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MEMO TO: Harry Keller, Assistant County Engineer

FROM: David R. Johnson, Chief Hydrologist
DATE: October 15, 1980
SUBJECT: Shea Blvd. - Lindsay Road to S.R. 87, RS-362(6)-406PE

We have completed review of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the
above project. After discussing Section 2.3, Floodplain Management, with
Tom Sonnemann of your office, we suggest the following rewording of the
first paragraph:

Drainage for certain areas adjacent to the project have been studied
by the developer of Fountain Hills. Two sets of findings have been
generated. One, done by Trico International, Inc. was prepared several
years ago and incorporated into development plans both north and south
of Shea Blvd. The other, done by WBC Consultants, Inc., was more
recently compieted as a supplement to the Trico study for development
south of Shea Blvd. Maricopa County requires that new development not
increase the property's existing runoff potential. The developer

has no plans to install storm sewers or water retention facilities in
areas contributing runoff to this project. An earthen flood retarding
structure was planned south of Shea Blvd. by Fountain Hills developers
but plans for construction have never been finalized. Construction of
this flood retarding structure would not affect this project.

In addition, you might add to your statement regarding the hydraulic report

to be done for this project that it will be based on the previously
mentioned studies using methods generally acceptable to federal agencies.

David R. Johnson INFO:
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WARTCOPR COUNTY HIGHARY I]H]HHIM[NI/

3325 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

(602) 262-3611

DATE October 1, 1980
MEMO TO Flood Control District
SUBJECT SHEA BOULEVARD-LINDSAY ROAD TO S.R. 87, RS-362(6)-406PE

A copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the above-referenced project
is enclosed.

This document is being furnished to various agencies in Maricopa County. It
contains the latest information available on this project. The assessment also

gives an overview of the many factors that have been considered in the development
of the project. Some of these items may be of particular interest to your agency.

As noted in the Draft Environmental Assessment, an offer for a public hearing
will be advertised in the near future for this project. Afterwards, the draft
assessment will be finalized to include results of the public involvement process.

R. C. ESTERBROOKS
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
AND COUNTY ENGINEER
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NEED FOR PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT
1.1 Existing Roadway Characteristics

Shea Boulevard is located in Maricopa County, Arizona. It runs generally
east-west along the second section line north of the southern boundary

of T3N of the Gila and Salt River Baseline, from 24th Street in Phoenix

to State Route 87 (the Phoenix-Payson Beeline Highway). The eastern
portion of the road deviates to the south from the section line east of
the Gilbert Road intersection. This is due to the hilly terrain of the
McDowell Mountains in the area. The roadway passes through the cities

of Phoenix and Scottsdale, Maricopa County land, and terminates adjacent
to the conjunction of the TFort McDowell and Salt River Indian Reservations.
The route is designated as FAS 362. The roadway secrves increasing traffic
traveling between the Phoenix/Scottsdale area and Saguaro Lake, Roosevelt
Lake, and recreation areas to the northeast.

The proposed improvement is on that portion of Shea Boulevard extending
from the east line of Section 30, T3N, R6E of the Gila and Salt River
Base and Meridian, eastward to Arizona State Route 87 (Beeline Highway),
a distance of 3.9 miles (see figure 2, page ii). The existing roadway
has a paved width of 28 feet with 10-foot wide (minimum) graded earth
shoulders on each side. Its posted speed is 50 miles per hour, having
been designed for a speed of 65 miles per hour. It traverses moderately
hilly desert terrain with the community of TFountain Hills (estimated
current population of 3,000) lying on both sides. The longitudinal
grades of the roadway generally vary from one-half () to six (6) percent
through this terrain. with an averaee cvade of 2.6 percent.

The present right-of-way is 400 feet wide for the first two (2) miles of
the 3.9 mile length and 200 feet wide for the remainder. An existing
major intersecting road, Saguaro Boulevard, ¢onnects to Shea Boulevard

via a completed intersection, which includes divided roadways, raised
medians and islands, and turning lanes (see figure 5, p. v). In addition,
Fountain Hills Boulevard intersects Shea Boulevard from the north. This
intersection has a left turn lane for eastbound traffic on Shea Boulevard,
painted medians running east and west of the intersection and two (2)
extra turning lanes on Fountain Hills Boulevard, currently a two-lane road
terminating on the north side of Shea Boulevard.

The drainage of the existing roadway is handled by intercepting the pavement
runoff flows with roadside shoulder ditches which carry the flows to well
defined natural drainage channels. Where these channels intercept the road-
way, they are carried under the roadway by means of pipe or concrete box
culverts. .

Land use along the roadway is governed by the community of Fountain Hills,
which is still in a developmental stage. Most of the initial development
has not been located directly adjacent to the roadway, but well back to
the north, usually a distance of 500 feet or more. The MAG Composite Use
Plan for this area anticipates a continued utilization of present low
density, single-family housing (0 to 5 units per acre) predominating the
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areas adjacent to the proposed project. The plan also anticipates some
medium density housing (5 to 15 units per acre), high density housing
(15 or more units per acre) and commercial development adjacent to the
eastern sections of the project.

1.2 Traffic Characteristics
The MAG Transportation Planning Office's average daily traffic (ADT)

volumes, current and projected, between Scottsdale city limits and
State Route ‘87, are as follows:

YEAR ADT
1978 ; 3,400
1985 12,000
2000 17,000

The above figures indicate a sharp increase in traffic volumes in the
coming years (e.g., a 2537 increase from 1978 te 1985).

The following breakdown of ADT numbers by vehicle types is based on an
actual traffic count on Shea Boulevard, during a 16 hour period in the
Fall of 1979:

Actual Projected
Vehicle No. of Vehicles No. of Vehicles

Ty During 16 Hr, Peordiod  Durding 24 Hr. Perigd
Passenger ' 1531 2021
Bus 10 . 13
Trucks, Total 1186 1566
Light (979) (1292)
Medium . (150) (198)
Tractor/Semi-Trailer (48) (64)
Truck/Trailer ' (8) (11)
Semi/Trailer~Trailer (1) (1)

2727 3600

Peak traffic volumes occur during summer weekends due to large numbers of
people going to and returning from recreational localities northeast of
~the Phoenix metropolitan area. The continued growth of this area will
result in greater peak hour volumes at these times. In addition, Shea
Boulevard is the only direct major access route between the community of
Fountain Hills and the employment/shopping/entertainment centers of the
Phoenix/Scottsdale area. As the FountainHills development grows, this
traffic volume will also increase.

1.3 Purpose of the Proposed Project
As indicated by the above information, the existing roadway cannot retain

adequate levels of safety, traveling convenience, and utility in the future
due to the expected increase in traffic volume. Therefore, it is preoposed



that Shea Boulevard be expanded to a four-lane, divided highway in order
that the need for a roadway with an increased capacity may be met.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION
2.1 Location and Right-of-Way

The proposed project is 3.9 miles in length and is located parallel to the
existing roadway. It will extend from the Scottsdale city limits (the east
line of Section 30, T3N, R6E of the Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian)
to the roadway's terminus at State Route 87 (Beeline Highway). The project
is also situated entirely within the right-of-way of the existing rcadway,
so that no additional right-of-way acquisition will be necessary (see
section 1.1, p. 1, for description).

2.2 Roadway

The proposed project will provide a 28-foot wide roadway for two (2)
westbound traffici lanes, which will be separated from the existing roadway
by a 16-foot wide dirt median. The existing two (2) lanes will become the
east bound traffic lanes (see Figure 3, proposed typical cross section, p. iii).
Additional turning lanes will be added at intersections as required to
facilitate proper traffic movement. A 10-foot wide shoulder will be located
on the north edge (right side) of the new pavement. The shoulder will be
dirt, but stabilized with a bituminous treatment. No facilities for on-
road parking will be provided. The only parking allowed on the shoulders
will be for emergency purposes. A possible ultimate design of the roadway
would include 36-toot wide roadways, cnrbs snd a raiwed median (eee Fioure 4,
ultimate design typical cross section, p.iv).

2.3 Alignment

.The alignment of the proposed roadway is parallel to the existing one. The

southern portion of the McDowell Mountains traversed by this alignment is
characterized by hilly terrain which dictated the horizontal and vertical
curves in the original design. The maximum degree of curvature for hori-
zontal curves is two (2) degrees. The profile grade of this project will
be similar to the existing roadway, which grades vary between 0.4 and 6.0
percent.

At the beginning of the project (Scottsdale city limits) a transition section
is provided between the two-lane existing roadway and the four-lane design
discussed herein. The transition taper will lie wholly within the Scotts-
dale city limits. Scottsdale anticipates that in the near future, the two-
lane portion of roadway within their city limits will also be developed to

a matching four-lane design, making the entire length of uniform cross
section. :

2.4 Access Control

The project will have controlled accessibility in the sense that the land

on both sides of Shea Boulevard is owned and is being developed by a single
developer. The master plan for Fountain Hills anticipates access to Shea
Boulevard at five (5) intersections. The additional connection at State

Route 87 brings the total number of intersections along the project to six (6).
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2.5 Intersections

The proposed project will include four (4) major znd two (2) minor inter—
sections. The major intersections are Palisades Boulevard, TFountain Hills
Boulevard, Saguaro Boulevard and State Route 87. The minor intersections

are Canyon Hill Drive and Vista Ridge Road (see figure 5, p. v). The Saguaro
Boulevard connection is already constructed with divided 28-foot roadways,
widened for left turn storage bays, right turn acceleration and deceleration
lanes, with raised medians and channelization islands The Fountain Hills
Boulevard intersection (a Tee configuration) curren.Ly has two (2)

paved, 12-foot wide lanes in the Fountain Hills Boulevard direction, which
widen at the intersection for acceleration, deceleration and turning lanes.
There is also a left turn lane for eastbound traffic on Shea Boulevard,
together with painted medians. This intersection will be developad to a

full four-way intersection in the near future due to both the extension of
Fountain Hills south of Shea Boulevard by the developer and the addition

of two (2) lanes that this project will contributé. The resulting intersection
will then become similar to the existing Saguaro Boulevard intersection.

The future Palisades intersection will be located approximately 4,000 feet
from the western end of the prcject and will serve the most recent

Fountain Hills developmental avea. It will be similar to the intersections
at Saguaro Boulevard and Fountain Hills Boulevard. Together, these threc (3)
dntersections will handle most of the future traffic to and from the
Fountain Hills development.

The intersection of Shea Boulevard with State Route 87 currently is a
Tee configuration, with Shea Boulevard widening to accomuodate two {2)
pasthound lancs {one (1) left tonvn ond one (1) right turn). The omne (1)

weutnouna lane is also currently widened to accommodzte turning vehicles.
Along State Route 87 (the Beeline Highway) the normally two-lane roadway
is presently widened to accommodate a left turn storage bay for northbound
traffic, zcceleration and deceleration lanes for southbound traffic, and
painted medians. The future intersection will be of a similar nature, but
will add ome (1) lane each for eastbound and westbound traffic, together
with a raised median in between these opposing lanes. The State Route 87
medians will be shifted to accommodate this revised geometry and may also

be raised.

‘The two (2) minor intersections at Canyon Hill Drive and Vista Ridge Road
are both still in the planning stages. Both will be Tee configurations
connecting to Shea Boulevard from the south side. Each will consist of a
two—lane road widened to accommodate turning, accelerztion and deceleration
lanes in the north-south direction, together with acceleration and decelera—
tion lanes on the scuth edge of Shea Boulevard, a left turn Otorage bay for
westbound traffic on Shea Boulevard, and raised medians.

All intersection planning and design shall be coordinated with the developer,
. with the exception of the State Route 87 intersection, which will be coordi-
nated with the Arizona Department of Transportation. All intersections will
conform to AASHTO specifications.

Only conventional stop signs are posted at Fountain Hills Boulevard and
Saguaro Boulevard intersection, with Shea Boulevard having the right-of-way.

.
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A stop sign is also posted at the intersection of Shea Boulevard and State
Route 87 with the latter having the right-of-way. Electrical conduit, signal
boxes and signal bases have been installed underground at the intcrsection

of Shea and Saguaro Boulevards for future installation of traffic signals.
Plans for installation of underground electrical conduit are being made for
the Palisades Boulevard and Fountain Hills Boulevard intersections as a

first step toward a similar future installation of traffic signals. Stop
signs are planned for the two (2) minor intersections, with Shea Boulevard
having the right-of-way. The intersection of Shea Boulevard and State Route
87 will be studied regarding possible future signalization.

2.6 Special Features

The present roadway has a scenic lookout, known as Fish Point, near the western
terminus of the proposed project. It consists of an ocff-the-road parking area
at an elevated location overlocking the valley to the south, as well as portions
of Scottsdale, Mesa and the Salt River Indian Reservation. The parking

lot is approximately 300 feet long and 100 feet wide. It has a gravel

surface, and a guardrail along its south side. Access to and egress from

the roadway is easily made as the entire north side of the lot borders

the roadway.

Since the overlook facility lies entirely to the south cf the existing roadway,
the new roadway to the north will cause no direct impact other than the require-
ment for traffic crossing and turning movements. These movements will be
accommodated by incorporation of an acceleratiocn lane and a left turn storage
hay. Approepriete etriping and signing will te inctzolled, he vertical cuive
vl wuich wue turning movements will be made nas peen checked for stopping sight
distance. Based on criteria set forth in AASHTO's "A Policy on Design of Urban
Highways and Arterial Streets,'" 1973, a vertical curve having an algebraic
difference in grades of 10.85% (as this one does) requires a total curve
length of 2320 feet for a minimum stopping sight distance at 65 miles per hour
(the project design speed), 1570 feet for a desirable stopping sight distance
at 50 miles per hour (the planned posted speed limit), and 920 feet for a
minimum stopping sight distance at 50 miles per hour. These criteria apply

to the entire vertical curve or any portion of it. The actual curve length

is 2300 feet. While this is approximate minimum allowable curve length for

65 miles per hour, it must be noted that this is based on a safe stopping

sight distance for an object one-half a foot in height in the road, not a
vehicle. The latter would come into sight long before a hypothetical 6-inch
high object on the hill and give the driver of the approaching vehicle more
time and distance in which to stop. Therefore, the sight distances are
adequate. It must be noted that it is not feasible to construct an additional
overlecok on the north side of the road due to incompatible terrain.

The proposed Palisades Boulevard intersection is at the cwyest of the hill
approximately seven hundred feet east of the overlook location.

2.7 Drainage

All drainage of the project will be handled by intercepting the pavemnent
runoff flows with roadside shoulder ditches which carry the flows to well
defined natural drainage channels, in the same manner as the existing roadway
does. Where these natural channels intersect the roadway, existing pipe or
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box culverts will be extended as required in order to carry the flow under

the entire roadway (both existing and future portions). The median will
initially have an inverted crown so that periodic drainage of the median under
the roadway through use of catch basins and pipes to the natural drainage
channels will be necessary. However, the ultimate design calls for a raised
median, in which case the median will drain to one or both rcadways and is
combined with the rocadway runoff. Raised medians which will be initially
installed at the intersections for purposes of traffic channelization will
drain in the same manner.

2.8 Tloodplain Management

The area adjacent to project has been studied for flooding and drainage
by the developer. Two (2) sets of findings have been generated. One,
done by Trico International, Inc., was prepared several years ago for the
development north of Shea Boulevard. The other, done by WBC Consultants,
Inc.. was just recently completed for the development south of Shea Boule-
vard. These findings have both been reviewed and found acceptable by the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County. The Flood Control District
criteria requires the final peak flow leaving the property under study

to be the same or less than the existing peak flows (prior to the develop~
ment in question). The developer has no plans to install storm sewers

or water retention facilities in the drainage area of the project. One
small earth dam is planned south of- Shea Boulevard aleng the main drainage
channel in order to form a2 small pond, but this will not seriously alter
storm flows and will not affect this project. '

The Ylood Control District of Maricopa Countv has reviewerd iha project
area and has found ne~ confliict "with any cxisilupg vr propusced Fiovud
Control District projects.'" Further, none of the washes in the project
area have been 'delineated either by Maricopa County or through National

Flood Insurance Program." (See their letter in Appendix III.)

A hydraulic report for this project will be prepaved in compliance with
federal-aid requirements for the project.

It should be noted that construction of Orme Dam has again become a
possibility due to repeated flooding in the Phoenix area in the last few
years. If this dam becomes a reality, the resulting reservoir will

flood part of the Fort McDowell Indian Reservation along the lower part

of the Verde River. While this would not directly affect the project it does,
however, affect State Route 87 in that it would have to be rerouted

in orde¥ o cross the reservoir at a narrower point. This is because

the proposed reservoir would be approximately two (2) miles wide at the

point where State Route 87 presently crosses the Verde River (see Appeandix I).
Future realignment of Shea Boulevard would depend on the realignment of

State Route 87. Finally, the majority of the drainage from this project
(i.e., Shea Boulevard) which currently drains east to the Verde, would flow
into the Orme Dawm Reservoir.

2.9 Section 4(f) Land
There are no Section 4(f) lands within or contiguous to the project right-of-way.
2.10 Detour During Construction '

No detours of any consequence are required on this project, with the possible
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exceptions of ¢
(1) small realignments and narrowing of existing 28-foot wide
roadway through areas of side hill cuts due to blasting
and/or excavation that may be required; and

(2) local detours at intersections where the cxisting intersection
is being upgraded to a fully developed (ultimate design) inter-
section. Traffic barriers, channeling and other means of
control would be utilized by the Contractor as required and
will conform to procedures as specified in Traffic Manuals
of the Maricopa County Highway Department and the Arizona
Department of Transportation. Two-way traffic will be main-

_tained on the existing Shea Boulevard roadway during construe-
tion, except as noted above.

2.11 Materials

Earthwork on the proposed project will consist of roadway excavation,
borrow and embankment. Tt will also include some structural and

drainage excavation. The excavation material will be used to provide
embankment material. Additional material, if required, will be obtained
from existing commercial borrow pits. Any excess material will be disposed
off-site at one or more designated locations.

2.12 Cost

The proposed project is scheduled for construction in the 1981 fiscal
year. The estimated cost is $2,100,000, exclusive of any utility
adjustment costs.

ALTERNATIVES

There are two (2) possible alternatives to the proposed project. One

is to leave the existing roadway as it is (the '"do-nothing'" alternative).
The other is to build a complete new roadway (2- or 4-lane) in an
alternate location.

3.1 Do-Nothing Alternative

Abandonment of the proposed project is unrealistic and undesirable. Shea
Boulevard is a major east-west artery that is experiencing increasing
traffic usage. 1In 1985, the daily vehicle count is forecast to be 3.5
times the current traffic volume and is expected to increase beyond that
date. Safety, traveling convenience, and utility of the existing roadway
would decline if the project for a mnew roadway were discontinued. In
addition, there is no apparent advantage to this alternative, as the
proposed project will not create any significant negative social, economic
or environmental impact within the area.

3.2 Relocation Alternative

Relocation of the project is not feasible nor desirable. ‘The alignment
of the existing roadway was selected to yield reasonable grades and curves, .
and has resulted in a satisfactory design. The proposed project would
have similar grades and curves and would also result in a satisfactory
design. Right-of-way already exists in anticipation of the proposed

project. Acquisition of additional right-of-way would be expensive and



would not be compatible with the planned and developing residential
community of Fountain Hills lying on both sides. A large deviation from
the existing roadway would result in an inefficient routing due to the
extra length involved, new right-of-way, new topography to survey and
design to, and a serious impact upon development plans for Fountain Hills.
In addition, any intersection relocation of Shea Boulevard with State
Route 87 would result in further penetration onto either the Fort
McDowell or Salt River Indian Reservation, which could seriously delay
or terminate the project.

No relocated alignment of the two (2) additional lanes for the proposed
project would serve the purpose so well as paralleling the existing
alignment. The proposed alignment would result in a four-lane, divided
highway that will give traffic greater flexibility in passing and turning
movements than two (2) separate two-lane facilities. The four-lane
concept will also enable traffic to move more freely during peak periods
of roadway use while at the same time providing a greater measure of
safety. This would all be accomplished without the necessity of taking
existing buildings or removing any properties from the Maricopa County
tax base.

SOCTIO-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

4.1 Zoning

In the eight (8) sections adjacent to the project (Sections 20, 21, 22,
23, 26, 27, 26 and 2% of 13N, KO6L), the zoning breakdown,® in percentaces
of total area, is as follous:

Single Family Residential (R1-8, R1-10, R1-18, R1-35) L0%
Two-Family Residential (R-2) 1%
Multiple-Family Residential (R-3, R-4, R-5) 5%
Neighborhood Commercial (C1) 2%
Intermediate Commercial (C2) ’ negl.
General Commercial (C3) 17
Planned Industrial (IND-1) ' 2%
Rural (RURAL-43) 40%
Federal Land (Reservation) 9%

* These figures based on Maricopa County Zoning Map A52 as of January 25, 1980.
For definitions of zoning classifications, see the latest edition of "The 1969
Amended Zoning Ordinance for theUnincorporated Arca of Maricopa County' pub-
lished by the Department of Planning and Zoning of Maricopa County.

The above figures show that of those areas zoned either residential or
commercial/industrial, approximately 80 percent are for single family
residential dwellings on minimum lots sizes varying from 8,000 to 35,000
square feet. The remaining 20 percent is about equally divided between
two/multiple-family residential housing and commerical/industrial develop-~
ment.



4.2 Residential Development

As concluded in the preceding paragraph, the Fountain Hills development is
primarily a residential community. The Fountain Hills Committee of Archi-
tecture Building Report for January, 1980 indicated that 997 single family
residential units and 570 multiple family residential units had been built
or were under construction as of that time (see Appendix II). This will
result in most of the origin/destination type traffic of this area (as
opposed to through type traffic) being of a domestic nature. Shea Boulevard
is currently and probably will continue to be the only major link between
the Fountain Hills area and the employment, shopping and entertainment
centers of Scottsdale, Phoenix and Mesa. The Fountain Hills community
will continue to grow and contribute to higher traffic densities. The
residents of the area will benefit greatly by the casing of constrictions
to travel which will result from the roadway improvements.

4.3 Commercial Development .

As was shown in section 4.1 above, some commercial development is
anticipated in the Tountain Hills area. The Fountain Hills Committee
of Architecture Building Report for January, 1980, indicated that 181
commercial units and three industrial buildings had been or were under
construction as of that time (see Appendix IT). A recent brochure
published by the Fountain Hills Chamber of Commerce lists 113 members.
While this is not an exhaustive list of all businesses in the area, it
does give an indication of the size and scope of the business community.

Most of thie rang unetr 1s currently zoned for commercial/industrial use is
located along Saguaro Boulevard, near the eastern terminus of the project.
This means that Saguaro Boulevard will be the major connection for truck
traffic between the various businesses and Shea Boulevard. The proposed
roadway along Shea Boulevard will facilitate this truck traffic movement,
a necessary adjunct to any commercial development, and make it more
compatible with the residential and recreational traffic that is expected
to predominate the Shea Boulevard corridor.

4.4 Recreation

Shea Boulevard is a major route for those people traveling between the
Scottsdale/Phoenix area and the recreation areas of Saguaro Lake,
Roosevelt Lake, Payson ard Showlow. In addition, most people living in
the Fountain Hills area will use Shea Boulevard when'traveling to rec—
reational areas regardless of the destination as it is the only major
east-west roadway in the area. The proposed project will.greatly reduce
congestion due to the expected increase in future traffic volume, a
large percentage of which will be recreational in nature., This is
especially true of weekend traffic when traffic volumes reach their
peak. A smooth flowing roadway will enhance the living quality of the
area by minimizing the impact of the recreational through traffic on
the surrounding residential community.



It should be noted that if the Orme Dam becomes a reality, and serves

as an additional recreational facility, the impact on the Fountain Hills
area willprobably be greater than any other recreational area to the
northeast due to its close proximity to that community. Not only will
the recrcational through traffic along Shea Boulevard increase, but there
will be created a transient or local destination type of traffic in the
area, which will further load the main thoroughfares of the community.
This project would do much to help alleviate this additional traffic load
while providing visitors to the area better access to sources of food,
fuel and other basic necessities.

4.5  Employment

As has been shown in section 4.3 above, there is a growing commercial
development within the community of Fountain Hills. As of 1978, the
Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development listed the Fountain
Hills developer as employing approximately 200 persons and that a local
manufacturer of draperies and bedspreads employed up to 95 persons.
That governmental agency further noted on its "Fountain Hills, Arizona
Community Profile" (see Appendix II) that "Retail trade and services
are important employment sectors in Fountain Hills with a wide variety
of small specialty shops, professional and other services. Thirty
percent of the service sector is made up of residents involved in
creative arts such as writing, painting and related activities. With
Fountain Hills being within a 30 minute drive from Mesa, Tempe, Scotts-
dale and Phoenix. many residents commute for employment.' The publication

~
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Civilian Labor Force 54307
Employed 5,094
Unemployed 213
Unemployment Rate 4.0%

These figures, however, do not indicate how many are employed within
the community of Fountain Hills.

As the community grows in size, an increasing work force will be needed
to maintain local businesses and support services. Although a certain
percentage of this work force will also reside in Fountain Hills,

many of the employees will not or cannot do so. This will mean an
influx of workers from the nearby cities of Scottsdale and Mesa, as well
as from the nearby Indian communities. The majority of them will use
some portion of Shea Boulevard to get to their place of employment as
this roadway offers the only major access to the Fountain Hill Community.
As has been noted, many people have been and will continue to be employed
by the Fountain Hills developer. 1In addition, employment is created via
the contractors who are constructing the development. There is a good
growth outlook for the area which is to be interpreted as an increase

in business and employment for the Phoenix/Scottsdale/Mesa area. The
proposed roadway will act as an impetus to this growth.

w30



4.6 Minority Groups

The only minority group of any significance in the area adjacent to

the project is the American Indian. This is due to the fact that there
are two (2) Indian reservations in the area: the Salt River Indian
Reservation to the south of the proposed project, and the Fort McDowell
Indian Reservation to the east.

The 49,294 acre Salt River Indian Reservation is bounded by Scottsdale

on the west; Mesa and Tempe on the south; Scottsdale, Fountain Hills and

the Yort McDowell Indian Reservation on the north; and the Tonto National
Forest on the east. Most of the population of 2,800 Pima and Maricopa
Indians live on the western 15,000 acres of irripated land. The remainder
of the reservation consists of either land that can be potentially
cultivated or land that can be developed for housing or recreation. The
reservation labor force is only about one—-quarter of the population but

most of these are employed. There are numerous small commercial and
industrial enterprises located on the reservation, while the land provides
development of sand and gravel deposits, agriculture, water and recreational
facilities. There is all -weather access to all parts of the community,

with the possible cxception of the small portion of the reservation located
south of the Salt River. A bridge crossing at Country Club Drive is being
designed to overcome this barrier during periods of river flow. The entire
community is served by public utilities, an elementary education facility and
a health center, with further assistance available in the surrounding
communities.

The 24 AR0 acyce Fort MceDowell Indian Reservacivn is bounded by McDowell
Mountain Park on the west, the Salt River Indian Reservation on the

south and the Tonto National TForest on the north and east. The popula-
tion of approximately 350 Yavapai-Apache Indians lives onland which

ranges from rolling desert to heavily wooded river bottom terrain. The
reservation is bisected by the Verde River and much of the land will be
flooded if Orme Dam becomes a reality. , The reservation labor force is

only about one-quarter of the population with only about half of these
employed. At present 600 of the 1,300 acres of agricultural land are

under cultivation. Most of remaining, nonagricultural land is potentially
available for either residential, commercial, industrial, public utilities,
range or recreational development. At present, there is no industry on

the reservation, but income is derived from a tribe-operated recreation
enterprise, from sale of cattle, sand and gravel and from employment at the
City of Phoenix Water Plant. The tribe is keeping in close contact with
the comunity of Fountain Hills, as well as the smaller community of

Rio Verde north of the reservation, which is also under development. A
pre—-school facility and general clinic are located on the reservation, with
further assistance available from Scottsdale and Phoenix.-

Only a few hundred square feet of the project lie on reservation land

and right-of-way has already been acquired. The Fort lMcDowell Reservation
probably stands to gain the more benefit from the proposed project as the
latter is directly between it and the Phoenix/Scottsdale area. All the
major roads leading from the reservation except the northbound one lead
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either into the Fountain Hills arca or onto State Route 87 above its inter-
section with Shea Poulevard. This places the reservation in an excellent
location to utilize the proposed roadway. On the other hand, most of the
Salt River Reservation population is located to the south and east of the
project and so would not likely have much occasion to use the roadway when
traveling tovarious parts of the Phoenlx metiropolitan area.

Due to the nature of this project, which invelves no business or residential
relocations, it is anticipated that this proposed project would have no
adverse social or economic impact on any minority group in the adjacent area.

4.7 Local Tax Base

The implementation of this project is not expected to have any sig
effect on the local tax base of the community. This is because no d ik onal
right-of-way need be acquired along the existing highway alignment, and no
business or residential relocations will be necessary.

In conclusion, the proposed construction project is not expected to have
any adverse social or economic impact upon area residents other than the
minor inconveniences which will occur during the construction phase.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

5.1 Air Quality Report
Two predominant areas of air pollution exist on highway projects. 1uey are
construction and operation.

Air pollvtants generated during construction consist of burning of construc-
tion debris, dust from construction activities including asphalt cr concrete
plants and crushing operations, and construction vehicular emissions. The
road or highway contractor is required by the ARIZONA EIGHWAY DEPARTHENT
STANDARD SPLCIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTIGH to observe and comply
with 2ll air pollution ordinances, regulations, orders, etc., from those
agencies having expertise and/or jurisdiction. These Standard Specifications
have been reviewed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Health Services
for compatibility with air quality and pollution control measures contained in
the State Implementation Plans. In summary, these ordinances and regulations
require burning permits and certification of burning methods for construction
debris, dust palliatives and licensing of pavement and crushing plants to
nsure compliance with particulate emission regulations.

During the operating stage certain amounts of vehicular cmitted air pollu-
tants are generated. Of these pollutants, carbon monoxide (CO), as a
potential health hazard at excessive concentrations, is the one considered

in this analysis. The one-hour state and federal ambient air quality
standard for carbon monoxide is 35 parts per million (ppm). The one-hour

CO concentration contributed by the operation of motor vehicles for the
planned construction start-up date of 1980 and 20 years thereafter (2000) are
determined on the following pages. The right-of-way is approximately 100°
from the center line of the roadway. The 1980 concentration at the right-of-
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way of approximately 1 ppm and the 2000 concentration of 0.7 ppm were
determined by using the worst conditions of traffic volumes and climate.
Given the concentrations determined from this analysis, construction of this
project will not prevent attainment of air quality standards contained in
the State Implementation Plan for air pollution control.

Technical analysis of this report plus pertinent graphs, work sheets, and
references are contained on the following pages.

-



To simulate the air quality ne¢ ear the roadway on this project the AVQUAL
computer model was used. :

AVQUAL is a microscale diffusion model, developed from Taylor's turbu-
lent diffusion theory (Taylor 1921), which explicitly incorporates ground
roughness and heat flux. In the application of this model, the freeway was
assumed to be an infinite line source and conditions were assumed to be
steady-state. [t was also assumed that metecrological conditions were uni-=
form between the source and the receptor.

Detailed descriptions of this model have been well documented in a paper
by Lissaman (1973) and are, therefore, not repeated here. AVQUAL has been
validated during three separate highway studies for its capability to simulate
microscale air quality along the corridor of an at-grade freeway (AeroVironment
1972; Chan, et al, 1976a, Chan et al, 1976b). Subseguently the model has been
modified to consider elevated and depressed roadway configurations. After
modification the model was validated during a fourth highway study using the
above mentioned geometrics. (Chan, et al, 1976c)

The emission factors in this ana?ys?s were computed using the United
States Environmental Protection Agency s Report No. AP-42 with Mobile Source
Emission Factors (3-78).

The composite emission factor, which is used in the Emission Source
Strength (Q) Equation, was determined using the following vehicle type break-
downs and parameters.

Light Duty Vehicle Auto 73.9 % Average Vehicle Speed (MPH) 50
Light Duty Truck 0-6000 LBS__13.6 % Ambient Temperature w30 F°
Light Duty Truck - Light Duty Vehicle |
6001-8500 LBS 6.7 % - Air Conditioning in Use 0%
Heavy Duty Vehicle (Gas) 2.0 % Cold Starts, Non-Catalyst 20.6 %
Heavy Duty Vehicle (Diesel) 0.7 % Hot Starts, Catalyst 27 .3 5
Light Duty Vchicle Motorcycle 3-1 % Cold Starts, Catalyst 20.6 3

Altitude Low

Inspection/Maintenance Data:

Program Implemented 1977 Earliest model year in program _1967
Stringency Level 30% Latest model year in program 2000
Hechanic Training Yes ! ' -

’ : '
**Ambient temperature of 30°F was used as a conservative estimate.
- L]
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Project ' Design

Start-up Date Year
Composite Emission Factor , 25.50 pm/mi 6.07 gm/mi
"Distance from center line of *
Roadway to Right of Way . 100 ft. 100 fe.
Average Daily Traffic: 8500 23800 -

Peak-Hour Traffic: 8.5% 723 2023

Emission Source Strength (Q) Equation.

Q = [5.26 x 10N2] x [Vehicles/hour] x [Composite Emission Factor)

[3
Project Design
Start-up Date B Year
Q = ’ 970 ug/ft sec Q = 646 ng/ft sec ’

To get an indication of concentrations during extreme conditions the
following worst case meteorological parameters were used as input to the
AVQUAL model.

Angle of Intersection Between Wind Direction P
and Highway Alignment « « « « » ¢« = s 2 « =« » 4 o s« « &« s = « 30 -

Wind Speed. & v v ¢ ¢« ¢ o« ¢ ¢« o ¢ o« o ¢« =« o o a o o « o« « o« « o | meter/sec.

Afrospheric Stability « « = » » s & % s 5 » & » # % = » ¢ » = « Llags F

AVQUAL CUTPUT

The CO concentration for the construction start-up date and the design
year are shown as CO concentration vs distance from center’ line of roadway

on the following pages.
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5.2 VWatex Quality

This proposed preoject will not adversely affect water quality due to
location, scope of work, and the application of Arizona Department of
Transportation Standard Specifications applicable to Safety, Health and
Sanitation. ALl physical construction will be performed 50 as to mini-
mize damage to natural resources. Any temporary turbidity of the
intermittent streams in the area caused by construction of the roadway
will not create a significant impact. Adequate erosion contrcl measures
will be used on all new embankments so as to prevent ercsion during
periods of water runoff. These measures should also aid in the veduc-
tion of soil deposits in and around hydraulic structures.

5.3 Visual Quality

The geometry of the proposed project will generally parallel the existing
roadway. Curves and slopes shall be gentle, conforming to AASHTO and ADOT
geometyy specifications. Adequate erosion control measures will be used
so that unsightly scarification of roadside embankments is prevented.
Vegetation displaced from the right-of-way during construction will be
used adjacent to the completed roadway where possible, Roadway regulatory
signs will be in accordance with AASHTO and ADOT sign stendards. Tt-is
felt that these requirements will result in an aesthetic highway. structure.

5.4 Archaeological and Historical Involvewent

There are no known archaeological sites on nr adjacent +~ #ha wicht of oo,
The project sres heoo hoon surveyed towas plvell @D dichacologlcal cleardnce

by the Arizona State Museum on Fovcwocr 24, 1576 (see Appendix I1I).

historic sites are known to be located within or adjacent to the right-cf--
way required for this project. The nearest such historic resource to the
project is TFrank Lloyd Wright's school, Taliesin West, located approzimately
4 miles west northwest of the western terminus of the project.

Wo historic properties listed on either the state or national register of

The Jim Hart Memorial Monument, located near the interseciion of Shea
Boulevard and State Route 87 (the Beeline Hi ghwav; will not be adversely
impacted by this project. This is because its location is on the east
side of State Route 87 and approximately 30 feet south of the centerline
of the present intersection, which locates the monument away from the
addition to the intersection caused by this project. The only change to
the present intersection will take place north and west cf its present
location. : .

5.5 Noise Study Report

A study of the noise environment adjacent to this project was made pursuant
to the Tederal Highway Administration's requirements (FHPM 7-7-3).
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Because of summer-weckend traffic volume increases, overall traffic noise
levels generated in the vicinity of this project will increase by four
decibels in the design year. ‘

No Category A'(maximum 57 dBA Leq) were found near the project roadway.

Several Category B (maximum 67 dBA Leq) activities located at distances of
400 or more feet from the right-of-way were found in the vicinity of this
project. Noise levels at these locations are and will remain acceptable
through the design year.

A number of parcels of undeveloped residential property are adjacent to the
right-of-way, or front on a residential road adjacent to the right-of-way.

Proper planning in residence location and construction would mitigate the
noise impact on related activities. Therefore, letters such as the one
appended to this report have been sent to Maricopa County (see Appendix II1I).

Several Category C (maximum 72 dBA Leq) land uses were found near the inter-
section of Shea Boulevard with Saguaro Boulcvard. Of these, two restaurants
are situated within 150 feet of the centerline. The noise levels at these
restaurants along with the four decibels increase in the design year (2000)
are and will remain below the given standard.

Arizona Department of Transportation standard specifications require contractor
compliance with local sound contrel ordimances and also require that all in-
ternal combuction engines uscd in construction be properly muffled.

5.6 Effects on Endangered Species and Arizona Native Protected Plants

The vegetative cover of the surrounding terrain is typical of the Lower
Sonoran Life Zone. The rather sparse vegetation consists of saguaro, barrel,
hedgehog, pincushion, prickly pear and cholla cacti; mesquite; saltbush;
brittlebush; ocotillo and palo verde. There is expected to be no impact

on Arizona protected native plants, other than those that need to be

relocated off of the right-of-way during construction. The Arizona Commission
of Agriculture and Horticulture has conducted a survey or the project area
and has noted the types and quantities of protected native plants (see

Appendix II1). The disposition of these plants when found will be made within
the provisions of Section 3-902 of the Arizona Revised Statutes and the
ArizonaNative Plant Law. This will be coordinated with the Arizona Commission
of Agriculture and Horticulture. 2

Due to the harsh habitat and normally dry strcambeds, wildlife is scarce.
However, various types of reptiles, birds and small mammals can be found in

the proposed project arca. The Arizona Game and Fish Department has determined
that no significant adverse impact on this wildlife will occur as a result

of this project (see Appendix ITII).
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However, they did note that two (2) endangered speeies, the desert tortoise
and the Gila monster, could be encountered during construction. If this
occurs measures should be taken to physically remove the specimen from the
construction area unharmed and release it at a point well removed from the
human activity.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, thrcugh informal consultation on

June €, 1980, has determined this highway widening project on Shea Boulevard
between Scottsdale City Limits and Junction with State Route 87 is not
expected te impact endangered or threatened species of wildlife or plants.

COORDINATION

In preparing this environmental assessment, coordination has been established
with the following agencies and offices:

Arizona Department of Transportation

Arizona Department of Health Services

Arizona Gawme' and Fish Department

Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture

rizona State Parks

City of Scoitsdale

Federal Highway Administration

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fountain Hills Chamber of Commerce

Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department

Maricopa County Flood Control Distric:

Mnvicopa Association of Governments
Letters received through the project environmental coordination process
are shown in the Appendix ITI. .
It is felt that the response from the City of Scottsdale deserves some
discussion. Their response is essentially composed of the following three

~parts: (1) a suggestion to alter the proposed cross—section in order to
P g8 P

minimize the amount of additional earthwork to be donej; (2) a suggestion to
terrace and/or round the cut and fill slopes "to reduce the visual
abzruptness and erosion'"; and (3) a request to have the opportunity to
review construction traffic routing within the city's corporate limits.

In addressing the first suggestion, it must be noted that since the project
traverses hilly terrain throughout most of its length, a succession of cuts
and fills cannot be avoided if the proposed roadway is to have a profile
conforming to AASHTO minimum curve standards. 1In fact, the existing roadway
required a significant alteration of the landscape in ordev to achieve the
present alignment.

‘The proposal by the City of Scottsdale to minimize the extent of additional

earthwork by adding a lane on each side of the existing road (in lieu of
the proposed cross-section) would result in a four-lane, undivided highway.
While this arrangement might reduce the amount of earthwork north of the
present roadway, a significant amount of earthwork would then have to be
done on the south side of the road in order to maintain minimum ADOT
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standards for slopes. "In addition, the lack of a wedian reduces the
quality of safety and may, directly or indirectly, reduce the carrying
capacity of the roadway. It is questionable whether the proposed change

in the cross—section would materially improve '"future development quality,"

vhile dit is fairly certain that the safety and the utility of the roadway
would be adversely affected by it.

It should be noted that the four-lane, divided highway has been part of

the design concept for the road since its original inception. The existing
roadway is not centered in the right-of~way but is 22 feet offset. This is
because the original right-of-way acquired for Shea Boulevard was based on
a four-lane, divided highway concept. The centerline of the existing
right—of-way coincides with the center of the median proposed in the
Mardicopa County Highway Department design, indicating the compatible nature
of this design with the existing roadway.

The rounding and/or terracing the slopes, although it may improve the visual
quality and erosion protection of the project, may not be able to be
dmplemented in places most needed. This is because the most extensive

cases of cut and fill often project to the right-of-way at maximum slopes,
Jeaving noc room for terracing or rounding of the slopes. It should be noted
that the existing roadway did not have rounding or terracing on its slopes

‘and there seems to be no serious erosion in evidence aleng the present

roadway. Many of the cuts of the existing (and the proposed) roadway are
through weathered rock, which is less susceptible to erosion than soil.
This may be one reason why terracing and/or rounding of the slopes was not
attempied on the present roadway. However, for the proposed rcadway.,
tervacing or rovncing of slopes will be ueed whers evoedion can ko roduced

-and space is available to accomplish it.

In compidance with Scottsdale's desire to review construction traffic
routing, the county and ADOT will work with that city's personnel at the
appropriate time to ensure minimal impact on community traffic during
consfruction.

In conclusion, it is felt that a divided highway will more than compensate
for any alteraticn of the landscape resulting from it. Some alteration is

~going to occur no matter which cross—section is used. It is a matter of

judgment where the detrimental effects of landscape alteraticn begin to
outweigh the beneficial effects of safety and utility in the divided
highway concept. It is felt that this point has not yet been reached.
As to- the other requests, sloping or terracing will be studied on a
case-by—-case basis in areas of long slopes. Construction traffic will
‘be coordinated to ensure minimal impact ou the surrounding zrea.

DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

Based upon the information contained jn this environmental document it is
determined that construction of this proposed roadway improvement project
for the purpose of increasing the traffic volume capacity of Shea Boulevard
will not have a significant social, economic or environmental effect upon
the area it is situvated within.

wam )



DETERMIRATION OF PUBLIC HEARING
In accordance with Part 1.6.2.C.2 of the ADOT Action Plan the Maricopa

County Highway Department will at an appropriate future date advertise
an offer for a public hearing for the project.
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APPENDIX I

Map of Proposed Orme Dam
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" Socio-FEconomic Data
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FOUNTAéN HILLS

Phoenix

T T R T

Yucson

1
FER AR

FOUNTAIN HILLS ECGNOMIC ACTIVITY 1978

Percent
of Firms
Agriculture and Mining ; 0.8%
Construction 7.8
Manufacturing 3.1
Transportation, Cormnmunication & Public Utilities 0.8
Wholesale Trade =
Retait Trade 20.3
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 15.6
oelvices 47.7
FUUIC Azt auiG 3.8
‘LABOR FORCE DATA*®
1870 1978
Civilian Labor Force . 3,366 5,307
Employed ) 3,262 5,094
Unemployed 104 213
Unemployment Rate 3.1% 4.0%
*Deer Valley Division
GROWTH INDICATORS
1977 1978 1979
School Enroliment * 252 295 319
Net Assessed Valuation
(S000's)** e 21,6459 21,069.2

*Elementary Enrollment
**Fountain Hills Fire District

PROPERTY TAX RATE PER $100 ASSESSED VALUATION

1977 1978 1879
Elementary $2.40 $2.95 $3.10
High School - - --
Community College .76 .84 94
Maricopa County 2.67 2.30 2.30
State of Arizona 1.60 1.10 .48
Sanitary District 2.74 3.20 3.06
Road District 2.58 2.84 3.04
Total Qutside City 12,75 13.23 12.90
Fire District e 41 .64
Total 12,76 13.64 13.56

©
YN OME TR TR
If\m FAGRIS

INTRGDUCTION

Fountain Hitls is a community established in 1970 by NMcCullough
Propertics and is unincorporated. It is located approximately 30
miles nertheoast of Phoenix on 12,000 acres of land and is bordered
by the 2,800 foot McDowell Mountains to the west and open desert
land to the east. The community is known for its 560 foot "'world's
highest fountain."

WEATHER
Average Average

Temperature(°F)  Healing Total

Daily  Daily Degree Precipiiation
Month Max. Rin. Days (inches)
January 66.7 36.4 388 0.82
February 71.4 39.0 274 0.71
March 76.1 43.0 178 0.83
April 84.9 43.0 51 0.38
May. 93.7 56.7 8 0.15
June 102.2 €4.2 0 0.12
July 105.1 74.2 0 0.88
August 102.9 73.2 0 1.27
September 987 * 687 0 0.79
October 89.2 55.2 14 0.57
Novomber 70.2 43.5 1585 (VAT
Decemper bu.Z 3413 330 oy
Year 86.4 53.2 1,461 8.06

Average Total Snow, Sleet and Hail Annually: Trace

PRINCIPAL FOUNTAIN HILLS ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES

Pratt Properties, Inc. (PPl)} is the developer of Fountain Hills. PPI
has its regional headquarters in Fountain Hills, employing approxi-
mately 200 persons. Robertson's Factory, Inc., manufacturer of
draperies and bedspreads, employs up to 85 pcople.

Retail trade and services are important employrent sectors in
Fountain Hills with a wide variety of small specialty shops, pro-
fessional and other services. Thirty percent of the service sector is
made up of residents involved in creative arts such as writing, paint-
ing and related activities. With Fountain Hills being within a 30 min-
ute drive from Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale and Phoenix, many residents
commute for employment.

Tourism and retirement have a definite role in the present and future
economy of [Fountain Hills. Scenic desert lend surrounding the
community as weil as the nearby metropolitan localities all contribute to
the 50% increase in population since 1976.

POPULATION
1970-1978
Annual Compounded
1870 1978 Percentage Change
Fountain Hills ~ =--ee- 2,500 -%
Maricopa County 971,228 1,415,000 +4.8
Arizona 1,775,399 2,647,000 +4.6

Local sources estimate the July, 1979, population to be 3,000.

Sources: Arizona Departinent of Economic Security
U.S. Bureau of the Census

T ARIZONA OFFIZE OF
OFFICE

S G ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

GOVERNO#H FICOWEST WASHINGTON & ROUM 505 » FHOLNIX, ARIZOHA B5OT « (602) 2555725



FINANCE

Valley National Bank: 1 office

Interstate Security Corp.: 1 office

TRANSPORTATION

Highways: Arizona 87

Truck: United Parcel Service (Interstate)

Airports: Mesa Felcon Field and Scottsdale Airport (13
miles}. Phoenix Sky Harbor International (30
miles southwest)

COMMUNICATIONS

Newspapers: Weekly:  Times of Fountain Hills
Daily: Arizona Republic (Phoenix)

Phoenix Gazette

Radio: Numerous valley stations received

Television: 7 channels, 5 from Phoenix, 2 from Tucson (via
cable)

UTILITIES

Electric: Salt River Projict

Gas: Liquid Propane Gas Company

Telephone: Mountain Bell

Water: Chaparral City Water Company

Sewer: Fountain Hills Sanitary District

MEDICAL FACILITIES

Physicians: 2
Dentists: 2
Orthodontist: 1
Optometrist: 1
Family Care Medical

Center: 1

Fountain Hills has a Family Health Center (a Satellite of Scottsdale
Memorial Hospital) fully staffed, complete with a helicopter landing
pad.

Mesa Lutheran Hospital and Scottsdale Memorial Hospitat are both
within a hali-hour drive.

GOVERNMENT SERVICES

CONMMUNITY FACILITIES

Library:
Botanical Garden:
Park:

Pool:

Golf Course:
Tennis Courts:
Recreation Center:
Athletic Facilities:
Motocross Track:

1

1

1, 60 acres, lake and picnic area
1, private

1 {18 holes, professional)

7 (5 private and lighted)

1

3 baseba!l fields

1

1, boarding, riding lcssons

Local Government:
Fire Department:

* Security Patrol:
CHURCHES

Baptist:

Catholic:
Lutheran:
Presbyterian:
United Brethren:
Assembly of God:

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

Public Elementary

Maricopz County Board of Supervisors
Rural-Metro - 4 steff firemen, 40
volunteers

3 (24 hour patrol)

o d b ek d e
.

No. _Faculty  Enrollment

1 25 300

(Kindergarten through 8th grade)

153 high school students are bussed to Mesa, 16 miles east.

Equestrian Center:
CLUBS AND ORGANIZATIONS

Alcoholics Anonymous La Casa Cafetal Homeowners

Boy Scouts Library Board

Casa Homeowners Assoc, Lions Club

Chamber of Commerce Men's Golf Association

Christian Men's Bus. Clud  Parent-Teacher Org.

Civic Association Real Estate Association

Desert Singers Republican Club

Equestrian Association Square Club

Fontana It Homeowners Swim and Tennis Club

Girl Scouts Village Bazaar Association

Kiwanis - Noen Villa Homeowners Assac.

Kiwanis Sunset Vivinendas Homeowners Assoc.
Women's Club

SCENIC ATTRACTIONS

Fountain Hills is surrounded by open spaces: the McDowell Moun-
tains (o the west, (e avcwowen wiOuhwin negional Farh o thie
hortin, Turt VeDuwuin soadion nesBiVation w uie vast and the 3ali
River Indian Reservatinn 1o the south. Also, to the east and north
ere the Salt River, Seguaro Lake (12 miles), Canyon Lake (47 miles),
Apache Lake (62 niiles) and Roosevelt Lake (80 miles). Rartlett
Lake and Horseshoe Lzke on the Verde River, are both within 50
miles. ANl of these provide picnic facilities and water recreation
including swimming, water skiing and boating.

All of the attractions of the metropolitan areas zare available to
residents of Fountain Hills including cultural programs, ccliege
and professional sports, #nd horse and dog racing.

The "world's highest fountain,'" located in Fountain Hills, rises
up from the center of a man-made lake. At full force, it sends a
jet stream soaring 560 feet into the air.

LODGING AND MEETHNG FACILITIES

Motels: 1 with 33 units
Meeting Facilities: 4 with seating for up to 200 persons
INDUSTRIAL PROPERTIES AVAILABLE

Science and Industry Park: 50 acres
Light, clean industry. Contact: Fountain Hills Chamber of Com-

merce.

For further information, contact:

Fountain Hills Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 17588

Fountzin Hilis, AZ 85268

(602) 837-1654

11/79



.
) BYANDALRY FORME CO, = F HOELMIX ! )
. Y

Peg Tibbett

Tom Soniieman
County Highway Dept. Fountain Ul
3325 W. Durango Pu 0. Box li
Phoendx, 42 85009 Fountain }Hil]

Building Reportis

FAESSAGE

ised format for building reports. Your inguiry

¥uclosed is a copy of our re

about the figurcs on the o]d style report triggered a counplete up-to-date
research of the nuwber and types of buildings in Fountain Hills...and this
revised information was used to start out 1980.

Hope this will be helpful teo you and if you have any questions, please call.
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BILLS COMMETTER OF ARCHITECTURE, ING,

F.Q. Box 12781, 16838 E, Pualiszdny Boulovard
Fountain Hhlls, Arizona 85268
{C02) 837-8660

Date: ,February 15, 1980

Distribution

Trico of Arizona
=] s
Fountain ILills L'Uldmw Repert for January, 1980 y "? wT i
; s o :5 <
= DIE e <D
‘ BUILT OR UNDER CONSTRUC TION: . - e
T L S
‘ Prior to Jan. _ Jan, Cumulativess
Single Family Residential Units 983 9 987
. "N
Multinle Family Residenticl Bldgs. 44 ¢ 144
Mnltiple Family Residential Units. 570 0 576
Cemmercial Buildings 62 g 6z

o

al Units st ‘ 0 181

,
Total Comrierc

Industrial Ruildings 3 w w S
;,' -~ T .

Church Bt Buildings - 3 ' 0 3

School Buildings

Scheol Buildings 1 0 L&

Total Residential Units
Total Residential Buildings .

Totzel Buildings-All Classes

G orge Anderson
Joann Kobii

Arxthur Hewitf

Carol Beyer )
Chamber of Commearce

¥red Allgower
Alan Cruikshank
Metro Fixr
JWilliam B. Fisher
Fred Barnes :
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Coordination Response
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Sites Located: None
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PEE
EAASTRICT
Hfaricopa Counfy
BOARD of DIREC Tf)HS
3335 West Durango Sireet ® Phoenix. Arizona 85009 Hawiey Atkinson, KX ENA
: Teiephone (602) 262-1501 George L. Campbell
S . B Tom Freestone .
2»)’ D, Mtathews Fred keory, JrsChiairman
”()\w,\,,) ARXGLRK Chief Engineer and General Monzger Ed Pastor
. ; r
rol®
Gl
= 23
I3 - > s Cj
MEMO TO R. C. Esterbrooks, County Engineer = - =
o : . ; : & =T
ATTN: Bill Horne, Engineering Supervisor = O
FROM: David R. Johnson, Chief Hydrologist = 55
DATE: January 15, 1980 =
SUBJECT: Improvement of Shea Boulevard from the East Line of
Section 30, T3N, RGE to State Route 87
¥e have reviewed the proposed improvement of Shea Boulevard as you
reguested. This project doc not conflict with any ﬂvj<*ihq ﬂr propased
Fiood Control Distirict projects. The project area i9 crossed by severai
very well defined washes; none of which has been delineated e1Lher by
Maricopa County or through the National Flcod Insurance Progr“ . He
agree that a hydrology study should be made to evaluate fthe adequacy of
both the existing culverts and their extension to accommocate the new
rGadway widtnw
897
/ﬁ%ﬁﬁ “¢/Wvﬁﬂ
David R. Johnaon
DJ/GSB/DET
v
- ool o b2 )
2 {
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3325 West Durango Strect
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

(502) 262-3611

<

November 30, 1979 .

Traffic Feasibility Study

Project RS~362(6)-406 PE, Shea Boulevard,
East Line of Section 30, T3N, ROE

To Beeline Highway (S.R. 87)

This road is on an important recreational route. It is the only route to
State Reoute 87 that is available to serve the Horth PH“°W1:/Scottsdale
area., On sumner weekends the average daily trvaffic (ADT) volume is pres=
ently 38,500 veHi*l@s per day (1879). Thus the peak hour recrea L)onal
volume is approaching the capzcity of one lane of traffic. In addition,
much of the t:afijc involves pulling beat or camping trailers. The

slowness of these wvehicles on the hill sections makes passing difficu
i.e., a slow vehicle lane is desirable. Also, this xoute is lccated through
scenic desert countryside, creating anotherx disparity in vehicle speeds,

e

i.e., betwveen slower siczhtseeing traffic and high speed through lialiic,

he conclusion that two lanes of traff i1 each
3 -~

the safe and efficient bandling of ex's ng

ro

) R. C. ESTERBROOKS, P.E.
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
AND COUNLV ENGINEER

gﬁf./ % ¥ & ?/il./ &24_/

é}ée Dorbin,

Assistant PounLv Engineer
Traffic

TH:imh

rd
. L////
~1- ' Wy D" SLIDO

F.H, LAYHROP, P,
CLFHYY COUNTY MHGINEER

. C, ESYERDROOKS, P.E,
COUNTY t'nGiuea

1
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October 17, 1979
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Mr. Bill Horn - I 23
tizvicopa Lounty Hiohway Department B e
3325 . Durango - e
Phoenix, AZ 65009 . 9 o

gear Mr. Horn:

The following information is submitted in response o I
tetephone request for teaffic volume informalion on Shea Boulevard

from Pima Road te the Beeline Highway.

Location | 1978 1985 2000
Pimz Road to 105th Street 6, UlU 13,050 18,700
108th Stxget to Beeline Highway 2,400 12,000 17,000

In addition, the per cent of heavy truck traffic on Shea Boulevard
will be appro: 1ﬂatc1 6 percent.

[T

IT we can be of any further assistance to you, feel free to call
our office.

N

Sinceraiy,

-SRI -

M. Jd. NEBLETT
Transportation Planner

th

N
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AVolunla iry Associalion of Local CGovernments in Marico opa County
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MARIC IAASSOUINTIONSC. GOVERNMENT®
i 2y . {-‘ o 1733 WEST JACKSON STRELT
1 = 1 B 4 PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007
Iransportation & Planning Olfice U, ABEON:
P
SG XD
Februvary 13; 1980 =L .
2 — TEE
: i  ee €3
— n X
10: R.C. ESTERBROOKS, P.E. — b
Lirector of Pub]sc Works : —
ATTN: [ A
Harry R. Keller, P.E. o g«
Assistant County Engineer B
vartcopa County Highway Department
3325 UGS” Durango Street
Phoenix, AZ 85008
- FRO: BRYAN D. PATTCRSON .
Seniov Transportation Planner
SUBJECT: Pro:e t R3-362 (6) 406-Shea Boulevard from East Line of Section
39 1 S.R, &7
b FET AR FT AR ERTE T AT LRSS RS SE S
In vesponse to vour February 6, 1980 v equest for commznis on the Shea Boule-
varda project, I have reviewed the project descripticn and

proiect tc be consistent with the Ha
1665-1284 Transportation

the year 2000

toe

PRl

ia

- sueabegies

ricope
Imerovement Program.
woy wiil provide a level of service substantially better
based on the projected 17,000 A.D.T.

nave feund the
Government's FY
The four lane aiviced high-
than "¢" through
in 2000.

Association of

The recenlly compietad Nonattainment Area Plan for Total Suspendea Perticu-

fdust) for the Maricopa County Urban Planning
paving of unpaved reoads and road shoulders as gne of the
foe controliing dust po??ution

Area identifies the
moet & ~F(\r\+~\

«aory
LIRS

Theretere, the stabilized

<houicers to be provided on the new voadway contiribute to the implemeinta-

] ¥ion of the air guality plan.

he Mericop
this p*ﬂ}cct} however
commant on all major road cons
assistance, do not hesitate to call.

th

pa Association of Governments does not require any pcrmxt for
, we do appreciate the opportunity to review and
truction projects.-

IT we can be o7f Turther

7 £
g"‘_ (AN D’mt‘r\

BRY/j{ D. PATTERSON

~

3 o
wJ. (ij \j(g [T

572 Al nlary Assocition of Local Covernments in Mdmcopa Counly <
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Division of anuonmcntol Health Services
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BRUCE BALBITT, Governor : \grn ; g e
SUZANNE DANDOY. M.[7., M.P.H., Director Februa ry 22 1980
{ -3 ¥

.grg:(ayﬁz

Harry R. Keller, P.E.
Assistant County Engineer
laricopa County Highway Dept.
3325 W. Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Dear Mr. Keller,

The Bureau of Water Quality Control staff have received
project AS-362(6)-406 concerning the widening of Shea
Boulevard. The ADT projection (1985: 12,000, 2000: 17,000)
appearing in your February 6 letter appear inordinately high.
According to Mr. Thomas E. Sonneman, these were proicciians
maue by HAS in their October 17, 1270 1ottor sased on a cul-
puter model. Mr. Sonneman admitted that the existing data
for the outskirts of Scottsdale is very sketcny. The varia-
bility of the estimates is therefore very high. Rising
energy costs could significantly alter these estimates.

Consequently, the Bureau's position is that more conser-
vative ADT prOJec+10n5 must be used for assessing the need
of the Shea Boulevard project. Please call us for any clari-

fication of our position.

Sincerely, Ji/

- 4/ y
Wlose Poloon
MARC BENNETT

MB/sb

N
/

| X
= T« O ' w.O. fSé?ﬂé?éD

.ate Health Building 1740 West Adams Street Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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February 28, 1980
€
Mr. Harry R, Keller, P.E.
Assistant County Englneer
Marvicopa County Highway Department
3325 W, Burango Sireet
Phoenix, Arizona 850090
Dear Mr. Keller:
Ra: PROJECT RS-362(6)--406 PF SHEA ROULLVARD; EAST LIKE OF SECTION 30
(L3N, R6LE) TO RBEELINE HIGHWAY (S.R. 87) MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZORA
Thank you for your letter of February 6, 19280, afiording the City of
Scottsdale an opportunity to comment on the above referenced road im-
nrovement project. Basically, from an environmental impact point of view
there are two areas that concerm: us.
As you know, this project is near the Sco?;vdale nillside distiyict which
has strict controls on the level of environmental impact made by develop- .
ment. In order to be compatible with Lha fururP dcv:]oPm nt quality in
is area, we would suggest that in places of existing cuts the new two
lanes be located on each side of existing two lanes from the cuf sc that
in general the alignment will be designed to reduce the height and length
of cut and fill slopes, and that slope rounding and terracing be used to
reduce the visual abruptness and erosion of the cut and f£ill slopes.
4lso with the only access to the construction site going through Scotisdale,

we would like an opportunity to review the construction traffic rcuting

within the coyrpcrate limits. This
gestion on certain roads and could
If you wish to discuss these items

WCM: ee
ce: L. Dueker
R. Williamson

L. Bussard

[
&

3939 CIVIC CENTER PLAZA SCOTTSHALL,

is important in that we have tra

ecommend a routing to minimize the

ffic

Con=
impaehs

further, please don't hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

SV

William C. Mead

Al

Privaie Developnent Engineering
Managerx
-«
85? 51,
v, D w
B
ARIZONA 85251 B BFHONE {602) 994-252]



horiculture and Horticultuie
A B5007 e {602) 255-4373

£¢ (02
February 28, 1980
Harry R, Keller P.E.
Assistant County Engineer
Maricepa County Highway Department
3325 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Az. 85009 RE: Project RS5-362 {6} 406 PE
Shea Boulevard; Last lLine of Section 30,
(T3F, RSE) to Beeline Highway (S.R. 87)
Maricopa County, Arizona
' o
Dear Mr. Keller: = o
. . ) . . ) 1y 2 -
The following protected Native Plants were inventoried on the above = :Z 3
project: - T
" " o ==
53 1-3 foot _ : T2 &
54 3-6 foot _ . ;; = =
. @D -

’ 127 6-10 foot
40 additional plants-unmarketable

1243 Barrels
147 Hedgchaogs
66 QOcotiilos

113 Pincushion

Please make arrangement with this Comm:<510n or the Parks Depertment to

sa]vage these plants. -

Because of the washes and vridges 720 of these plants are inaccessible,
but as construction progresses there is a possibility that most of these
can be salvaged.

Thank you for ycur assistance in this matter.

Cord1a13y yours
' N
w 1 st J
A Cow“‘ryn\n /,»’/
D}Vgs,on Divrector ' L

AC:bj - ' % et



BRUCE BABRITY, Governor
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Vs " : February 29, 1980

Mr. Harry R. KReller

Assistant County Engineer

Maricopa County Highway Department
3325 West Durango Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Re: Project RS-362(6)-406 PE
Shea Blvd.; East line of
Section 30 (T.3N., R.6E.)
to Beeline Highway (S.R.87)
Maricopa County, Arizona

Dear Mr. Keller:

— - .

STihe st eona-Galle dnd Yish-peparTmnent nas reviewed the ahbove-
referenced project and, in the long term, we do not anticipate: -
that significent adverse impacts on the wildlife resource will
occur,

The Department realizes, however, that significant detri-
mental impacts will result, in the short term, from project
construction and associated activities. The majority of these
impacts will involve the direct loss of wildlife habitat ( in-
cluding the native vegetation ) along the proposed right-of-way,
and the extirpation or dislocation of numerous small mammals,
birds and herptiles ( both game and nongame species ) resident
to the area. Hcowever, as previously stated, these impacts are
not considered to be significantly adverse when compared to the
total available population of these species in the surrounding
area.

Regarding State-listed threatened or unique wildlife species
that may occur in the project area, two reptiles could be
encountered -- the Desert Tortoise ( Gopherus agassizi ) and the
Gila Monster ( Heloderma suspectum ). Both of these species are
classified as Group 111 —-- species or subspecies whose status
in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the foreseeable future. If

o
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Mr. Harry R. Keller -2 - February 29, 1880

encountered, the Department requests that all reasonable mea-
sures be taken to avoid killing or injuring a specimen. This
may involve coaxing or the physical removal of the individual
from the activity area to a nearby location secure from possible
injury. Your full cooperation in this endeavor would be
appreciated.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and offer comments
on this proposed project.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Jantzen, Dixector

(///ii;ZéZXZfi\\ é;’(/" vé%;““”///
Robert K. Weaver

Habitat Evaluation Ccordinator
Planning and Evaluation Branch

RKW: dd

cc: Levi Packard, Supervisor, Flagstaff Regional Office
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3325 West Durango Strect
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

| ———

(602) 262-3611

February 29, 1980

Bureasu of Water Quality Control
Planning Section

State ilealth Puilding

1740 West Adams Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Attention Mr. Marc Bennett
Gentlemen:

Re: .Project RS-362(6)-406 PE Shea Boulevard; East Line of Section 30
(T3N, ROE) to Beeline Highway (S.R. 87) Maricopa County, Arizona

Thank you for ygur lzteer of February 22, 1680, Ve bad asked £ar and
expected your comments concerning the impact o£ the project on water
quality and we would like to repeat that request.

Your disagreement with the ADT figures from MAG does not assist us in

any substantive way. If you would like to use different ADT's than those
supplied and will discuss the water quality on that basis, we would
" appreciate your input.

Very truly yours,

F. H. LATHROP, P.E.
ACTING COUNTY ENGINELER

V4 - ey /
2"{'107»//? /2/1:" C(c l/
Harry R4 Keller, P.E.
Assistant County Engineer
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3325 West Durango Sticet
Phocnix, Arizona 85009

(602) 262-3611

March 7, 1980

City oi Scottsdale
3939 Civic Center Plaza
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

Attention Mr. Wiliiam C. Mead
Gentlenzn:

Re: PROJECT RS-362(6)-406 PE SHEA BOULEVARD; EAST LINE OF SECTION 30
(T3N, R6E) TC BEELINE HIGIWAY (S.R. 87) MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA

Thank you for your letter of Februaxry 28, 1980 with your comments on the
referenced project.

We will mot be able to incorporate your suggestion to minimize cuts and
fills by providirng four lanes of traffic with no median divider, for the
reason we are too far committed to the original design we have been
pursuing for Shea Boulevard, i.e., four lanes with a 16-foot earth median,
However, we will be glad to work with you at the appropriate time, concern-
ing construction traffic routing within the corporate limits,

- Contact Mr. Bill Horne at 262-3611 1f you have any questions,

Very truly yours,

R. C. ESTERBROOKS, P.E,
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
AND COUNTY ERGINEER
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Harry R{/Kellcr, 3 28 LA ‘ .
Assistant County Engineer
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Nt 1688 WEST ADAMS ¢ PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 ¢ (602} 255-4373

Harry R. Keller, P.E.

Assistant County Engineer
Maricopa County Highway Depertment
3325 W. Durango Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85009

RE: Project RS-362(6)-406 PE Shea Boulevard; East Line of

Section 30 (T3N, RGE) to Beeline Highway (S.R. 87)
Maricopa County, Arizona

Dear Mr. Kelier:

In response to your letter regarding the above referenced
project,the Arizona Native Plant lLaw requires this Commission
be given a sixty-day notice prior to the removal or destructiop.
of protected native plants on State land. The law also re- 2

quires a thirty-day notice of intent to remove or destroy ?ﬁ =
these planis on Federal or private land. . :
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Upon receiving notification-of your intent to clear land,
Commission emplovees will inventory the native plants on the

project site. They will then arrange for sa]vage of any
marketable plants.

ALHN0D §4)21UVH

Any additional advance notice beyond the time limits set by
law, will be greatly appreciated.
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R“ﬂi Count‘ﬁﬁgn,
Division Director
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

HIGHWAYS DiVISION :

BRUCE RAEBITT 206 South Seventcenth Avenue  Phoenix, Arizona 85007
Governor

OSCAR T, LYON, JR., P.E.
-Assistant Director
and Stato Engineer

wWiLL!AM A. ORDWAY
Director

May 30, 1980

Mr. Don E. McDaniel, Jr.

Maricopa County Planning Department
111 S. Third Avenue, Rcom 300
Maricopa County

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Traffic Noise from Shea
Boulevard relating to
Project RS-362- 406

Dear Mr. McDaniel:

By ey et el s T plisg o
i
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v l{'! Ve Hiu ln'.a:‘,
Program Ha nual Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 3, this office has put together
and is forwarding to you, as the ]ocan official, the following information
concerning project RS-362(6) - 406PE con Shea Boulevard near Fountein Hills:

a) Approximate generalized future noise levels at varicus distances
from the highway improvement.

') Information that may be useful to you to protect future land develop-
ment from becoming incompatible with anticipated highway noise levels.

c) The FHWA policy regarding land use development or changes.

a) By projected future traffic increases on Shea Boulevard we have been able
to predict "approximate generalized future noise levels. .." for the
year 2000.

Tables I and II give predicted noise levels due to Shea Boulevard traffic
for the year 2000. Table I shows the predicted levels using a 45 mph
speed Timit and Table Il indicates the levels that can be expected with

a bb mph speed Timit.
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Mr. Don E. HMcDariel, Jr. -2 . May 30, 1980

TABLE I
Distance from ‘ Decibel levels
Centerline of roadway (feet) . (dBA Leq)
100" ’ ! 70
150° 69
200" 67
300! 66
400 ’ 64
TABLE 11
Distance from Decibel levels
Centerline of roadway (feet) (dBA Leq)
100" | " 72
150" 71
200" 69
300" = 68
4001 ‘ 56

A1l of the decibel levels given in Tables I and II are maximun levels that
can be expected at the distances shown. They were calculated using the
follewing assumptions.

1) The roadway is at the same elevation as the receptor.
2) There are no barriers between the roadway and the receptor.
3) A1l of the traffic is moving at the indicated speed limit.

4) Traffic distributions and volumes were: 23,800 ADT, 8-1/2% pea!
heur volumes, with a distribution of JO% auLos, 9% madnum trueks
and 1% heavy duty diesel trucks. -

b) The Federal Highway Administration has dovc]opcd design noise levels
relating to iypes of land use (see attachment page 12). For instance,
a commercial area is-allowed a higher noise level than a residential
arca. Therefore, the use of a commercial arca between the roadway and
a residential arca scems to be desirable. Also any natural or man-made
barriers between the roadway and any receptor are good noise attenuation
devices. The most effective barriers are solid walls that totally
obscure the sight of the noise emitting traffic from the receptor.
Finally, distance is always a good attenuator of traffic noisc as can
be scen in section (a). ' .

c) The FHWA policy concerning land use development or changes is best
described on page 19, paragraph (2) of the attachment.



Mr. Don E. McDaniel, Jr. -3~ May 30, 1980

IT you have any questions on any of the above information, pleasc call
‘Romy Robeniol of this office at (602) 261-7767. -

Very truly yours,

OSCAR T. LYOH, JR., P:E.
State Engincer '

dé)'m?wg & ’de/\&,

JAMES E. DORRE, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
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