways should be located in such a way as to minimize
hazards to pcople and property. A real estate interest should be acquired
downstream of spillways to a location where "with project' conditions esscnrial-
ly cqual "without project" conditions, or where hazards caused by inundation,
L4 c vclocity or debris would be acceptable., Review the criteria in the attached |
35 EC 1110-2-183 to determine their applicability to this project. After you
|
|

cither support the original decision not to acquire lands below the spillways
or to explain and define areas in which acquisition will be necessary. Local

° interests should be made aware of the risk of project-induced damages in these
arcas. -

(::; determine the impact of this EC on the Phoenix project, submit information to

4. The proposed levees should be designed for the standard project flood, as a
minimum, where overtopping or failure would create hazardous or catastrophic condi-
tions.  The information presented indicates that design of at least three, and
perhaps four, of the levees should be predicated on SPF floods.

[
: 5. For future projects of this type, you should use the modified-Puls routing
= mcthod, with the same routing method for both pre- and post- project conditions.
';~§ Using Muskingum routings for natural channels and Tatum routings for modificd
iﬁﬁi channcls may result in different answers caused by the use of the methods them-
> sclves rather than by different physical conditions in the channels. Using
L diffecrent routings may result in lack of confidence in the answers.
]




On Liw surver. onuun wicek and Cave Creek by flood plain zoning and regulation
UP LO Liic iw cuuuce ilood is acceptable and necessary for a complete project.
The report should spccifically describe the stream channels as part of the
project. V¢ must imsure that local interests do maintain the channels properly
in order to assure adequate capacity for possible prolonged reservoir relcascs
and a functional project. The information presented at the meeting indicate

that the Flood Control District has adequate powers to achieve the required

maintenance as required by the terms of the 221 agreement.
7. The Phasc II GDM's should addrcss the following comments:

a. We notc that you will provide ranges throughout the project area with
costs for these ranges included in the project first costs. The Phasc II
GDM's should contain discussions of the locations of these ranges, the water-
surface profiles, and the maintcnance requirements as well as a digcussion of
the time intervals betwcen the surveys which local interests must perform.
Over time and in the absence of major flood events, the survey interval may
be longer Channcl design and maintenance requirements should be based upon a
rcasonable amount of channel aggradation and the increased '"n'" values expeccted
to develop betwecen maintenance periods. Water surface profiles should not
be based on clean channels.

b. The Phase II GDM's should describe more fully the assumptions and
results of flood routings. Include flood hydrographs at key locations such

as oircam coafluences daud side draln sdglo,

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

f
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SPLOC (17 Dec 84) gﬁ“‘*“}“ [ s S: 3 Jan 85
SUBJECT: Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (Including New River)

Liability for Diverted Flows - Construction of Arizona
Canal Diversion Channel

TO Chief, Engineering” FROM District Counsel DATE 28 Dec 84 CMT2
Division Mr. Marquez/ar/5393

l. With regard to your inquiry concerning the liability of the United States
for flood damages, 33 U.S.C. 702¢ provides a statutory immunity for the United

The immunity protects the government from liability even when it has acted
negligently in the design, construction or operation of a flood control
project. The Courts have interpreted this statute to apply only to activities
involving flood control Projects. The Courts have also interpreted thig
statute to protect the government from liability where flood waters

have been diverted to areas that might not have received flood waters but
for the construction of the flood control project. Based on the Court’s
interpretation of this statute, therefore, we would conclude that the United
States would not be legally liable for any flood damages that might occur
along lower streams as a result of the diverted flows caused by incomplete
® channel construction on Skunk Creek and the New and Aqua Fria Rivers.

2. It should be noted, however, that the immunity discussed above only
applies to intermittent flooding. If the diversion of water caused frequent
or prolonged flooding so as to deny the downstream landowners of any
reasonable use of their property, the government’s actions would probably

® constitute a "taking." The government would have to purchase such property.

3. The immunity provided by 33 U.S.C. 702¢ only applies to the United
States. The local sponsor, therefore, may be liable for damages to such
downstream landowners under the laws of the State of Arizona. 1In addition,
our agreements with local sponsors provide that they save and hold the United
States harmless from all claims arising from the construction of the project.

damages. Real Esgtate Division should be consulted to determine whether our

Phtyp 4.

STEPHEN E. TEMMEL

e District Counsel
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Mr. Herbert P. Donald, P.E.

Chief Engineer and General Manager

Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3325 West Durango Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Dear Herb:

\
Biltmore Development Flood Control Channel R/W
Adjacent to Arizona Canal |

Your letter of November 7, 1974, advised us that you had received recent
infornation from the Corps of Engineers that the minirmum right of way
needed for the flood control channel north of the Arizona Canal should be
increased from 65 to 120 feet in areas where cuts are required between
the Biltmore Hotel and 24th Street.

g t We appreciate receiving this information, however verbal agreements had
already been reached between the City and the Biltmore Developers based
- on the 65 foot width as indicated by the Corps of Engineers, April, 1974,

) Report of Alternative Plans for Flood Control and Recreation Development.

easement, it would appear totally untimely to reopen negotiations for
additional right of way. Such action could indicate uncertainty of require-
ment and might allow the Developers to seek a court determination for

giving any right of way.

Very truly yours,

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

T T

! ,/’ L»' 2 . s .z l
. g Pfinl e
® WRG:nl —Roger &11lim, P.E.
E Deputy City Engineer

1!»“’ As the Biltmore Developers reluctantly agreed to give the 65 foot drainage
i
|

c: Mr. Attebery

Yo C1n-—-nr

Yres Clyre
vr. Glendzning

Mr. Park

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85003 TELEPHONE (602) 262-650

251 WEST WASHINGTCN
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P 3325 West Durango Street ® Phoenix, Arizona 85009 e Telephcne (602) 262-3630/262-3639 /<
A
: \-- !
December 13, 1974 E [ =
£

o
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 2711
® Los Angeles, California 90053
ATTENTION: Mr. Garth A. Fuquay
Dear Mr. Fuquay:
PY Enclosed is a copy of a letter from the City of Phoenix concerning
dedication of rights-of-way for the proposed Arizona Canal Diversion
Channel through the Biltmore Estates properties. The City of FPhoenix
and the Biltmore developers have previously agreed that a 65 foot width
right-of-way would be required as indicated in the enclosed letter.
The Flood Control District will acquire all lands in excess of the
o 65 feet in accordance with sketches submitted to this office by
Transmittal Record dated November 5, 1974, copy enclosed.
This office will work closely with the City of Phoenix to prevent
develorments within the maximum right-of-way requirements as indicated
on the above mentioned sketches.
o .
Sincerely,
7t A
g //[// e i 7 ;7{‘ /
erbert P. Donalﬁ P.E.
°® Chief Engineer and General Manager
HPD/1y
Enclosuress 1 letter
1l Transmittal Record
. :»
i
i
[
i
[
[ ]
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$ September &4, 1975 ’
® City of Phoenix _
Development Coordination Office
251 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
RE: Biltmore Estates Total Project
@ .
Gentlemen:
We have reviewed the preliminary plat for the above referenced project with
respect to the proposed Arizona Canal Diversion Channel.
() Our most recent information from the Corps of Engineers indicates right-of-way.
requirements shown on the preliminary plat have been altered.
The red shaded area near 24th Street will be required because of the backslope
from channel excavation into the hillside in that area.
e Near the east plat boundary we anticipate relocation of the Arizona Canal to
the south thus requiring the additional area shown in red, but reducing the
requirement north of the canal shown in green. This should be to the advantage
of all parties since no existing Biltmore Hotel buildings will be affected by
the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel. As you are aware the right-of-way re-
quircments for the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel are preliminary. However,
e we feel that further revisions in the right-of-way requirement in this area
are unlikely.
Conscquently, we request that the revisions shown be added to the plat in
coordination with the Flood Control District and the Corps. of Enginecrs prior
to approval by the City of Phoenix.
® Please feel free to contact Bob Gehle of this office.for further coordination.
Sincerely,
@ HERBERT P. DONALD, P, E.
CHIEF ENGINEER AND GENERAL MANAGER
1iPD:RVG:det
Enclosure
@ %

cc:\ Toups Ehgineering CQF’.
Cliff Ford, Corps of rngincers, L. A, €
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Eonorabla Eldan Rudd
fiovse Of Fepresestatives
Weshingten, DC 20510 el |
® 1
|
Pear Hr. Budds |
\
This lettoic 4s to provile you with tue currcut status of cur planning for tha
Arizoza Cazal Diversion Chanzel project (£35C).
L

Tou ore evare thst oze of tha Fhosaix City Councilsza recesntly fesusd a merorandea

vitldrawicg his sepport for tha project. Tkis actfon w3 talea n epits of the

strong suppert for the project by the Fhoenix City Cogizcer and the epperont lack

of cppesition by the recaining City Council =mezlers. As the loczl spoeosor, thes

Hzrfcopa Coualy Flcod Control District contfnues to strongly support thes projects,
® bowaver,

Recently, at the regquest of local futerests, our Los 2sgeleg District conpleted an
arzlysis of federal intercst in providing a covered chasnel for sectfons of tha
ACUC ebove Drescy Draw Dan. Tals gnalyeis dexonstrated that a covered chaznel ecald
be constructad more cheszly, 1n terzs of cverall cost fnclwding rizhis—cf-vay, tlaa
&n cpen chazuel betwesn 24th Strzet aod tha ezstern property line of the Eiltrore
Lotel, a distance of chout 4,100 feut. Presuasbly, ttis will allevizte coczerns

of the Biltuore lozel adout irmpacts of tha ACDC oa their operation,

Curreatly, & 5Eall group of homecwners ia tha Bilt=ore Estates arza Lave expressed
cozcera about tha esthetics of the project and tha dieruption frem {ts comstructica.
¥e shall contizue to work closely with ths Flood Ceantrol District ag they resclve
L4 problezs of this nature. 4s you know the 4.6 mile long iaterval of the ACDC
froa 12th Street to Culda Vash was added as an extension after the project vas

acthorized at the rejuest of tha local spoasor. Altbough we certainly don't

recomead it, this interval could be elfxinsted 1f desired by the leczal spousor,
.and the rezainder of the project could ba designed to fuzctfon without the upper
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SFDED-TC _ |
Kotorable Illon Rudd | - 3 BRER
Y interval, It 1s fcportent to sote, hovever, that tha area south of upper Isterval,

includiag the Eilteora Estates, would mot have flood protectfon.from Cofdz Was ‘
ke shall contfsva to vork closzly with the Y¥sricopa Couaty Flood Coatrol District
&8 they resclve public faformstion Quest{ons such z3 thece,

I trast tlat tle fore;ofzg f8 of {nterest and berzfit to you. Siould

¥o1 Lave say
® questioss aleat thils project or other Corps of Eacinzers projects a3 the Thscalx
area, plezsa let us know, :
RS1/dh
Siacerely, 25 Feb 33
SIGRED
e HB!TER J2HHSIONE kL
EGZR JCIHESTONE
Briprtlap (rno-al, Loy
Livlsion Zagzincer JH
STDIZ-T
e CFs
| SFLDE (Col P. Tzylor) UCK
+—LTC W. Greea (FPboenix Area Office)
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August 12, 1985

Gffice of the Chief
Design Branch

flonorable Kldon Rudd
ifouse of TFepresentatives
Vashington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Rudd:

This is in response to your letter of July 22, 1985, concerning Zeach 4
of the Arizona Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC), as part of the Phoenix, Arizona
and Vicinity (including Vew River) ¥Iood control project. Your interest and
past support of this project is very much appreciated.

I share your concern over the substantial opposition to Reach 4 of the
Arizona Canal Diversion Channel. The ACDC is a major feature of the overall
Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity project. Reach 4 is the segment of the ACDC
extending from Dreamy Draw, just west of 12th Street, to Cudia City Yash, near
40th Street. This part of channel was added in response to a local request to
provide flood protection through this reach after the occurrence of a severe
flood on Cudia City Wash and neighboring smaller washes in June of 1972. That
flood caused about $4.0 million in economic losses (1972 dollars) by damaging
2,600 homes, 15 apartments and other property. The channel extension was
added, after appropriate studies, under the Chief of Engineers authority for
post-authorization changes.

Opposition to Reach 4 first surfaced about 1932. At that time, we nade
an economic determination that the channel should be covered through the
Arizona Biltmore Estates, and we believed that this determination had resolved
most of the issue. The more recent upsurge of opposition has shown the issue
to not be completely resolved.

The Phoenix City Council recognizes the need for flood control of the
washes that would be controlled by Reach 4. However, responding to the
concerns of the opposition, the Council has established a citizens committee
to review alternatives for providing the necessary flood control. The
comnittee is now in operation, is holding weekly meetings and has scheduled a
series of public hearings. The committee has 11 members and appears to have a
good mix of opponents, proponents and members with a neutral opinion with
regard to the presently proposed design of Reach 4. Technical support for the
cormuittee is being provided by Phoenix city staff, the Flood Control District
of Maricopa County (the local sponsor for the Phoenix and Vicinity project)
and the Los Angeles District of the Corps of Engineers. The current schedule
calls for the committee to complete its work and report to the City Council by
the end of September. The committee has latitude to support Reach 4 as
presently designed or to recommend some other alternative. The following
responses are keyed numerically to the issues raised in your letter:




l. The Llos angeles Tistrict can provide a newv cosc=henefit ratio aralvsis
ror Reack & by end of Fiscal Year 1986. ‘'ork will comoence Cctobter 1, 1305,
with 77 1986 funds. The new econonic analysis will also reguire concductiag
rasic hydroloscic and bydraulic analveis to reflect current cencitions.

2. The esthberic treatrent concepts heing developed are based on uf{ferinyg
and softening the hard, linear seoretric form of the charnel . The plans are
aesifned to integrate the channel, insofar as possible, intc the urban
neizhborhoods throngh which it passes. Reach 4 extends fron Dreanmy Draw Wash
(vest of 12th Street) to Cudia City Yash (west of 40th Street). It is
approximately 4.2 nmiles long, of which about 4,580 feet will be covered. The
covered portion will eliminate the need for esthetic design since the area
will be restored, essentially, to its original condition. The remaining
portion will be a rectangular concrete channel, varying inm width from 34’ to
507, and approximately 22° deep. The esthetic design concepts for Peach 4
consist of two major design elements:

(1) landscaping the strips of land bordering the channel; and
(2) Architectural enhancement of the chanrel structure,.

I. LAIDSCAPE DESIGN - PLANTING

Landscaping along the strips of land adjacent to the ACOC is necessarvy
to control soll ernsion and lessen the project’s visual irmpact, Where
practical, vegetation eristing along the project alignment will he saved.
Landscaping 1s planned for hoth the north and scuth sides of the ACPC, The
northern border of the channel alipnment ad joins housing developnents,
scheols, and cormmercial/industrial estahlishrents. The landecaping w11l
wffer views of the chanrel from these urban neighborhoods. wWhere suificient
project land remains folleowing channel construction, landscaped ncodes will Le
tuilt to help divert views avay from the concrete channel. The scurlh side of
the ACNC is adjacent to the Salt River Project (51P) embankment. Landacaring
along this strip will alleviate the visual impact ¢f cut slopes as seen from
the north. Plantings will provide a buffer between the channel and the
naintenance road/trail syster, enhancing the recreational experience of trail
users. On both sides of the ACDC, the landscapirg will break the vigual
nonotony of the linear concrete channel. Tvwo different planting design
concepts have been developed in respense to variations in esgthet{ic-treatnent
requirerents and available rightg~of=vay, The "Moderate~Visibility" design
concept 1s emploved along most of the ACUC alignment; the "leh=-Vigibilicy"
coacept is used only in the areas with rhe most severe visual impacts.

Ao Moderate=Vigibilicy Landscaping., This design concept is used

between the ACLC and the Arizona Canal along the cut slopes adjacent to the
existing Sun Circle Trail alont the Artzona Canal and also on thoge stretches
along the north nide of the channel vhere exposure of the ACDM is lowest. An




assemblage of low-water demanding, cultivated plants will be installed to
provide varying colors, textures, and heights which will break up the hard,
linear form of the channel The cut slopes will be hydroseeded with ground
cover plants and irrigated. The plantings will not only subdue the visual
irpact of the cut slopes on hoth sides of the channel, but also will control
soil erosion. 'here space is available, the cut slopes on the north side also
will be graded to create an undulating appearance vhich will provide
additional visual relief. Trees, shrubs, and ground covers were selected for
their ability to stabilize the slope, ease of maintenance, and low-water
requirenents.,

B. High-Visibility Landscaping. This design concept aims to emhance
project esthetics in the spots where the ACDC is most exposed; the need is
greatest on the north side of the channel. lore extensive esthetic treatment
is proposed for these critically visible places: residential areas facing the
channel, busy intersections, and the Metro Center retail complex. These
planting plans consist of a selection of low- and moderate-water dermanding
trees, shrubs, vines and ground covers designed to furnish a wide range of
colors, textures and heights. No land was acquired specifically for
mitigation of esthetic impacts, but since the width of the project’s right-of-
way varies, construction of the channel will leave some excess parcels of land
too small to resell. Where possible, this higher-density landscaping scheme
will be used as a buffer between the channel and visually-sensitive
neighboring areas. At selected locations and some street crossings, the
leftover rights-of-way are wide enough to allow development of landscaped
nodes. These nodes will accentuate and enhance the visual quality of these
areas, divert views from the channel and provide counterpoint to the channel’s
linear geometry. Where enough land is available, the landscaped nodes will be
graded to obtain topographic variety. Small earth mounds have been designed
to provide a uiore esthetically-pleasing environment. The grading treatments
of the cut:islopes described above also will be used, as space permits, in the
high-visibility areas. As in all of the landscaping plans, the criteria for
plant selection were the plants’ ability to control erosion and to minimize
requirerients for maintenance and water.

IT. ARCHITECTURAL AESTHETIC TREATMENTS

Enhanced architectural treatments will be enployed either where the
available rights—of-way are insufficient to develop landscaping adequate to
mask areas of high visitility or in conjunction with landscaped nodes. Three
types of structural enhancements are planned in Reach 4 to reduce the
project’s esthetic impact: a) channel tinting and/or graphic design;

b) esthetic safety fences; and ¢) other textural features. Innovative
architectural use of the limited available rights—of-way is planned in order
to provide maximum visual relief from the monotonous concrete channel while
enhancing sirultaneously the recreational experience of trail users.



A, hannel Tinting and/or Graphic Deisgn. The ACDC at intersections
of major streets and selected other exposed reaches of the project. These
will add visual interest and diminish the massive scale of the concrete
channel. Two different methods will be employed to achieve this effect:

1) The application of graphics based on Indian motifs; and

2) The incorporation into the structure of a light tan tint. The
graphics will be applied by stencils; the designs will emulate glyphs and
other motifs appropriate to the desert Southwest. Concrete stains will be
applied to obtain the darker colors needed in the graphic design patterns.
Tinting the channel walls will be accomplished by means of an integral color-
concrete mix, or by staining, and will create a mellower, earth-tone channel
appearance by reducing reflection and glare. These nethods have been employed
successfully by the Arizona Department of Transportation on the Hohokam
Expressway and by the Los Angeles District on the inlet works at Indian Bend
Wash.

B. Esthetic Safety Fences. A standard, galvanized-steel chain—link
fence was planned for both sides of the channel for safety and security
reasons. However, at highly visible locations, chain-link fence will be
inappropriate for the purposes of improving the ACDC’s visual impacts. We are
now planning to replace at least some sections of the chain-link fence with
more esthetic safety fencing constructed from such architectural materials as
square tubular steel. These fences will be designed to provide safety
barriers which are more esthetically-pleasing while retaining views into the
channel necessary for emergency flood control observation.

C. Other Textural Features, Within the landscaped nodes developed at
some locations, other architectural enhancements will be used to reduce the
visual impact of the ACDC. These will include walls of differing heights
which will function as visual-relief barriers. Some landscaped areas also
will incorporate pavement, stonework or other hard multiple-use surfaces
designed to add textural variety to the project. This textural relief will
result from finishing the concrete surfaces with any of the following
methods: exposed aggregate, stamped patterns, brooming, etc.

The following is an itemized estimate of the esthetic design costs for
Reach 4 of the ACDC:

REACH 4
LANDSCAPING
Trees 990 x $110.00 = $109,000.00
Shrubs 4467 x $ 30.00 = $134,000.00
LSTOETIC FENCE 11800° $14.10 = $166,000,00

(Tubular Steel 2" posts 6’ High) = Chainlink




-~

CHANNEL COLCRING & GRAPHICS
Integral Mix 13,680 cy x 33.60/cy = $460,000.00
Stain 57,500 x $. 60 S.F. $ 35,000.00
Pictographs 336 x 100 $ 34,000.00

EROSION CONTROL
Native Vegetation (Hydroseeded) $.10 S.T. $ 38,0C0.00
Decomposed Granite 720 cy $33.00 c.y. = $§ 24,000.00
$1,000,000.00

The above mentioned esthetic design concepts were a result of public
workshops, each held at a different location affected by the project, so that
local residents could express their concerns. The cost of the esthetic
neasures is about 1.5 percent of the estimated cost of construction and
rights—of-way for Reach 4. 1In addition, a speclal esthetic design task force,
composed of landscape architects representing local interests and the Corps of
Engineers was established to review individual elements of the plan. The
design which emerged from these discussions is based on the concept of
relieving the monotonous linear geometric appearance of the project features
through the use of varying forms, colors and textures without acquiring
additional rights—-of-way for esthetics.

3. One principal public concern with regard to the ACDC is that someone
may fall into the 20 to 24 feet high, concrete, vertical-walled channel. The
concern is a reasonable one, however, the danger can easily .Jbe exaggerated.
Security fencing has been an integral part of ACDC design for safety
reasons. From a series of local workshops and coordination with the Phoenix
City Council; however, we learned that chain-link fencing, which the Corps
normally uses, is esthetically distasteful to the local residents.
Investigating other types of fencing, we have learned that metal, simulated
wrought iron fencing, although more expensive, is not only more esthetically
acceptable, it is more secure because it is more difficult to climb. We plan
to recommend this type of fencing at highly visible areas. No one will be
able to fall into the channel without first climbing the fence. Anyone
climbing the fence will have to be quite strong and agile. With this physical
ability, they would probably not fall into the channel if they successfully
climb the fence, unless they commit some additional foolhardy act. Obviously
we cannot state categorically that no one will ever fall into the channel. We
do feel, however, that the likelihood is small.

4. Elimination of Reach 4 as a part of the ACDC would have no effect on
the ability of the rest of the channel to function as designed. Without
alternative flood control of the major washes in Reach 4, the area below the
Arizona Canal would remain vulnerable to serious flooding such as that which
occurred in June of 1972, in which 2,600 homes were damaged. If a local
decision is made to reject Reach 4 as presently designed, a decision would
have to be made whether or not to downsize remaining portions of the channel.




Unless a viable alternative with a strong chance of implementation is

® identified, downsizing might not be wise because it would nreenpt a future
decision to iwplement Reach 4 as designed should local opinion be chanced hy a
recurrence of a flood event similar to 1972,

5. Changed physical conditions or public support can lead to a review at
any time in the course of a project. If the approved plan is not presently
acceptable, then study of other alternatives can be undertaken. This will

o generally cause delays in implementing a solution, and invariably there will
be the impact of increased cost. However, this may be acceptable in order to
provide full opportunity for public participation and decison making. From a
technical viewpoint, we believe the plan formulation process has so far
produced the best solution to the flooding problem that can be attained.
\
® I hope this information will prove useful to you and the subcommittee. A |
copy of this reply is being forwarded to your local office, and to the |
Department of the Army, Civil Works., |
Sincerely,
e @
. BYTLIR
Dennis F. Butler SPLOT
Colonel, Corps of FEngineers , I8 .
District Engineer oo g
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"=~ ELDON RUDD e

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS WAj;g‘;’T:;'SE,gJZGO‘SS

Congress of the United States e ORRCE:

P BHouse of Representatives Sel0n 241-2801

Washington, BE 20515

July 22, 1985

Colonel Fred D. Butler

District Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
300 N. Los Angeles Street

Los Angeles, CA. 90012-3375

Dear Colonel Butler,

Of great concern to me, is the ever-increasing opposition to

construction of the Reach 4 portion of the Arizona Canal Diversion

Channel, as part of the Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including
o New River) Flood Control Project.

A number of issues have been raised with regard to the Reach 4
segment, and I am respectfully requesting that you provide me with
the following information:

® 1. A new cost-benefit ratio analysis, using current Federal
guidelines and policy directives, for Reach 4 (contained
in the FY86 Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee
Report is a directive to conduct such an undertaking -
express Report language is enclosed for your reference);

2. What steps are being taken to enhance the aesthetics of the
ACDC, and what are the projected increased costs of such

L improvements;

3. What steps are being taken to enhance the safety features
of the ACDC to avoid injury and possible loss of life to
humans or animals;

4. What impact would a possible re-routing or elimination of
the Reach 4 portion have on the ACDC and the project as a

) whole; |

5. Any other existing or future consideration which would help
justify continuing construction and planning as originally
conceptualized.

Your kind attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. Please let
& me know when I might expect the above-requested information.

With every good wish,
Sincerely,

° ji;;;zgqu,5f52~é2£1/~

Eldon Rudd
Member of Congress

ER:dd




FY86 Mark-up, House Appropriations Subcommittee for Energy and
Water Development:

The Committee directs that the U. §S. Army Corps of Engineers
conduct a cost-benefit ratio analysis, using current Federal
guidelines and policy directives, of that portion of the
Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including New River) Flood
Control Project known as Reach 4 from Dreamy Draw to Cudia

City Wash, and provide this analysis to the Committee for

its review.




4TH DISTRICT, ARIZONA 2465 RAYBURN BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS (202112252336 ¢

Congress of the United States

6900 E. CAMELBACK ROAD
SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85251

® House of Representatives il
Washington, BE 20515

July 22, 1985

®
Colonel Fred D. Butler
District Engineer
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
300 N. Los Angeles Street
5 Los Angeles, CA. 90012-3375
Dear Colonel Butler,
Of great concern to me, is the ever-increasing opposition to
construction of the Reach 4 portion of the Arizona Canal Diversion
Channel, as part of the Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including
e New River) Flood Control Project.
A number of issues have been raised with regard to the Reach 4
segment, and I am respectfully requesting that you provide me with
the following information:
® 1. A new cost-benefit ratio analysis, using current Federal

guidelines and policy directives, for Reach 4 (contained
in the FY86 Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee
Report is a directive to conduct such an undertaking -

express Report language is enclosed for your reference);

2. What steps are being taken to enhance the aesthetics of the
ACDC, and what are the projected increased costs of such

® improvements;

3. What steps are being taken to enhance the safety features
of the ACDC to avoid injury and possible loss of life to
humans or animals;

4. What impact would a possible re-routing or elimination of
the Reach 4 portion have on the ACDC and the project as a

® whole;

5. Any other existing or future consideration which would help
justify continuing construction and planning as originally
conceptualized.

Your kind attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. Please let
® me know when I might expect the above-requested information.

With every good wish,
. Sincerely,
® ji;gdé95m/:fgzdé‘£’
Eldon Rudd
Member of Congress

o \
7’—7—/_'fL.DON RUDD WASHINGTON OFFICE
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® FY86 Mark-up, House Appropriations Subcommittee for Energy and
Water Development: g

The Committee directs that the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

o .
conduct a cost-benefit ratio analysis, using current Federal
guidelines and policy directives, of that portion of the
Phoenix, Arizona and Vicinity (including New River) Flood
® Control Project known as Reach 4 from Dreamy Draw to Cudia
City Wash, and provide this analysis to the Committee for
its review.
° i
@
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Office of the Chief

-

Jasizn Zranch

.r. Dan Sagramoso
Chief Engineer
‘‘aricopa County Flood Control District
2335 Vest Durango Street :
“hoenix, Arizona 35009

Dear Mr. Sagramosot

This is in reply to your call to me on June 19, 198% requesting a
statement on the necessity for a resolution from the city of Phoenix sup-
sorting the Arizons Canal Diversion Channel (ACDC).

The only formal requirement we have to initiate coastruction is for
3 local cooperation agreenent to be signed by the local sponsor, tie Flood
Control District of }Maricopa County. The agreement for this project vas
aigned in 1377, Deyond that there is no requirement, cither by regulation
or written policy, for any resolutions by Maricopa County, the city of
Phoenix or any other entity,

lowever, it i3 customary for us to roquest rasolutions of support
fronm local zponsors and other political entities impacted by our projects.
The resolutions are then used to demonstrate support for the projects,
Frequently funding is provided oaly after such resolutions are received,
Occasionally resolutions are used to formalize the local sposser's position
on an issue,

The ACDC project benafits primarily the city of Phoenix. The city
also carriea ths burden of impacts of the ACDC. A resolution of support
for the entire project by the city of Phoenix was laat provided ia 1374,
The City Council was asked to provide s carrent resolution on the ACDC
in part to alert them to the start of this very significant project and
in part to assess the current Council®s position oa the channal., A4s 2
result of our request the Council has passed a reeolution of supgort for
reaches 1, 2 and 3, and has deferred s decision on Reach 4.

Strictly spesking, we need aothing further from the city or the Flood
Coatrol District to continue and construct all of the ACDC. On the other
hand, should the city of Phoenix take a stand against any portion of the
ACDC, 1t will be very difficult to obtain funding to coastruct that portion.
I don't beliave that is true for the other cities impacted by the nroiect.
They receive very little in diract benefit from the ACDC, but basically
have accepted the preject as necessary for the common good.




i

I hope this letter clarifies the situation regarding the ACDC.

I
can be of further assistance or can elaborate on any of these points, please

don't hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

Dennis F. Butler
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
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