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Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee
Report to the Pima County Board of Supervisors

Introduction and Background

In 1998, the Pima County Board of Supervisors initiated comprehensive land
planning efforts “with the goal of combining short-term actions to protect and
enhance the natural environment and long-range planning to ensure that our
natural and urban environments not only coexist but develop an
interdependent relationship, where one enhances the other.”* Born out of
these efforts was the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP), afar-
reaching initiative that will address natural and cultural resource protection for
several decadesinto the future. The SDCP contains six elements. They are®:

1) Ranch Conservation;

2) Cultural Resources Element;

3) Mountain Parks Element;

4) Riparian Protection Management and Restoration Element;
5) Habitat Protection Element; and

6) Corridors Protection Element

In addition to the elements described above, the SDCP also envisions
development of a Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) in order
for Pima County to seek and recelve an Endangered Species Act (ESA)
Section 10 permit.

In 1999, as part of its decision to pursue an ESA Section 10 permit, the Pima
County Board of Supervisors appointed members of the community
representing diverse viewpoints to serve on a* Steering Committee.” When
established, the stated purpose of the Steering Committee was to provide
“advice to the Board [of Supervisors] about which reserve design alternative
the County should prefer in making application for a multi-species habitat
conservation plan to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.”® The
Steering Committee’ s mandate was reaffirmed in October 2001 when the
Pima County Board of Supervisors directed the Steering Committee to

“ continue formulating alternatives for the Section 10 permit.”*

Purpose of this Steering Committee Report

Consistent with its charter, this document reports the Steering Committee’'s
recommendations on issues related to Pima County’ s ESA Section 10 permit

! Pima County, Preliminary Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, September 2000, p. 3

2 Pima County, Preliminary Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, September 2000, p. 4

3 Pima County, Preliminary Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, September 2000, p. 4

* Memo from Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry, October 9, 2001 and Transcript of October
9, 2001 Pima County Board of Supervisors Meeting



application and the associated MSHCP. With afew exceptions, it does not
address the issues associated with the other elements of the SDCP.

Given that this report focuses primarily on the Steering Committee’s
recommendation and the relevant background information, more detailed
supplementary materials are included as appendices.

Steering Committee Background

As mentioned previoudly, the Steering Committee was appointed by the Pima
County Board of Supervisorsin 1999. It initialy consisted of 89 members
representing various stakeholder interests. There are individuals representing
environmental groups, real estate development and housing interests, the
business community, ranchers, neighborhood associations and mining
interests. There are aso a number of Steering Committee members that
consider themselves unaligned with any stakeholder group.

In February 2002, the Pima County Board of Supervisor adjusted the Steering
Committee membership removing those members that had not indicated a
desire to continue participation as well as designating organizations that
should have permanent representation on the Steering Committee®,°.

Since itsinception in 1999, the work of the Steering Committee can be
grouped into three distinct phases. The first phase commenced in May 1999
with a series of educational sessions that were intended to provide the Steering
Committee with baseline knowledge about the SDCP and its component
elements. Twelve educational sessions were held on amost a monthly basis
until June 2000.

After an approximate 11 month hiatus, the Steering Committee began its next
phase in which it devel oped the organizational structure and operating
procedures under which it would operate. 1n May 2001, the Steering
Committee was reconvened by Pima County Administrator Chuck
Huckelberry. At this meeting, Mr. Huckelberry indicated that the Steering
Committee had the discretion to develop its own organizationa framework to
fulfill its mandate to the Pima County Board of Supervisors. At this meeting,
Mr. Huckelberry aso made available to the Steering Committee the
facilitation services of the Strategic Issues Management Group, Inc.

During this phase, the Steering Committee on its own initiative received a
briefing from the Arizona Attorney General’s Office on compliance with the
Arizona Open Meeting Law, conducted a workshop on decision-making led
by aprofessional facilitator and as a result, devel oped detailed Operating

® See Appendix A for acurrent roster of Steering Committee members
® See Appendix A for the listing of organizations designated by the Pima County Board of Supervisors
having permanent representation on the Steering Committee



Guidelines under which it operated (attached as Appendix C.) While having
to be amended several times as circumstances dictated, these guidelines are
important as they were the first significant decisions the Steering Committee
made and provided the framework that enabled it to productively engage the
more difficult issues that would come later.

The next and final phase of the Steering Committee’ s work resulted in the
recommendations contained in this report. After hearing from among others,
scientific experts, economists, the Fish and Wildlife Service, Pima County, the
public and affected stakeholders, the Steering Committee devel oped the
substantive recommendations on the issues associated with Pima County’s
Section 10 Permit application and the MSHCP contained in this report.



Steering Committee Recommendations

In the course of developing specific recommendations, the Steering
Committee was guided by the key assumptions listed below. These
assumptions were developed by the Steering Committee after hearing the
various views of the stakeholder interests. They represent areas of genera
agreement among the Steering Committee.

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.
Xiii.

Xiv.

The near-term goal for the Steering Committee is to recommend an
aternative for Pima County’s MSHCP.

The Steering Committee recognizes that all development must
comply with the Endangered Species Act where applicable.

The MSHCP should protect both the covered species and habitat.
The MSHCP should reflect a balance among the science-based
conservation of natural resources, economics, and qudlity of life
issues such as affordable housing, recreation, cultural resources,
historic preservation and production agriculture.

The Section 10 permit application should cover al relevant County
projects and permits, and other willing entities within Pima
County.

The Steering Committee recognizes that land use and development
patterns will be different from those in the past.

The Steering Committee recognizes that water availability will be
acriticd factor in limiting development and growth.

The regional economic impacts (costs and benefits) of the MSHCP
need to be analyzed consistent with the National Environmental
Policy Act and the Endangered Species Act and other relevant
statutes.

The regional economic impact (costs and benefits) for the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan needs to be analyzed.

M SHCP development and implementation should have broad
participation from the public, the affected stakeholders and
relevant government entities.

The Section 10 Permit application should have sufficient acreage
for mitigation to permit both development and conservation.

Costs of the SDCP should be fairly distributed.

Funding for new MSHCP land acquisition should be shared fairly
between the public and private sectors. Not more than 50% of
MSHCP funding should come from affected private landowners.
Not less than 50% of MSHCP funding should come from publicly
—funded sources.

V oter-approved funding should be considered for the acquisition of
lands and other rights within the Conservation Lands System.



xv. The SDCP should use voluntary incentives to the largest extent
possible in both planning decisions and in the implementation of
the CLS.

xvi. Under current law, Pima County has no authority to “(p)revent,
restrict or otherwise regulate the use or occupation of land or
improvements for railroad, mining, metallurgical, grazing or
genera agricultural purposes, if the tract concerned is five or more
contiguous commercial acres.” (ARS 11-830)

xvii. The National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and their
information should be integrated into the design, implementation
and continuing biological monitoring efforts throughout the life of
the Section 10 permit. The Steering Committee further
recommends that Pima County pursue a cooperative agreement
with the NRCS.

Specific Steering Committee Recommendations

Scope of the Section 10 Permit Application

The Steering Committee considered a number of issues associated with the
scope of the Section 10 permit application. These issues related to the
duration of the Section 10 permit, what entities and projects would be covered
under the permit and what species would be covered by the MSHCP.

Plan Duration

The Steering Committee recommends that Pima County apply for a permit
for aduration of 20-50 years. The decision on the specific duration of the
permit should be made after other details of the application are completed.

Coverage of the Section 10 permit application

The Steering Committee recommends that the Section 10 permit
application cover al relevant County projects and permits, and other
willing entities within the County.



Speciesto be covered

The Steering Committee recommends the adoption of the ecosystem
approach that has resulted in a Conservation Lands System map that
protects the habitat of 55 priority vulnerable species.

In addition, the Steering Committee recommends that the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the MSHCP clearly describe and anayze five
alternatives:

1) The 55 priority vulnerable species and the conservation measures
enacted for their protection;

2) The 9 listed species plus those that would be adequately addressed
by the conservation measures enacted for the species,

3) A combination between the 8 and 55 species,

4) The species within the 55 that are currently listed as threatened and
endangered or are candidates or proposed for listing; and

5) The no action alternative as required by law.

The Steering Committee further recommends that this analysis should
include an economic analysis of all five aternatives and other important
topics that would include, but not be limited to, reserve requirements and
regulatory requirements

| mplementation of the MSHCP

The Steering Committee spent a great deal of time dealing with issues relating
to the implementation of the Section 10 permit and MSHCP. In U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service vernacular, these are known as measures to minimize and
mitigate impacts.

Essential Elements of the M ultiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
The Steering Committee believes that there are severa essential elements
to the success of the MSHCP that should be included in the program to
ensure a balance between urbanization and conservation of natural
resources. These elements are also necessary to ensure that the program
meets the Endangered Species Act legally and practicably; to ensure
funding; and ensure that permitted activities will improve the conservation
status of these species. The elements that the Steering Committee believe
essential include:

Measurable conservation goals and objectives,

Conservation lands;

Consolidated land use regulations;

Protective management and monitoring of conservation lands;
Assured funding; and

Periodic independent review of documents and implementation.



Building the Conservation Lands System

The Conservation Lands System approach, adopted by the Steering
Committee on February 1, 2003, should be used to guide implementation
of the following MSHCP components:

: Acquisition areas, including new land acquisitions and other
similar protections such as purchases of development rights;
Re-dedicated, existing protected lands,

Regulated areas, including set-aside and mitigation areas, and
Mitigation banks.

The amount and location of land ultimately included in each of these
components should reflect MSHCP goals and objectives.

Habitat Protection Prioritiesfor Pima County’s Section 10 HCP
Permit

Land should be protected and managed for the MSHCP through direct
purchase, conservation easements, and other mechanisms. The County
should adopt, subject to the takings analysis that will be necessary for
MSHCP approva and permitting, the following set of biologically-based
goals and criteria as applied to the Conservation Land System by The
Nature Conservancy and Arizona Open Land Trust. Application of these
goals and criteria results in the identification of the most important lands
to protect first, provides guidance on the sequencing of land protection
efforts, and can be a method for prioritizing that is easily incorporated into
an adaptive conservation management program. Figure 1 attached
provides an illustrative example of these priorities.

A. Conservation Goals:

1. Maximize the benefit of existing protected areas by increasing
their size.

2. Emphasize protection of the rarest habitat types or “ special
elements’ as per STAT.

3. Maintain a network of connected protected lands where native
habitat and natural corridors remain.

4. Systematically evaluate lands throughout eastern Pima County so
that priorities are identified in al of the County’ s biologically
important areas.

B. Sdection Criteria:

1. Landsidentified in the most biologically important Conservation
Land System categories of Biological Core, Important Riparian
and Recovery Management Areas.

2. Private lands equal to or greater than 10 acres in size in vacant or
agricultural status.

3. State Trust lands within the priority Conservation Land System
categories of Biological Core, Important Riparian and Recovery



Management Areas emphasizing lands €ligible for conservation
under the Arizona Preserve Initiative.

State Lands as a Component of the MSHCP

The Steering Committee recommends that the Pima County Board of
Supervisors give full support to a constitutional amendment that would
provide the opportunity to conserve biologically important state trust lands
in perpetuity.

Benchmarksto Measur e the | mplementation of the MSHCP

The Steering Committee recognizes that the successful implementation of
the Plan over an extended period requires the inclusion of reasonable
benchmarks. The Steering Committee recommends that benchmarks to
monitor the plan’s implementation be identified. The benchmarks would
be defined primarily in terms of acresto be conserved. There would be
special emphasis on the benchmark(s) to be reached in the first five years.

Protective Management and Monitoring of Conservation Lands

The Steering Committee believes that protective management and
monitoring are necessary to carry out MSHCP goals and objectives, and to
ensure long-term maintenance of biological resource values as mandated
by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. The Steering Committee
recommends that a protective management and monitoring plan be
prepared and approved by al participating agencies, with specifics of the
plan included as conditions of the take permit and assurances. The
following are important components of the protective management and
monitoring plan:

Methods to identify non-profit stewardship organizations,
Measures to minimize the harmful edge effects of development in
and adjacent to the Conservation Lands System;

Measures to conserve covered species populations and habitats;
and

Measures to identify necessary management adjustments.

The monitoring provisions of this section should be implemented so as to
result in deliverables that facilitate other reviews as recommended by the
Steering Committee.

Conservation Incentives

The Steering Committee recommends that a variety of incentives be
considered to encourage private property participation in the
implementation of the MSHCP. Financia incentives should be utilized
that acknowledge private property values. For example, one of these
incentives is the purchase of development rights from willing sellers,
resulting in conservation easements. Accordingly, the Steering Committee



recommends that land valuation by the County and tax rates by the state
should be reduced on lands with voluntary conservation easements.

Transfer of Development Rights

The Steering Committee recommends that legislation be sought to permit
the Transfer of Development Rights in unincorporated areas. This
legidation should also permit transfer of development rights across
jurisdictional boundaries.

Conservation Easements

The Steering Committee supports legidation with clear and smple
guidelines that gives incentives to property owners who want to use
Conservation Easements to protect or preserve their properties. These
incentives could include reductions in their property taxes. Any law
should be consistent with the federal tax guidelines for Conservation
Easements.

The Steering Committee further recommends that the Board of
Supervisors work with the County Assessor to provide areduction in the
assessed value of properties with conservation easements, thus creating a
tax incentive to property owners to grant conservation easements without
adding value from any perceived benefit from conservation.

This incentive would be achieved by subtracting the assessed value of the
conservation easement from the assessor’ s full-cash value. Thus, for
example, if the full-cash value of the property is $300,000 and the
conservation easement is appraised at $150,000, the value of the property
with the conservation easement is $150,000 for Pima County Assessor
taxation purposes.

Mitigation Banks

The Steering Committee believes that mitigation banks should provide one
aternative of several for participating MSHCP agencies to accomplish a
number of program goals. The County should act to establish mitigation
banks as part of the MSHCP to build the Conservation Lands System, ease
and improve the efficiency of mitigation for development impacts, reduce
the burden of searching for suitable mitigation lands on private land
owners and others, and direct mitigation towards high conservation value
lands. Sufficient land should be acquired as mitigation banks prior to, or
concurrent with devel opment.

The Steering Committee recommends that mitigation banks contribute
additional land to the Conservation Lands System when participating
MSHCP agencies or others purchase high conservation value properties
inside the Conservation Lands System. The Mitigation Banks should
subsequently sell credits from these properties to private land owners,
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agency departments or other M SHCP participants with mitigation
obligations.

The various Conservation Lands System approaches should guide
mitigation bank acquisition priorities.

Mitigation Ratios

The Steering Committee recommends that the types of mitigation--
acquisition of existing habitat, protection of existing habitat through
conservation easements, restoration or enhancement of disturbed habitat,
creation of new habitat in some situations --- be considered in the
development of the multi-species habitat conservation plan. These issues
are concepts and more discussion needs to take place to develop specific
recommendations.

Additionally, the Steering Committee further recommends that
prescriptive management on private land be the result of negotiations.

Private Property Rights

The Steering Committee recommends that Pima County recognize the
rights of property ownersto use their property, provided such useis
consistent with planning, zoning, and ordinances.

Components of the MSHCP should aso include, to the maximum extent
practicable, measures to minimize expense and to streamline decision
making for property owners generally. This should include assurances
that an individua property owner may construct one single family
dwelling on their property. If the property owner is prohibited from
constructing a single family dwelling, the property owner shall be
compensated by one of the following mechanisms:

Outright acquisition;

Transfer of development rights;
Purchase of development rights;
Trade or exchange of property; and
Acquisition through condemnation

The Steering Committee recognizes the possibility that there may be
instances in which the implementation of the MSHCP compels the County
to restrict the use of private land within the CLS, even if the recommended
reassurances are included in the Plan. Therefore, the Steering Committee
recommends that Board of Supervisors include provisionsin the MSHCP
to the effect that:

When the County purchases from willing sellers, they will do so at
fair market value, in good faith and unaffected by land use

11



restrictions that may be created following the date this
recommendation is adopted by the Steering Committee.

To the extent the County may need to restrict the existing uses of
lands and that the owners are not willing to agree to the
restriction(s) and are not willing to sell, the County shall have the
option to offer a Transfer of Development Rights, which shall be
the preferred option. When Transfer of Development Rights is not
feasible or is unacceptable to the landowner, the County shall also
have the option to condemn such properties by the power of
eminent domain, which option triggers the constitutional rights of
the landowner(s). (The referencesto ‘existing’ and ‘ current’
zoning and other land use restrictions and legislation are intended
to mean those that are in place at the time of the Steering
Committee’ s adoption of this recommendation.)

Plan Funding

The Steering Committee spent a considerable amount of time discussing
methods to fund the implementation of the Section 10 permit and the
MSHCP. The Fish and Wildlife Service conveyed to the Steering
Committee that secure funding is necessary prior to plan approval.

Distribution of Costs

The Steering Committee recommends that the costs of the
implementation of the Section 10 permit and the MSHCP be fairly
distributed among the community. Funding for new MSHCP land
acquisition should be shared fairly between the public and private
sectors. Not more than 50% of M SHCP funding should come from
affected private landowners. Not less than 50% of MSHCP
funding should come from publicly —-funded sources.

Funding Priorities
The Steering Committee recommends that Pima County use public
funds for conservation efforts in areas with high biological vaue.

Assured MSHCP Funding

Consistent with Fish and Wildlife Service policy, the Steering
Committee believesit is critical that assured MSHCP funding be in
place throughout the life of the program notwithstanding varying
political climates so that the program’s goals and objectives can be
implemented.

Purpose for the assured funding

The Steering Committee recommends that assured funding be
provided to carry out the following components of the MSHCP:

12



New land acquisitions and other similar protections to build
the Conservation Lands System;

Creation of mitigation banks,

Protective management and monitoring of the Conservation
Lands System,

Contingency funding for private property compensation for
takings pursuant to U.S. or Arizona constitutions;
Contingency funding for changed and unforeseen
circumstances,

Periodic independent review; and

Administration

Segregated Fund

The Steering Committee recommends that the County establish a
segregated fund from the following sources to be used solely for
the acquisition and management of habitat and the purchase of
development rights within the Conservation Land System. The
Committee also recommends that the County establish acitizen’'s
oversight and review committee to oversee management of this
fund.

Voter-approved funding

The Steering Committee recommends that voter approved funding
be considered for the acquisition of lands and other rights within
the Conservation Lands System. One of the funding mechanisms
that should be considered is a voter-approved bond. The Steering
Committee specificaly requests that the Board of Supervisors
authorize a bond election for 2003.

The Open Space Acquisition Review Committee (a citizen's group
appointed by Pima County) recommended a 2003 bond in the
amount of $250 million. The Steering Committee recommends that
the November 2003 bond should be at least $250 million to
support funding of the MSHCP. Bonding should be sufficient in
Size to provide a significant portion of the total funding of the
County’ s Section 10 permit.

The Steering Committee recommends that the County place the
highest priority on acquisition and protection of lands necessary to
achieve the goals of the MSHCP over the duration of the permit.

The Steering Committee understands and acknowledges that in
order to implement the MSHCP, public support will be needed to
gain a successful vote for an open space bond measure and the
County will need to acquire lands to attain the goals of the broader

13



Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. This includes but is not limited
to lands included in the 1997 open space bond that are yet to be
acquired. The County should acquire as many 1997 open space
bond parcels as feasible to implement the goals of the MSHCP, as
soon as possible. The Steering Committee also recommends that
the County pursue means to protect lands within the CLS not
identified in the habitat protection priorities.

Heritage Fund

The Steering Committee recommends that Pima County request
that the legidature abide by the will of the voters when
establishing the Heritage Fund in 1990 (A.R.S. §5-22), and
maintain the Heritage Fund as dedicated funding for the purposes
for which it was established.

Arizona Preserve I nitiative

The Steering Committee recommends that Pima County encourage
legidatorsto assist Pima County in working with the State Land
Department so that the Arizona Preserve Initiative can fund
conservation effortsin thisregion. It isfiscaly beneficial for Pima
County to maximize use of the Arizona Preserve Initiative program
since State funds from Growing Smarter can pay one-haf of the
acquisition costs.

Public Lotteries

The Steering Committee recommends that legidlation be sought to
establish County-by-county |otteries, the proceeds for which will
be spent in the County in which the tickets are sold. Fifty percent
of it will go to fund Arizona Preserve Initiative projectsin the
respective County. Other revenues generated by these games
would go for the purchase of development rights.

Sales Tax

The Steering Committee recommends that Pima County explore
the feasibility of presenting to the voters a sales tax proposal as
non-regressive as possible consistent with law. Thisincrease
should be placed in the segregated fund described above and be
used to obtain lands for the MSHCP.

General Fund Line-Item

The Steering Committee recommends that the County expand the
$2.25 million designated open space budget line-item as the
County budget permits.

14



Flood prone Land Acquisition Program

Flood prone lands are purchased with money from two sources; (1)
genera obligation bonds designated especiadlly for this purpose;
and (2) aflood control line-item that is part of the existing County
property tax formula.

The Steering Committee recommends that the County authorize a
general obligation bond for flood prone land acquisition and
accelerate and expand the flood control budget line-item as
economic conditions allow.

Impact Fees

The Steering Committee recommends that statutory authority be
pursued at the State level so that counties may impose open space
impact fees.

Mitigation Fees

The Steering Committee recommends that the County implement
an equitable mitigation fee program. As an dternative, a*“ property
owner responsibility program” should be implemented, whereby
property owners can be given the option to mitigate independently
of the County fee program.

Federal Grants

The Steering Committee recommends that Pima County
aggressively pursue federal funding from federal sources such as:
The Land and Water Conservation Fund
Fish and Wildlife Service Challenge Grants
Applicable Farm Bill funding
Other Federal programs

Direct Congressional Appropriations

The Steering Committee also recommends that Pima County
encourage our Congressional Representatives continue pursuing
Federa line-item appropriations.

Adaptive M anagement

In order for a Section 10 permit application to be approved by the Fish and
Wildlife Service; it must contain an Adaptive Management component.
Adaptive Management is a mechanism that alows the Fish and Wildlife
Service to work with the applicant [Pima County] to reach mutual
agreement upon changes in the mitigation strategies within the [MS|HCP

15



area, if new information about the covered speciesindicatesthisis
needed.’

The Steering Committee recommends the inclusion of a strong adaptive
management program.

Pre-approval and Periodic Independent Review of Compliance and
Progress

Independent review of the MSHCP is critical to ensure sound science,
legal compliance, program transparency, public trust and to improve the
likelihood that program goals and objectives will be fully achieved.
Independent review of the M SHCP document should be conducted prior to
program approval. The MSHCP implementation should also be reviewed
independently over the life of the program. Both levels of independent
review should be conditions of the take permit and related assurances.
Periodic independent review of the MSHCP implementation should occur
at yearsthree (3) and six (6), with subsequent reviews at intervals not to
exceed five (5) years. The review committee should include citizens and
individuals with professional qualifications or experience to address
results generated by the adaptive management and monitoring program.

Public Availability of Annual Monitoring Reports

An annual report prepared by the County summarizing progress on
implementation and compliance with the terms of the MSHCP should be
made available for public review.

Consolidated and Improved Land Use Regulations
The Steering Committee recommends that land use regulations be an
important tool for minimizing and mitigating the impacts to MSHCP
biological resources and should apply to all development permitting
activities. These regulations should support MSHCP goals and objectives
and be crafted as conditions of the take permit and related assurances.
They should include:
- Site anadyses,

Avoidance of the rarest resources,

Mitigation for impacts; and

Protective management and monitoring.

In addition, these regulations should smplify, consolidate, and improve
existing regulations, as well as provide various compliance options to
improve regulatory flexibility in support of MSHCP goals and objectives.

The regulations should aso include, to the maximum extent practicable,
measures to minimize expense and to streamline decision making for

" U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Habitat Conservation Plans, Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act,
February 2002
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property owners generally, with assurances that an individua property
owner may construct one single-family dwelling.

The Steering Committee further recommends that draft regulations be
provided for public review as part of adraft MSHCP package.

The monitoring provision of this section should be implemented so as to
result in deliverables that facilitate the other reviews recommended by the
Steering Committee.

Recreation
After receiving a presentation from the Recreational Technical Advisory
Team (RECTAT), the Steering Committee recommends the following:

That decision makers consider natural resource based outdoor
recreation as they develop the Section 10 permit application and
the SDCP,

That the benefits of the SDCP and the Section 10 permit
application related to the natural resource based outdoor recreation
be identified when the plan is presented for public review;

That a comprehensive study be conducted by the appropriate land
management agency and jurisdiction to document the scope and
distribution of natural resource based outdoor recreation in eastern
Pima County and identify trends and projected future demand for
natural resource based outdoor recreation in Pima County;

That recreation interests be included in the development and
implementation of adaptive management plans.

Mining I ssues

The Steering Committee recommends that in seeking to acquire State
Land, Pima County should consult mineral potential data, and explore
alternatives to acquiring State Land with high mineral potential if
conservation goals can be accomplished by acquiring an alternative parcel.

The Steering Committee further recommends that Pima County, in
conjunction with the appropriate industry concerns, should review
potential source areas for sand, gravel and aggregate, and come to some
agreement on which areas can be mined for these materials, consistent
with the conservation goals of the MSHCP.

17



Conclusion

It is an understatement to say that the process for arriving at these
recommendations has been difficult. There were divergent viewpoints on the
Steering Committee on many of the issues that needed reconciliation. This
was a collaborative process in which many compromises were made. No one
party is either completely satisfied or completely dissatisfied with the fina
product. However, the Steering Committee attempted to reach consensus on
all issues, and where that did not occur, they relied on a voting procedure that
required a super-mgjority of two-thirds plus one to move forward with issues
of substance.

Moreover, Steering Committee members voluntarily gave up many of their
valuable weekends and evenings to fulfill their responsibilities to the Board of
Supervisors and the citizens of Pima County.

In the face of these challenges, the Steering Committee persevered for almost
four years to arrive at the recommendations contained in this report. While
the Steering Committee always recognized that its role was strictly advisory
with the final decision-making authority remaining with elected office
holders, it is hoped and expected that given the members persona
commitment, the Board of Supervisors will meaningfully consider these
recommendations as it moves forward with submitting an ESA Section 10
permit application.

6/13/2003
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Current Membership of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee

1. VACANT, Sonoran Desert Museum — Vacancy created by Nancy Laney
2. Ken Abrahams, Pres/Foothills Resort Property Ltd

3. NealeAllen, Mountain view Homeowners Association

4. Bill Arnold

5. Peter Aronoff, AF Sterling

6. Charles Award, Southern Lago del Oro Community

7. Ellen Barnes, Landowner

8. Dan Beckel, Andrada Property Owners Association

9. Robyn Benson, Lou Benson Construction Co.

10. Lou Benson, Lou Benson Construction Co.

11. Larry Berlin, Attorney/Private Property

12. Tim Blowers, Developer/Landowner

13. John Bordenave, Enchanted Hills Neighborhood Association

14. Carolyn Campbell, Coalition for the Sonoran Desert Protection Plan
15. Joe Cesare, Hotel/Property Owner

16. Sue Chilton, Chilton Ranch

17. Sue Clark, Pima Trails Association

18. Ernest Cohen, Neighborhood Coalition of Greater Tucson

19. Hector Conde, Oro Valley Coadlition

20. Cindy Coping, AvraValley/Silverbell Conservation Alliance

21. Vicki Cox Golder, Real Estate/Golder Ranch

22. William Crosby, Environmental & Cultural Conservation Organization
23. Carl Davis, Silverbell Mountain Alliance

24. Mary Darling

25. Carol Duffner, NW Coalition for Responsible Devel opment

26. Jonathan DuHamel, President, Tucson Chapter of People for the USA!

27. Ken Fleshman, GVCCC, Inc.



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

55.

Heather Fox, Serrita Mining and Ranching

Richard Genser, Real Estate

Gay Lynn Goetzke, Property Rights

David Goldstein, Real Estate Developer

Bruce Gungle, Tucson Mountain Association

Trevor Hare, Sky Island Alliance

Richard Harris, McGee Ranch, Sierrita Mountain Coalition
Lynn Harris, Sierrita Mining and Ranching

Gayle Hartmann, Buffers

Deborah Hecht, Tucson Mountains Association

David Hogan, Southwest Center for Biological Diversity
Gerald Juliani, Pure Water Coalition

Patricia King, Anvil Ranch

Rob Kulakofsky, Center for Wildlife Connections

Alan Lurie, Southern Arizona Home Builders Association

Teresita Majewski, Chair, Tucson-Pima Historical Commission

Dr. Rob Marshall, The Nature Conservancy
Mitchell McClaran, Ph.D., UA Range Management
Andrew McGibbon, Altar Valley Alliance

Micaela McGibbon, Altar Valley Alliance
Christine McVie, Desert Watch

Doug McVie, Landowner

John Menke, Saguaro Forest Associates

Mary Miller, Elkhorn Ranch

Chris Monson, Rocking K Devel opment

Joe Murray, NW Coalition for Responsible Development
Jenny Neely, Defenders of Wildlife

Luther Propst, Sonoran Institute



56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Patricia Richardson, Tucson Association of Realtors

Barbara Rose, North Tucson Mountains Resource Conservation Project
Chris Sheafe, C. Sheafe Company

Victoria Sikora, Neighborhood Coalition of Greater Tucson
Quinn Simpson, Center for Environmental Ethics

Lisa Stage, Women for Sustainable Technologies

Lucy Vitale, Line by Line Editoria Services

Frances Werner

Michael Winn, Ecological Restoration/Management Associates
Carl Winters, Winters & Association

Nancy Young Wright, Buffers

Nancy Zierenberg, Wildlife Damage Review

Michael Zimet



Organizations with Permanent Membership on the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee

The Center for Biological Diversity
Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection
Defenders of Wildlife

Green Valley Coordinating Council
Pima Trails Association

Sky Idand Alliance

Sonoran Desert Museum

Sonoran Institute

Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association
Southern Arizona Leadership Council

The Nature Conservancy

Tucson Association of Realtors

Tucson Chamber of Commerce

Pima Property Rights Association

The Avra Valey/Silverbell Conservation Alliance
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sahioa

Southem Arizona Home
Builders Association

2840 N, Country Club
Tucson, AZ 85716
Phone: (520) 795-5114
Fax: (520) 326-8665
Web: www.sahba.org

Executive Vice President
Alan Lurie

2003 Executive Officers

President
Carole Pawlak
The Genesce Company

15t Vice President
John Shorbe, St.
Canoa Development, Inc.

20 Vice President
Chris Kemmerly
Kemmerly Homes, Inc.

Secretary
Martha Wright
Southwest Gas Corporation

Treasurer
Chuck Myers
Compass Bank

2002 Past President
Robert Storic
ContraVest Properties, Inc.

MEMULK

MNATIOHAL Aanirnllom
U T L thoie

Minerity Report
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
Steering Commitiec Recommendations:

SAHBA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Steering Committee
Recommendations.

Steering Committze Composition and Productivity:

The Steering Comumittee was supposed to represent all of Greater Tucson’s
citizens, but there were no Native American or Hispanic members; and no
one who could adequately address the shortage of available affordable
housing and the anticipated worsening situation if the MSHCP was passed.

The duties of the Committee were not appreciated. No one, or very few
outside Pima Courty, understood that the Committee would be dogged with a
four-year effort where no decisions were made until the last two or three
months. Those decisions were the final votes of the Committee after endless
meetings where information was requested, but requests vetoed by the
County.

The process intentionally drove business people away from the Committee
and added environmentalists — a desirable result for the people representing
the non-business, environmental position. As a result, when the Committee
took the votes, there was an overwhelming majority supporting a 55 species-
based conservation land system plan.

The Science

The science was as troubling. [ recall listening to the initial science meeting
at the UMC Auditorium where the “pink” map was first made public. The
speakers said that the land identified as necessary for the SDCP was a best
situation wish list for the Plan — a Utopia —~ something that would certainly be
tailored down to rnore usable figures as the process continued. That modera-
tion never took place. My requests to get a copy of the data, assumptions, the
model, and results that created the plan were never granted. The process that
they announced as science could not be independently verified because the
data were not madz public. If it was “best available science,” why was the
data not made available?



55 vs. 9 Species
The selection of 55 species for the MSHCP of the SDCP was a bad choice for

the following reasons:

1. Several species have never been known to inhabit Pima County

2. The topic of how many more species may soon be added to the
threatened or endangered species list in Pima County was emphatically
thought to be zero by USFWS representatives. Why then, would we
add 46 additional species to the MSHCP for federalization and all of
the additional land use restrictions, survey requirements, etc. that
accompany such action? The consequence of having more species
than necessary in the MSHCP is that decision made at Plan
developmant will last for the duration of the MSHCP. Our
information base will increase during the 20 to 50 year life of the plan.
We might wish to change policies, but we will be unable to do so.

Social consequence of the MSHCP

Dan Eckstrom (District 2) made an important point to the Board of Super-
visors when they started to discuss the Habitat protection plans available to
the County. Supervisor Eckstrom asked the Board to consider a “People
Protection Plan” to keep the County’s most valuable resource-- its people—
healthy and safe. Mr. Eckstrom evidently saw the potential for our citizens to
fall behind in the competition for available resources. Unfortunately, the lack
of follow up on this important concern will make the American dream of
home ownership even more difficult 1o realize. Arizona is second to last in
home ownership in the US and getting worse. The social ramifications of the
SDCP plan have heen quietly overlooked.

The SDCP Cost
When people asked me what I thought of a SDCP, I would tell them that until
I knew the answer to several questions, I could not reply. The information
that was necessary to know and understand before being able to cogently
respond to the inguiry were:

e How much would the plan cost?

e Who would pay for the indebtedness?

e When would the payments be made and what would trigger them?

After more than five years of asking those questions, I am no closer to having
an answer. Pima County signed a contract with the Morrison Institute 10 do



an economic analysis of the SDCP. PhD. Rob Melnick, head of the evaluation
tearm, was forced 1o “fire” Pima County as a client because Pima County
would not answer questions necessary to complete a meaningful analysis.
Melnick also complained that he could not find a document entitled, “The
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.”

Mr. Chuck Huckelberry, Pima County Administrator, considered doing an
evaluation using County staff instead of an outside resource. He finally hired
ESI Corp., a Phoenix economics firm, and SWCA Environmental Consultants,
Inc., of Tucson.

But instead of measuring the cost of the SDCP, he decided to measure the cost
of the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. This, at best, was a mis-

direction strategy: the MSHCP is only a small part of the cost of the SDCP yet
it could cost up to two billion dollars. We still are in a situation where the

community does not know if it can afford to take on the entire SDCP, as
envisioned.

We must know thz answer to these questions before we can engage in the
plan. To do otherwise is unconscionable.

Submitted by, .
A‘..ULLJ'—-

Alan Lurie, Executive Vice President
June 10, 2003



Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan

Business Community
Landowner
Private Property Rights
Recommendations
Submitted by David Goldstein
October 2, 2002



Key Concepts

SDCP acknowledges existing rights of
landowners of currently zoned or platted lands,
or lands covered by a Development or Specific
Plan during this transition period until this land is
developed

Allows development to proceed under current
entitlements, “grandfathers” existing zoning,
plats, and recorded Development Plans and
Specific Plans

Provides necessary mitigation acreage

Compensates landowners for lost or reduced
value

October 2, 2002



Key Concepts

e Complete economic analysis of the regional
iImpact of SDCP, and of HCP as required by
ESA

o Participation in Regional HCP is voluntary.
Landowners may opt to negotiate directly with
USFW

« Small and low-impact projects are expedited

* Primary funding will be determined by a
community vote of approval for a conservation
sales tax or bond issue

October 2, 2002



October 2, 2002

Key Concepts

Minimizes inflation on land prices by keeping
balance between amount and type of land in market
circulation for development

Guarantees sufficient acreage in mitigation banks to
allow both development and conservation

Plan proceeds based upon habitat conservation
specifically for Species that are listed as Threatened
or Endangered by the USFW

Includes incentives for voluntary conservation
initiatives
Peer review by a scientific organization with

qualifications comparable to the National Academy
of Science



October 2, 2002

Areas of Consensus

Rights of individuals with current zoned, platted land, or
land covered by a Development Plan or Specific Plan

Protection of species and habitat

Future land use and development patterns will be
different than past

We are in transition period until existing zoned land that
IS currently “in the pipeline” is developed

To date the focus has been on biology / science.
Current focus is on balance between the biology /
science, economic impact (mitigation cost and
affordablllty) and social considerations

An Economic Impact Analysis Report must be completed

All development will comply with Endangered Species
Act, where applicable



Quantitative Considerations

« Amount of habitat acreage to preserve
e Mitigation Ratios

e Site Disturbance Ratios

 Land valuation methods

e Land acquisition funding methods
 Number of species to cover

October 2, 2002



Compensation

e Clear, equitable, enforceable policy, granting
compensation to landowners for loss or
reduction in property value or use which results,
directly or indirectly, from conservation land use
restrictions placed on currently zoned, platted, or
Development or Specific Planned property

* Develop non-litigious method for equitable

appraisal, which finally resolves all issues of
value

October 2, 2002 7



Existing Zoning

 Recognize existing zoning, recorded plats,
and Development or Specific Plans.
Acknowledge the rights of landowners to
develop and use their lands Iin accordance
with that zoning, recorded plats and
Development or Specific Plans

— “Nothing in this guideline shall alter, modify,
decrease or limit existing land uses, zoning,
permitted activities, or management of lands
within the Conservation Land System.”

October 2, 2002



Economic Analysis

« Complete a comprehensive economic analysis of the
Impacts of the SDCP

e Economic impact analysis should include acquisition
Costs, impact on property tax base, impact on
developable land and affordability of housing, various
density assumptions, scenarios regarding release of
State lands, additional costs or delays in construction of
road & other infrastructure, impact on key industries,
estimates on maintenance costs, recognition of market
preference and land consumption trends, etc.

 The economic analysis should meet the ESA/NEPA
requirements for a regional habitat conservation plan to
obtain a Section 10 permit

October 2, 2002



Mitigation Banks

 Recognizing the likelihood of values
appreciating over time, it would be most
cost effective for the County to expedite
acquisition of sufficient mitigation bank
lands in each Geographic Service Area to
allow development to continue while
meeting conservation goals

October 2, 2002 10



Land Supply & Demand /
Affordabllity

A reduction in land available for housing will increase
housing costs and negatively impact economic
development and industrial growth

Adequate land to meet future population growth, at a use
pattern consistent with consumer preference, needs to
be specifically identified in order to assure future
affordability, new housing investing, and protection of the
area’s attractiveness to employers

There should be a zero net effect on land available for
development that will support densities and allow for
growth

Future planning decisions should support development
and provide incentives in recognized growth areas

October 2, 2002 11



Who Pays?

 There are numerous stakeholders and partners
In regional conservation. The primary funding
source for buying and conserving habitat should
be based upon a community vote approving a
conservation sales tax or bond issue

« Balanced regional conservation should be
supplemented by participation from public
jurisdictions and the private sector including
Federal, State, County, City & Towns, residents,
visitors, taxpayers and landowners

October 2, 2002 12



Government / Public Share

e PUBLIC

— Re-designate existing public lands to guarantee permanent
conservation status

— Adopt management plans which protect species and habitat

— Trade lands with other public entities to accomplish
conservation and development goals

— Collaborate with Indian Tribes and integrate Indian Lands

— Pass bond to purchase conservation lands or conservation
easements

— Maintain conservation lands, enforce conservation
easements

— Manage mitigation banks
— Access grant funding opportunities

October 2, 2002 13



Citizens / Individuals Share

 CITIZENS — provide for participation In
sharing cost of acquisition and
maintenance of conservation lands.
Provide for multi-use benefits on
conserved land where compatible, I.e.
trails, education, etc.

— Voter approved open space / conservation

pond
Property tax increments, sales tax

Permit and user fees

October 2, 2002

14



Landowner Share

« LANDOWNER - ensure that development meets
regional conservation goals; existing zonings are
“grandfathered” and will comply with ESA, when
applicable

— Purchase of Mitigation Acreage / Conservation Credit

— Earn award of Mitigation or Conservation Credit through
voluntary reduction of intensity of use in support of conservation
goals

— On-site mitigation

— Trade or exchange land to meet conservation and development
goals

— Ownership of Private Mitigation Banks for regional use to ensure
availability and competitive pricing

October 2, 2002 15



“Conservation Credits” as Currency

* Aregional standard of the value of one mitigation acre
will be established as a baseline. Subsequently, as
acreage is acquired, land will be valued against the
standard.

e Conserved Lands within mitigation banks will be
assessed a value based upon current computer habitat
modeling, field science verification, and future costs of
managing.

* A method for assuring accessibility to mitigation acreage
will be established.

* One acre of mitigation land, or its equivalent value will
equal one “CONSERVATION CREDIT”

October 2, 2002 16



Buy, Sell, Trade, Earn

* Conservation Credits for mitigation acreage may
be purchased from public or private
conservators at the time of development

* A fee in lieu of purchase of mitigation acreage
via a Conservation Credit may be paid

e Conservation credits can be earned or awarded
for voluntary set-asides as an incentive for
conservation

October 2, 2002 17



Conserved Lands

 |dentify and prioritize sensitive lands for ESA
listed Endangered or Threatened Species for
conservation acquisition

— Largest land owners, Federal, Indian Lands, State,
other Public lands
— ldentify private lands currently zoned, platted or

covered by Development Plans or Specific Plans in
sensitive areas. Compensate for lost or reduced

value

— Consider impact of ESA compliance on regional lands
designated for conservation

October 2, 2002 18



Summary

“Grandfathers” development rights on existing zoning,
plats & Plans

Completes comprehensive economic analysis of impacts
of SDCP and regional HCP

HCP Section 10 is goal, participation voluntary, small
projects exempt

Costs of SDCP are primarily funded by a conservation
sales tax or bond and supplemented by stakeholders

Net zero effect, balance between land available for
development and conserved land to prevent inflation

Sufficient acreage in mitigation banks
Based upon ESA Threatened & Endangered species
Includes strong incentives for voluntary conservation

October 2, 2002 19



1622 North Swan Road

Tucson Arizona 85712-4098

(520) 327-4218
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TUCSON ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®?, INC.
The Voice for Real Estate™ in Tucson

REALTOR®

TO: Pima County Board of Supervisors June 11, 2003

c/o David Steele, SIMG

FRROM: Bill Arnold, REALTOR®
Patty Richardson, Senior Vice President, TAR
RE: Minority Report / Tucson Association of REALTORS®

Thank you for the opportunity to further comment on the SDCP/Section 10 permit application. The
Tucson Association of REALTORS® submits the following items for consideration by the Pima County
Board of Supervisors for it's deliberation and consideration in the adoption of the SDCP and the Section

10 application.
1.) Develop and maintain an implementation schedule. Slippage should not be tolerated or rewarded.

2.) Prohibit the practice or implementation of tactics, policies or ordinances which, by design or intent,
have the effect of reducing the value of real property which is to be acquired via the SDCP. It's simply a
matter of fairness.

3.) Insure that the remaining processes related to the final adoption of the SDCP and the Section 10
application are open, community based and participatory.

4.) If, in the Board’s wisdom, the need for downzoning property is deemed appropriate, TAR strongly
encourages the Board to set up a TDR “sending” and “receiving” system as a form of compensation to the
affected property owner(s). If the downzoning is targeted to moving residential densities the matter is
relatively simple. If the downzoning is targeted to removing a specific use (i.c., the Gates Pass
commercial downzoning), we would encourage the same mechanism be employed. See attachment #1.

As such, we believe that Pima County should make the passage of appropriate TDR legislation one of it's
top priorities during the 2004 legislative session.

5.) TAR believes it appropriate for the Board to institutionalize the assurances made by the County
Administrator in his 4/5/2002 memo to Michael Zimet (see attachment #2) in the SDCP. These
assurances will go a long way to calm the fears of many property owners and would be an excellent
demonstration of the Board's good faith in this process.

6.) TAR believes it appropriate for the Board to adopt a *small property owner exemption.? In one of our
many meetings, Dr. Paul Fromer was asked what his opinion was on the subject. Dr. Fromer indicated
that there are zoning categories, in place, which have the effect of being self mitigating (those categories
being SR and lower densities). Small property owner exemptions exist in most, if not all, other Section 10
permits which have been issued by USFWS.

7.) TAR believes it appropriate to state that a goal of the SDCP should NOT be to create a system which
is so costly, burdensome or restrictive as to cause, as an intended or unintended consequence, the
development community to relocate their business to Pima's contiguous counties. Any plan which
accomplishes this is self defeating. Stopping sprawl, leapfrog, disjointed or uncoordinated development is
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Pima County Board of Supervisors
TAR Minority Report

June 11, 2003

Page 2

one of the many SDCP goals which can only be accomplished through balancing regulation and creating a
system which rewards the location of development in our urbanized valley.

8.) TAR concurs with all of the recommendations made by ESI Corporation in their May, 2003 Economic
Analysis.

9.) TAR supports the inclusion of an appropriate *Safe Harbor* policy. See attachment #3. This document
was one of the handouts provided to the Steering Committee by Pima County.

TAR has approached this process in good faith, expecting that property owners would be treated fairly in
the processing and implementation of the final form SDCP and processing the Section 10 permit. We
respectfully request that the Board proceed in the same fashion.

Please consider TAR a partner in this process. We are available to participate in additional SDCP and
Section 10 related processes and look forward to the ultimate conclusion to our joint efforts - the granting

of a Section 10 permit to Pima County by USFWS.

While in many respects this process has been grueling, TAR appreciates the opportunity to have
participated in what we hope will become a model planning document to which other communities aspire.

Thank you.
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT AFFECTS HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

WASHINGTON (May 15, 2003) — Activities to manage growth are impacting housing
affordability in communities across the country, according to presentations at the Land Use, Property
Rights and Environmental Forum at the National Association of Realtors® Midyear Legislative Meetings
& Trade Expo. Approximately 7,000 Realtors® and guests are attending the May 13-17 meetings.

Samuel Staley, president of the Buckeye Institute, a nonprofit think-tank in Ohio, opened the
panel by referring to a study that attributed 20 to 25 percent of housing price increases in Florida and
Washington to each state’s compliance with statewide growth management laws. “One of the practical
pitfalls of conventional growth management is that a closed system often prescribes solutions inconsistent
with what consumers want.” he said. According to Staley, the key to maintaining affordability in the face
of growth management is to focus on preserving choice, getting prices right, minimizing
micromanagement and politics, and concentrating on long-range infrastructure planning.

Iohn Mcllwain, senior fellow at the Urban Land Institute, explained that the challenge is how to

manage the growth of suburban counties and towns without increasing the cost of housing. Although

reducing the supply of land traditionally increases costs, protecting the land does not reduce the supply if

“the intensity of development on the remaining lands is increased by an equal amount and transferable

development rights compensate down-zoned land owners,” he said.

Richard Voith, executive director of the Greater Philadelphia Transportation Initiative, explained
that while some critics say smart growth policies impose restrictions on the supply of land, these policies

“are unlikely to lower the prices of al! types of housing and can actually restrict the supply of land for

some uses while expanding the supply for other uses.”

-more- #051
REALTOR? is a registered collective membership mark which may be used only by
real estate professionals who are members of the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®
and subscribe to its strict Code of Ethus.
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S OFFICE

PIMA COUNTY GOVERNMENTAL CENTER
130 W. CONGRESS, TUCSON, AZ 85701-1317
(520) 740-8661 FAX (520) 740-8171

C.H.HUCKELBERRY

County Administraior

April 5, 2002

Michael Zimet, Chairman
The Vanguard Companies
4055 East River Road
Tucson, Arizona 85718

Re: Clarification of County Policy Related to the Conservation Lands System Environmental
Element of the Pima County Comprehensive Plan and Interrelationship with the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan

Dear Mr. Zimet:

As per your request, this letter is being written to clarify the position of Pima County regarding
use of the Conservation Lands System contained in the environmental element of the Pima
County Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Unfortunately, the purpose and intent of the
Conservation Lands System contained in the Environmental Element of the Comprehensive
Plan continues to be misinterpreted or not clearly understood.

This misinterpretation is clear from your and Mr. Barney Brenner's comments at the
stakeholders meeting called by Representative Marian McClure in the House of Representatives
on Monday, April 2, 2002. |indicated at that discussion that the Conservation Lands System
does not alter, modify, decrease or limit existing land uses, zoning or ‘presently permitted
activities.

Despite my repeated attempts to clarify this position, it is clear from the comments by you and
Mr. Brenner that this confusion remains. | am grateful that Supervisor Ann Day scheduled our
meeting yesterday to discuss this matter further, and to allay any fears you or
Mr. Jonathan DuHamel may have regarding the Conservation Lands System affecting existing
zoning.

As | indicated in our meeting, Arizona Revised Statutes 811-821 D.3. requires the County to
adopt an Environmental Element in our Comprehensive Plan “that contains analyses, policies
and strategies to address anticipated effect, .if any, of plan elements on . . . natural
resources.”



Michael Zimet
Clarification of County Policy Related to the Conservation Lands System Environmental

Element of the Pima County Comprehensive Plan and Interrelationship with the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan

April 5, 2002

Page 2

This requirement was fulfilled by adoption of the Conservation Lands System, which
essentially inventories and analyzes the natural environmental resources of the County and
how they may be affected by development. In fact, the guidelines relate specifically to how
land use change proposals are evaluated from a natural resources perspective. This means
how the Board of Supervisors, the legislative body of the County, evaluates requests by
private property owners to change Comprehensive Plan designations or the zoning
classifications for their property. It is perfectly reasonable to use the best available
information, in this particular case the biological findings of the Sonoran Desert Conservation
Plan, to measure how these proposals impact the natural environment of Pima County and our
biological resources.

At no time have we indicated that this biological resources classification would be used to
impair or inhibit the use of property in Pima County, provided those uses conform to the
existing zoning of the particular property and the codes of Pima County that have been
adopted and in use, in sorme cases, since 1952, when the County’s first Zoning Code was
adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

During our meeting you cited from a memorandum by former Supervisors’ Chair Raul Grijalva
with an attachment of a document related to interim guidelines produced by the Coalition for
Sonoran Desert Protection. | indicated in our meeting with Supervisor Day that these
guidelines had been interpreted by memorandums frem myself, which have been concurred
in by the County Attorney. To reiterate, the scientific findings of the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan apply only to land use change proposals that require a legislative decision
by the Board of Supervisors. Hopefully you now understand this position and will forward this
information to Mr. Brenner. To assist you in understanding the applicability of any interim
guidelines, | directed a memorandum dated June 25, 2001 to the Development Services
Director, that says,

First, the interim guideiines are exactly that. They are not ordinance, they are
notlaw. They are intended to signal the Board’s desires when measuring future
land use proposals against the goals of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.”

Furthermore, in closing that memorandum, it is stated that,

“In applying these interim guidelines to present land use proposals, they are to
apply only when a subsequent legislative act of the Board is required in order
to approve a specific land use change proposal. They are not applied to an

future land use code administration where only subsequent ministerial appmval\s/

of the Bloglr.d are required. This means that the interim guidelines do not apply
1o subdivision plats, development plans, or the i

ssuance_of building permits
where the Board has already aiven the leaislative annraval reauired far samea.”
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This should answer your questions regarding these guidelines being applied to existing zoning.
In your example used in Supervisor Day's office, an individual with 10 acres of property in the
biological core with an existing CR-1 zoning or one resident to the acre will not be required
to set aside 80 percent of their property as natural area, as might be suggested in the
guidelines. They will be able to subdivide the property, file a subdivision plat for 10 units, and
only need to comply with the County’s existing Zoning Code regarding allowable uses,
grading, and floodplain identification. In essence, the property owner is unaffected by the
guideline in your example.

Most recently our lobbyists have reported that pages of our Comprehensive Plan have been
taken out of context at the Legislature. Such is unfortunate and only perpetuates the
misinformation that we have attempted to eliminate. In fact, | have provided you with a copy
of the map indicating the biological resources of Pima County, which clearly on the reverse
side of the map indicates that the concepts are guidelines for land use change proposals.

It has been reported that our riparian designation of 95 percent conservation has been used
as an indication that the County is, in fact, substantially restricting the use of private property.
Once again this is incorrect. It is very clear that all riparian areas fall within 100-year
floodplains, which have been restricted from use since 1974, when Pima County first adopted
a Floodplain Management Ordinance. Further, as you are undoubtedly aware, the federal
government, through adoption of the Clean Water Act and subsequent amendments, has
virtually restricted the alteration of waters of the United States through the Section 404
dredge and fill permit process administered through the Corps of Engineers by the
Environmental Protection Agency. Frankly, floodprone areas and riparian areas are restricted
in alteration by federal law, and have been so restricted since 1974. National public policy
placed into law in excess of 25 years ago decided it was not very smart to build in floodplains.
The riparian conservation standard contained in the Conservation Lands System is documented
through the scientific findings of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan and simply confirms
this obvious fact. To use it as an example of County overreaching in the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan is misleading and unfortunate.

The County’s effort to implement the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan and ultimately receive
a Section 10 Permit authorized under the Endangered Species Act is designed to benefit the
entire community. The most significant beneficiaries will be those who have specific impacts
on the significant biological resources of Pima County. This simply translates into the real
estate and development community, who will by far have the largest impact on the natural
environment of Pima County in the next 20 years. Perhaps we should abandon our effort at
obtaining a holistic solution to this problem and let those who are causing the impact pay the
full cost of mitigation.
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| realize we have covered a number of issues in this letter as requested by you. However, |
believe it is important to completely understand the implications of the County pursuing a
Section 10 Permit as authorized by the Endangered Species Act when implementing the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. As | indicated to Representative McClure, the County is
perfectly willing to abandon our efforts to obtain a Section 10 Permit if there is an
unreasonable and unnecessary local liability attached to the County for attempting to resolve
a problem that is primarily a problem for the development industry. We cannot, in good
conscience, saddle our taxpayers with fiscal impacts of growth and development that would
result from enactment of House Bill 2638.

Sincerely,

Yoy 27/7%/2

C.H. Huckelberry
County Administrator

CHHjj

o The Honorable Chair and Members, Pima County Board of Supervisors
The Honorable Congressman Jim Kolbe
The Honorable Representative Marian McCiure
Jonathan DuHamel
Larry Berlin



LLAURENCE M ARC BERLIN, Esq.

4205 E. Skyline Drive
Tucson, Arizona 85718

Phone: (520) 615-0034
Pax: (520) 615-0102
e-mail: lberlinl@mindspring.com

June 11, 2003

Pima County Board of Supervisors
Tucson, Arizona

Re:  Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
Support for Motion # 5 at Steering Committee Meeting on Wed., May 21,
addressing water conservation.

To the Board:

[ offer this note in support of the motion, referenced above, that was proffered by
Steering Committee Member William “Sky” Crosby. This water policy resolution reccived
a majority of the Steering Committee’s votes but fell one vote short of reaching the super
majority needed for formal adoption -- my vote. 1 was present but engaged in
preparations for the presentation of another motion and simply missed the vote. 1 was
counted as an abstention by virtue of the fact that I did not hand in a vote card. When this
was called to my attention and [ tried to correct my error, the vote had already closed.

Clearly, this was a motion that is deserving of the Board’s attention. Hopefully, it
will be treated as if it passed. If not, at least the board should understand the
circumstances, how close it came, and that a great majority of the voting members of the
Steering Committee favored the motion.

T apologize for any inconvenience my inadvertent abstention may have caused and
hope that this note helps to put the matter on track. Thank you for your courtesy and
consideration.

Sincerely,

Laurence M. Berlin
Member, SDCP Steering Committee



Minority Report on " Landowner Rights"

by Michael Zimet, Member of the SDCP's Steering Committee

| recognize the value to the community of balancing environment concerns with
developing to accommodate our inevitable growth. However, through our four-
year process |'ve learned that present laws that presume to protect landowner rights
are, at best, insufficient, and do not afford the protection that landowners believe
accompanies their ownership of deeded land. I'm very concerned that changes in
land use restrictions that may result directly from our community's adoption of the
MSHCP, which changes are likely to enrich our community overall, may also have
the potential to unfairly diminish the value of some properties within the Plan area.
Accordingly, in order to bring appropriate balance to the MSHCP, I've attempted
to obtain agreement on language that would clarify certain landowner rights.

In consideration of my concerns, the Steering Committee at its very last meeting,
and with very little discussion, voted in favor of one of the recommendations that |
co-authored, which stated "The Steering Committee recognizes the possibility that
there may be instances in which implementation of the MSHCP compels the
county to restrict the use of private land within the CLS. Therefore, the Steering
Committee recommends that the Board of Supervisorsinclude provisionsin the
MSHCP to the effect that:

When the county purchases from willing sellers, they will do so at fair market
value, in good faith and unaffected by land use restrictions that may be created
following the date this recommendation is adopted by the Steering Committee.

To the extent the county may need to restrict the use of lands and that the
owners are not willing to agree to the restriction(s) and are not willing to sell,
the county shall have the option to offer a Transfer of Development Rights,
which shall be the preferred option when feasible. When Transfer of
Development Rightsis not feasible or is unacceptable to the landowner, the
county shall also have the option to condemn such properties by the power of
eminent domain, which option shall trigger the Constitutional Rights of the
landowner(s)."

At that same meeting, the forty-eight member Steering Committee, the majority of
which consisted of the environmental coalition, rejected another of the
recommendations that | co-authored, which stated " The Steering Committee
recommends that the Board of Supervisorsformally incorporate the following

1



reassurances into the MSHCP: County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry's
letter dated April 5, 2002 offered reassurances to the effect that it does not
intend for the MSHCP to impair or inhibit uses of land within the CL Sthat
are consistent with existing zoning and other land userestrictions. Although
new restrictions may beimposed on property ownersrequesting legidative
changesin permissible land use, no such new restrictions will be imposed on
property ownerswhose proposed uses are consistent with the county's current
land use legidation and that do not require action by the Board of
Supervisors. (Thereferencesto " existing" and " current” zoning and other
land userestrictions and legidation areintended to mean those that arein
place at the time the Steering Committee adopts thisrecommendation, if it
electsto do so.)"

The rgection of this recommendation by the Steering Committee, which was
clearly dominated by the environmental coalition, most certainly puts the
environmental community at odds with the County Administrator on this very
important issue, and puts the MSHCP out of balance and heavily weighted in favor
of the environmental community's goals and against landowner rights.

Generally speaking, landowner rights were one of the least considered aspects of
the MSHCP.

Also, for the better part of four years now, |I've listened to various experts explain
the need to protect endangered species and their plan to not only protect, but also
recover, those species. Obvioudly, the way we treat the habitat for atotal of fifty-
five endangered and threatened species, now and throughout the life of a Section
10 Permit, is at the core of the county's application for a MSHCP.

Individuals with scientific credentials have questioned the lack of appropriate *on
the ground" proof of the assumptions made by the county's science team, and |
have not yet heard what mitigation ratios are going to be included in the MSHCP.

Bringing al development which requires Pima County permitting into the Section
10 Permit was an attempt to make it less costly and onerous for alandowner to
deal with the Endangered Species Act and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It
was my impression that by recommending the fifty-five species ecosystem
approach there would be a lessor need for surveying and mitigation for endangered
species. It remains to be seen whether or not we end up with afair and balanced
MSHCP.



To the Pima County Board of Supervisors.

The Steering Committee of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan considered in our last and final
meeting the following resolution addressing water conservation:

1. Accept a Regional Water Policy that Recognizes Indian Water Rights, Federal Purposes,
Hydrologic and Environmental Realities.

2. Adopt Strategies to Achieve or Improve on the Goal of Safe Yield.

3. Adopt a Regional Long Term Recovery Plan for Riparian Systems and a Strategy for Project-
by-Project Implementation.

4. Adopt a Regional Multi-Species Conservation Plan with an Adaptive Management Plan Keyed
to Riparian Habitat Restoration Plan.

(from Pima County's "Water Resources and the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan," July 1999.)
During the meeting the Steering Committee made the following language changes (in italics):

1. Accept a Regional Water Policy that Recognizes Indian Water Rights, Federal Purposes,
Hydrologic and Environmental Science, and other Existing Rights.

2. Adopt Strategies to Achieve or Improve on the Goal of Safe Yield.

3. Adopt a Regional Long Term Recovery Plan for Riparian Systems and a Strategy for Project-
by-Project Implementation.

4. Adopt a Regional Multi-Species Conservation Plan with an Adaptive Management Plan
integrated into the Riparian Habitat Restoration Plan developed by Pima County.

This resolution was voted on, and lost by one vote, 32 out of 33. The deciding vote was an
abstention by Larry Berlin, who did not vote due to his preoccupation with his deliberations on
the next order of business before the Committee. He simply was not paying attention to the matter
before him. When he realized what had happened, he attempted to cast his yes vote which would
have passed the resolution, but was informed the vote was closed.

This all-important issue needs recognition and adoption as a central part of the recommendations
made by the Steering Committee to the Pima Coumy Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, {_./' , i /;2(
William Crosby

SDCP Steermg Com:mttee Mcmber

SO T 1TE .
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June 8, 2003

We the undersigned members of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee take this
opportunity to express dissenting opinions in the Steering Committee’s final report. We disagree with the
Steering Committee’s final recommendations as well as fundamental portions of the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan, the Steering Committee structure and the process by which the Steering Committee
reached its conclusions. We present this brief outline of the primary recommendations detailed in our
attached report:

1. The extent of the area(s) proposed for conservation of the listed or candidate species should be
determined by evaluating hard scientific data supporting a reasonable habitat area. This land area should not
be inflated beyond the minimum requirements of the Section 10 permit;

2. The MSHCP should cover only the 12 federally listed endangered, threatened or candidate species
known to occupy Pima County, and which are included among the 55 species cited in the biologically
preferred alternative;

3. Mitigation requirements should be proportionate to the supportable needs of listed species; these needs
should be determined by the scientific method as opposed to empirical or arbitrary formulas unrelated to site-
specific realities. These requirements should avoid creating unnecessary financial burdens;

4. The Board of Supervisors should uphold the assurances they previously gave to landowners,
assurances that any MSHCP land acquisitions would be purchased solely and exclusively from un-coerced
willing sellers, with no exceptions;

5. If existing June 2003 zoning is altered or land continuing in existing uses is subjected to devaluation by
compliance terms of the MSHCP, the landowners should be compensated at fair market value;

6. SDCP economic studies indicate the cost of the plan could reach billions of dollars. A far more detailed
and precise estimate of the costs of the MSHCP should be prudently evaluated and prioritized against
competing public demands. Costs should be shared fairly under a voter-approved plan. The SDCP plan
should not place disproportionate financial burdens upon rural property owners, minority groups or the
working poor. The plan should capture financial support from seasonal residents and tourists;

7. Adaptive management within the MSHCP should provide flexibility to relax regulatory burdens, monitoring
requirements and land use restrictions found to be unsupported by peer-reviewed scientific data collected
after the issuance of the permit;

8. To preserve the tax-producing role of private properties and to minimize the management and
maintenance costs of the permit, Pima County should purchase land only if previous efforts to obtain
adequate and suitable conservation easements fail,

9. In keeping with both the assurances given to ranchers and the Memorandums of Understanding signed
by the Board of Supervisors, the unique cultural, economic and open space preservation role of traditional
western ranching in Pima County should be conserved by the terms of the MSHCP;

10. Environmentally responsible extraction of the exceptional mineral wealth of Pima County should be
stimulated and facilitated to produce important materials, create wealth, provide high-paying employment
and broaden the tax base;

11. Pima County should endeavor to maintain a sufficient supply of non-subsidized affordable housing by
prudently tempering the scope and requirements of the MSHCP;

12. In keeping with the Tenth Amendment, great care should be given to ensure that the MSHCP not
transfer to unelected federal agencies or unelected committees, any land use decisions that can remain with



the elected Board of Supervisors. The MSHCP should regulate only the absolute minimum necessary to
obtain desired federal permits.

Concerns Explaining the Executive Summary:

The biological analysis was described from the beginning as a “utopian plan” for wildlife. It was
produced by a computer model based almost entirely on conjecture and hypothesis, and which never
acknowledged significant realities.

The Steering Committee’s recommendations support this admittedly unrealistic goal as a future public
policy. Cost estimates range over several orders of magnitude because specific requirements and details
were never identified. The recommendations of the Steering Committee go far beyond the reasonable
requirements for an MSHCP. As a result we believe many of the Steering Committee’s recommendations
lack substance and credibility.

We have grave concerns regarding the scientific underpinnings of the recommendations in “Priority
Vulnerable Species” and the subsequent extrapolations that led to the publication of a map that better
reflected the desire of interest groups to control land use than to provide for the needs of species.
This vast over-reaching effectively places large numbers of species on a de-facto threatened and endangered
list for decades without possibility of “de-listing” even when they have not been shown to be present in the
County and/or have not been shown to be in any danger of continued existence. It is essential to remember
that while the Endangered Species Act can place land use restrictions only on federally-managed land
occupied by identified listed species or land in critical habitat, the MSHCP potentially gives the Fish and
Wildlife Service great land use control of unoccupied habitat and private land for many unlisted species as
well.

We believe that the recommendations of the Steering Committee Report go far beyond reasonable
requirements for an MSHCP and seek to advance major land use restriction goals favored by Steering
Committee representatives through their well-organized formal associations. We further believe that
these interest groups are proposing a plan that would divert significant Pima County economic resources
away from meeting basic human needs to purchasing vast tracts of land that will no longer provide productive
employment or tax revenue, and which will permanently require maintenance funding. The ability of the
County General Fund to meet citizen needs will suffer. Even if a large bond issue is passed to fund the
MSHCP, the money for these purchases comes out of Pima County citizens’ pockets and creates no new real
wealth. It becomes part of a greatly increased and already heavy public tax burden together with lasting
expensive maintenance obligations from the County General Fund.

We recognize the importance of identifying areas where high value habitat has been preserved for wildlife
because the landowners, including the State School Trust which is a private land owner, have not exercised
their right to sell land for uses other than those that have preserved open space by default. We support
appropriate science-based prioritization of lands for the offering of incentives to continue present agricultural
use rather than to develop those lands. We are absolutely opposed to non-scientific and political prioritization
of lands as an excuse to maneuver the landowner into an untenable position by means of regulation or
impediments to exercise of his present zoning and to force him into accepting an “offer he can’t refuse.”

Artificially low valuations for purchase combined with adoption of overbearing regulatory demands are ruses
to force owners into the “willing seller” mode and avoid the moral obligation as well as the legal requirement to
advance habitat conservation with willing sellers only and to fairly compensate rural residents for conservation
easements or other limitations on the exercise of their property rights. Ranchers and others, including the
State School Trust, who have preserved open space and wildlife habitat as well as recreational opportunities
should not be forced to bear the cost of the desire of some residents to favor open space over future
dispersed residential development.

The public policy decision to lock out dispersed development conflicts with the desire of many citizens to own
a piece of land they can afford and where they can have a horse and some animals and not live cheek by jowl
with their apartment-dwelling neighbors. [The policy decision advanced by the Steering Committee
recommendations needs to be made in the clear light of day without the subterfuge of hiding behind the



manufactured “needs” of a panoply of species most of which are undoubtedly completely indifferent to the
development patterns of the County. There is significant evidence that dispersed development at the “rural
homestead” density of one house approximately every five acres is not a problem for cactus ferruginous
pygmy owls or for virtually any other listed species. Many valued wildlife species including quail, doves,
hummingbirds, many other birds, deer, javelina and rabbits actually benefit from the additional forage and
water often supplied by semi-rural residences.]

We recognize that some species do benefit from larger unbroken expanses of open space and consequently
favor the offering of conservation easements or sale or transfer of development rights to encourage owners of
high value wildlife habitat to continue in family ranching and simultaneously preserve the cultural and
biological resources they have maintained.

We recommend that the Section 10 permit cover only those species within the list of 55 species of the
biologically preferred alternative that are federally listed as threatened or endangered, or are
candidates for such listing. Under the biologically preferred alternative, a property owner would be required
to mitigate for potential habitat of up to 55 species, whereas now, and under a permit covering just federally
listed species, a particular property owner may be required to mitigate for just two or three species that could
reasonably be considered to be affected by his construction plans.

We have diligently attended the sessions at which scientific information was presented and have reviewed the
“Priority Vulnerable Species” materials which have been made available. Based on substantial consideration,
we have raised concerns regarding the basis for calculating the extent of habitat sought for species
protection. We remember, and herein cite, the observations of the primary scientific peer reviewer, Reed
Noss, who stated that the vast area identified as “needed for the species” was a “biologist’s ideal wish list
without any hard scientific data to support its extent”. We note that County biologists postulated habitat
requirements of 5,320 acres per bat for just one of the listed species, the Lesser long-nosed bat. Allowing
such acreage for just the 130,000 bats in one cave in western Pima County would require setting aside an
area ten times the size of the State of Arizona.

We cannot, therefore, support the Steering Committee’s willingness to subject the County and County
landowners to a 20-50 year permit giving the force of federal law to as-yet-unknown land utilization
restrictions that will not be relaxed even if scientific evidence builds to indicate that the species are neither
endangered nor in need of the “protections” that humans have prematurely decided they “need.” While the
concept of “Adaptive Management” was frequently mentioned as a guiding principle of the MSHCP, we are
concerned that adaptation operates in only one direction: to increase restrictions rather than to reduce them.
We recommend strongly that the County insist that provisions for adaptive management also include a
feasible process for removing restrictions found to be scientifically unsupportable and for removing species
from “protection” when they are delisted.

We have placed reliance upon the positions clearly and forthrightly taken by the Supervisors and the
County Administrator that the economic value and production value of rural eastern Pima County lands will
not be taken by regulation, down-zoning or “down-planning.” It is not possible to “Keep ranchers ranching”
while depriving them of the ability to operate and confiscating through new zoning, planning and/or ordinance
requirements the collateral value of their private rural homestead land.

We believe the repeated assurances that the County has given, recognizes the contribution of agriculture and
mining to its economic stability, and understands that the burden of compliance with Endangered Species Act
requirements through a Section 10 permit and MSHCP should not be disproportionately borne by the
residents of the County who have continued to preserve open space and wildlife habitat while contributing to
the cultural and economic wealth of the County.

We wish to point out that the recommendations of the Steering Committee were not the product of
consensus between the rural landowners whose property has been identified as part of the
Conservation Land System and the representatives of other interest groups, but were rather the result
of the great numerical superiority of the latter from the initial formation of the committee. Votes on
substantive issues were 66%-plus-one with all but a few of the non-owners of the lands forming the
Conservation Land System voting consistently to advance their interests at the expense of the few



representatives of the people whose lands were to be affected. Our repeated efforts to seek adoption of the
assurances we have been given on property rights and economic uses were routinely rebuffed.

The statement in the Majority Report that efforts were “always made to reach consensus” is in error. The
“majority bloc” was carefully managed. “Bloc” members voted essentially as a unit from the beginning of the
process; bloc members were included in the “drafting group” emails and their schedules were taken into
consideration in establishing meeting times and locations.

Only the details and wording of the majority report were ever in doubt; the majority agenda was clear from the
initiation of the process to its aggressive termination at the end of May 2003. Spokespersons from the
Coalition representing the views of the Center for Biodiversity and the Defenders of Wildlife attacked western
cattle ranching in Pima County at public meetings and in Coalition publications and used every opportunity to
prevent the inclusion of any of the perspectives of the ranching community, the university representative or
the property rights advocates in the final Steering Committee recommendations. Members of the “majority
bloc” insulted, belittled and yelled at those not in agreement with their positions.

The Steering Committee structure was flawed from the beginning. The selection of appointees unfairly
gave power to interests that would not be financially burdened by the Plan. The former gave no mercy to the
latter.

We strongly object to egregious procedural failures: the unequal treatment of Steering Committee
members by the facilitator who denigrated the contributions and legitimate concerns of various members, who
overtly advanced the motions made by the self-appointed drafting group, and who permitted the drafting
group to operate as a de facto alternative Steering Committee. Neither the “drafting group” process nor the
group’s membership was ever voted on by the steering committee. Many Steering Committee members were
excluded from participation and effectively marginalized. Motions presented by the “drafting group” were
allowed to supercede motions offered by non-drafting group members, were allowed great latitude in their
redesign while under discussion, and were rushed to a vote after minimal opportunity for cursory review by
those not in the “inner circle.” Substantive motions were passed by 2/3 vote of those present, not 2/3 of the
total Steering Committee membership. Steering committee meeting times and locations, especially toward the
end, were set to create ease of participation for some groups and consistent obstacles for others.

We note with concern that the motion proffered by Professor Mitch McClaran to simply clarify that the
Steering Committee had not discussed or voted on any specific land use regulations for land within the
Conservation Land System was defeated. The dominant interest groups on the Steering Committee insisted
on retaining an ambiguity which could lead the Supervisors to believe that allowing the imposition of extensive
new land regulations in the MSHCP would be acceptable.

We are greatly concerned that the entire underlying premise of the MSHCP and the recommendations
of the major interest groups on the Steering Committee effectively co-opt the real power and purpose
of the County Board of Supervisors by transferring zoning and land use power from the Supervisors
to bureaucrats in an unelected Agency. We elect our Supervisors to deal with County issues, not to
federalize control of Pima County through adoption of an MSHCP.

We are opposed to the substitution of a Board of Biologists and environmental police (unelected and
unresponsive to the public) for the Board of Supervisors. We believe that the over-broad long-term MSHCP
parameters recommended by the Steering Committee would essentially support the creation of an entitlement
program that ensures numerous dubious beneficiaries priority over human needs for decades to come. We
believe that citizens should be alert to the fact that even one species can be used to stop the building of a
needed school, the widening or improvement of roads, or the construction of other badly needed public and
private facilities.

We request that the Supervisors take the following specific public policy positions and ask that the Board
recognize that these are the positions of the rural landowners and of many urban-dwelling citizens who value
the unique western heritage of southern Arizona and who regard the rights of property owners as a foundation
of this Nation. We ask that the Board of Supervisors adhere to these principles during negotiations with the
Fish and Wildlife Service for the development of the MSHCP.



Recommendations:
As an alternative to the package of recommendations offered by the Steering Committee, we recommend the
following:

Regarding Agriculture,

Pima County recognizes the cultural and historic value of its ranching and farming heritage. Pima
County recognizes that it has no authority to prevent, restrict or otherwise regulate agricultural activities. Pima
County will also not agree to restrictions or regulations written into the MSHCP that would not be legal if
enacted by the Board of Supervisors.

The MSHCP must have no effect on agricultural activities except by voluntary agreements entered
into by the landowner and/or lessee of the land as part of their free choice to participate in a mitigation
program with persons needing federally-required “mitigation” to develop lands in Pima County.

Pima County recognizes and supports the unique, legislatively-established mission of the Santa Rita
Experimental Range. The County recognizes that the important function of the SRER as an agricultural
research site for the University of Arizona must not be compromised in any way by its inclusion as part of the
Conservation Land System. The County recognizes that onerous additional monitoring requirements on an
already-intensively-managed research site could imperil the legislated protections from development already
enjoyed by this important portion of the State School Trust Lands.

Regarding Mining,

We request that the Board of Supervisors recognize and memorialize in the MSHCP the exceptional
importance of Pima County as one of the Nation’s leading suppliers of high-value mineral products. We
strongly believe that the environmentally sensitive extraction of this exceptional gift of mineral resources is of
great importance to the creation of real wealth in the County. Pima County’s mineral resources must be
appropriately and diligently extracted from mineralized sites and placed into circulation in the economy to
create high-wage employment and tax resources to fund County needs.

In seeking to acquire State land for mitigation, we strongly request that Pima County consult mineral
potential maps and avoid acquiring areas favorable for mineral production.

Regarding Property Rights,

The County recognizes the absolute right for a property owner to utilize his property, provided such
use is consistent with existing June 2003 zoning and health/safety ordinances and laws. We recommend that
the Constitutional protection against taking of private property without just compensation be applied strictly
and be explicitly stated in the text of any MSHCP developed by the County. Compensation must be provided
for any MSHCP-imposed on-site restrictions, such as limitations on farming and ranching activities, including
setbacks for usage on properties adjacent to governmentally-owned conservation areas, that may result from
negotiations between the County and the Fish and Wildlife Service. Compensation must be provided through
payment or other means acceptable to the property owner without threat of penalty and at current, fair market
value without influence from habitat plan restrictions or zoning restrictions imposed after the date of this
report.

We have been assured, in a letter from County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry, dated April 5, 2002,
that the County does not intend for the MSHCP to impair or inhibit land uses within the Conservation Land
System (CLS) that are consistent with the County’s current land use regulation and that do not require action
by the Board of Supervisors. We request that assurance be memorialized as part of the formal MSHCP.

The Steering Committee’s recommendation that voluntary incentives be employed “to the largest
extent possible in both planning decisions and in the implementation of the MSHCP” is an entirely
unacceptable invitation to abandon the “willing seller only” principle in every circumstance in which it is
inconvenient to pay for property rather than confiscate it through regulatory devaluation.



We recognize that future up-zoning to greater densities or to other use categories will be necessary at
times; such up-zoning would need to conform to the requirements of the MSHCP but should be based upon
the existing Board of Supervisors practices for up-zoning. The MSHCP should make it easier for builders to
work with the County to up-zone when appropriate so that the housing supply does not become critically short
of demand as it has in San Diego County where a habitat conservation plan is in place. The County’s
citizens need new housing constructed so that housing prices do not radically escalate as prices have in
California’s restricted growth areas and in areas where habitat conservation plans exist. Rapidly escalating
housing prices erase the hope of homeownership for most citizens. Expensive housing causes jobs to move
out of the region and results in a widening gap between the well-off and the renting class.

Regarding Real Costs

The promotion of open space, the limitation of housing construction, and restrictions on human use of
wildlife habitat are costly public policies that should be financed without placing disproportionate financial or
other burdens on rural property owners. Their priority should be carefully weighed against other public
needs.

We believe that the push by some interest groups in the Steering Committee to endorse an effort to
change the Arizona State Constitution and Enabling Act so that a large amount of high-value State School
Trust Land can be transferred to “conservation purposes” without remuneration to the State School Trust is
unwise and constitutes a raid on the Trust and on school funding. The supporters of this view constantly cite a
misleading average of the lease income for State Trust Land and try to obscure the fact that the lands they
have identified for confiscation from the Trust are the highest value parcels. Any such “transfer of value”
would be an enormous real cost to Arizona schools.

Claims that taking land out of production or redefining its “highest and best use” will increase the
County’s wealth should be carefully evaluated and questioned. It is most probable that wealth will be
redistributed to the upper class urban homeowner whose land values will increase and that future
homeownership and employment opportunities will be decreased for the lower income wage earner as they
have in San Diego County where an HCP was established, land use was restricted, and home purchase
prices have reportedly risen 10% per month over the last year.

The representation that more businesses will relocate to Pima County as a result of the MSHCP
seems improbable if the tax burden is increased to pay for vast land purchases, land policing and
maintenance and those same lands are taken off the tax rolls. Additional sales taxes and bonded
indebtedness are not generally motivators for in-migration of desirable industries.

Funding for the MSHCP should come from a variety of sources, reflecting the full spectrum of
interests (including national) favoring this approach to conservation of endangered species and habitat
protection.

We offer the following guidance regarding a mitigation program utilizing purchase of conservation
easements on agricultural land:

The County should advocate for the use of conservation easements purchased from willing sellers or
the use of transfers of development rights or other tools as preferential alternatives to out-right purchase of
land to meet MSHCP requirements.

The County should not be in the mitigation banking business. The County must not obtain land at a
low price and then enter unfairly into competition with private landowners by creating a county mitigation
bank. Purchase of mitigation credits should be a free market, willing seller-willing buyer arrangement without
County involvement unless the County is seeking to purchase mitigation property for its own projects. The
County should follow exactly the same procedures for mitigating its projects as are required of a private
citizen who wishes to develop his parcel.



We have significant concerns about the proposed appointment of a “Citizen’s Oversight Committee”
with un-specified powers to guide expenditures of the monies sought in the huge proposed open space bond
issue. We have been made aware that this oversight committee already exists and is composed of the very
Steering Committee members who consistently supported the most extreme recommendations for land use
control and consistently opposed the inclusion of
reasonable property rights protections.

There must be an agreed-upon method for determining conservation easement value or transfer of
development rights that recognizes full present development value of the property without any zoning
maneuvers or regulatory requirements that would effectively decrease the appraised value of the land prior to
the negotiation of the easement or transfer.

Respectfully Submitted June 9, 2003 by the following Steering Committee Members:

Susan E. Chilton
Patricia King

Lucy Vitale
Jonathan DuHamel
Cindy Coping
Heather Fox
Richard Harris
Lynn Harris

Mary Darling
Andrew McGibbon
Micaela McGibbon
Mary Miller

Alan Lurie

Avra Valley/Silverbell Conservation Alliance
Post Office Box 1066 Red Rock, Arizona 85

Pima County Board of Supervisors
Pima County Administrator Chuck Hucketberry
130 West Congress



Tucson Arizona, 85701

June 6, 2003
Ladies and Gentlemen:

Avra Valley/Silverbell Conservation Alliance is an organization of citizens who own deeded
properties and grazing leases located within the boundaries of Ironwood Forest National
Monument.

On April 22, 2002, members of the Avra Valley/Silverbell Conservation Alliance met with
representatives from United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Arizona State Land
Department (AGFD), Arizona Game and Fish Department, and United States Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) to discuss the possibility of entering into an
independent Section 10 permit under the Endangered Species Act. The proposed
agreement would have protected the Arizona State grazing leases located within the
boundaries of the Ironwood Forest National Monument by using them as mitigation for
Arizona State Highway projects.

Prior to the April 22 meeting the Arizona Game and Fish Department provided us with a list
of eight sensitive species, designated by any Federal or State agency, which have
confirmed locations within the IFNM. The list originated in the Arizona Game and Fish
Department’s Heritage Data Management System (HDMS). The list includes just one listed
Endangered Species—the Nichol's Turk Head Cactus. Although the Presidential
proclamation that established IFNM states the monument is home to two additional listed
Endangered Species, neither has a confirmed nesting location within IFNM. The
Presidential proclamation contains false statements concerning the Lesser Long Nose Bat
and the Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy Owl. Neither species has been documented nesting or
roosting in IFNM, and most of the monument area is considered by FWS experts to have
low potential for this owl’s habitat.

A comparison of the HDMS list provided by Arizona Game and Fish Department against
the list of 55 species proposed for Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan reveals four species
listed by FWS as ‘Species of Concern” which are not included in the proposed 55 SDCP
species. These four include the Sonoran Desert Tortoise, the Cave Myotis (an insect-
eating bat) and two plant

species.

At the April 22 meeting we learned that private and State lands within the boundaries of
IFNM are ineligible for either a Section 10 permit or a Safe Harbor Agreement. Since the
only listed Endangered Species in IFNM is a plant, and plants are not covered by Section
9 of ESA, no species exists within IFNM that could be cause for a Section 9 Incidental
Take Statement. Therefore, the lands contained within IFNM’s borders are ineligible for a
Section 10 permit, and no benefit could be gained from obtaining one.

Furthermore, if the private lands located within and adjacent to IFNM are covered by Pima
County’s Section 10 permit, these lands would be encumbered by as many as 34 species
treated by FWS as if each were a listed Endangered Species. Theoretical computer
models created for SDCP have led to conjectures that 34 hypothetically ‘vulnerable”
species have hypothetical potential to reside within IFNM. Hard data has not yet been
gathered to confirm or refute any of the conjectures or hypotheses constructed by the



computer models. The net effect to including the private lands, interior to IFNM, in Pima
County’s proposed Section 10 permit would be to harshly burden the private landowners
with excessive regulations, while returning nothing to justify or offset those costs.

In addition, even if 55 species are covered by the proposed Pima County Section 10
permit, it will do nothing to protect half of the listed sensitive species confirmed to occur
within IFNM.

For these reasons we, the undersigned members of Avra Valley/Silverbell Conservation
Alliance, request the private lands surrounded by the boundaries of Ironwood Forest
National Monument be excluded from Pima County’s proposed Section 10 permit.

Sincerely,

Minority Report
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
Steering Committee Recommendations:
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SAHBA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Steering Committee
Recommendations.

Steering Committee Composition and Productivity:

The Steering Committee was supposed to represent all of Greater Tucson’s citizens, but
there were no Native American or Hispanic members; and no one who could adequately
address the shortage of available affordable housing and the anticipated worsening
situation if the MSHCP was passed.

The duties of the Committee were not appreciated. No one, or very few outside Pima
County, understood that the Committee would be dogged with a four-year effort where no
decisions were made until the last two or three months. Those decisions were the final
votes of the Committee after endless meetings where information was requested, but
requests vetoed by the County.

The process intentionally drove business people away from the Committee and added
environmentalists — a desirable result for the people representing the non-business,

environmental position. As a result, when the Committee took the votes, there was an
overwhelming majority supporting a 55 species- based conservation land system plan.

The Science

The science was as troubling. | recall listening to the initial science meeting at the UMC
Auditorium where the “pink” map was first made public. The speakers said that the land
identified as necessary for the SDCP was a best situation wish list for the Plan — a Utopia
— something that would certainly be tailored down to more usable figures as the process
continued. That modera-tion never took place. My requests to get a copy of the data,
assumptions, the model, and results that created the plan were never granted. The
process that they announced as science could not be independently verified because the
data were not made public. If it was “best available science,” why was the data not made
available?

55 vs. 9 Species
The selection of 55 species for the MSHCP of the SDCP was a bad choice for the
following reasons:
1. Several species have never been known to inhabit Pima County
2. The topic of how many more species may soon be added to the threatened or
endangered species list in Pima County was emphatically thought to be zero by
USFWS representatives. Why then, would we add 46 additional species to the
MSHCP for federalization and all of the additional land use restrictions, survey
requirements, etc. that accompany such action? The consequence of having more
species than necessary in the MSHCP is that decision made at Plan development
will last for the duration of the MSHCP. Our information base will increase during
the 20 to 50 year life of the plan. We might wish to change policies, but we will be
unable to do so.
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Social consequence of the MSHCP

Dan Eckstrom (District 2) made an important point to the Board of Super-visors when they
started to discuss the Habitat protection plans available to the County. Supervisor
Eckstrom asked the Board to consider a “People Protection Plan” to keep the County’s
most valuable resource-- its people-- healthy and safe. Mr. Eckstrom evidently saw the
potential for our citizens to fall behind in the competition for available resources.
Unfortunately, the lack of follow up on this important concern will make the American
dream of home ownership even more difficult to realize. Arizona is second to last in home
ownership in the US and getting worse. The social ramifications of the SDCP plan have
been quietly overlooked.

The SDCP Cost
When people asked me what | thought of a SDCP, | would tell them that until | knew the
answer to several questions, | could not reply. The information that was necessary to
know and understand before being able to cogently respond to the inquiry were:

How much would the plan cost?

Who would pay for the indebtedness?

When would the payments be made and what would trigger them?

After more than five years of asking those questions, | am no closer to having an answer.
Pima County signed a contract with the Morrison Institute to do an economic analysis of
the SDCP. PhD. Rob Melnick, head of the evaluation team, was forced to “fire” Pima
County as a client because Pima County would not answer questions necessary to
complete a meaningful analysis. Melnick also complained that he could not find a
document entitled, “The Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.”

Mr. Chuck Huckelberry, Pima County Administrator, considered doing an evaluation using
County staff instead of an outside resource. He finally hired ESI Corp., a Phoenix
economics firm, and SWCA Environmental Consultants, Inc., of Tucson.

But instead of measuring the cost of the SDCP, he decided to measure the cost of the
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. This, at best, was a mis-direction strategy: the
MSHCP is only a small part of the cost of the SDCP yet it could cost up to two billion
dollars. We still are in a situation where the community does not know if it can afford to
take on the entire SDCP, as envisioned.

We must know the answer to these questions before we can engage in the plan. To do
otherwise is unconscionable.

Submitted by,

Alan Lurie, Executive Vice President
June 10, 2003
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Background

At its May 30, 2001 meeting, Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry responded
to the repeated requests by Steering Committee Members by agreeing that the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee (Steering Committee) could develop its
own organizational framework to consider plan alternatives and make recommendations
to the Board of Supervisors. In addition, Mr. Huckelberry indicated that the services of
the Strategic Issues Management Group, Inc. (SIMG) would be made available to the
Steering Committee at its discretion to assist with its efforts.

Subsequent to the May 30, 2001 meeting, the Steering Committee, on its own initiative,
meets regularly and has devel oped the framework for it to make decisions. In addition,
the Steering Committee has among other things received a briefing from the Arizona
Attorney Genera’s Office on compliance with the Arizona Open Meseting Law,
conducted a workshop on decision-making led by a professiona facilitator, met with the
science advisory team and has taken afield trip.

The Steering Committee has undertaken significant efforts in developing the policies and
procedures under which it will operate. This document represents those agreements as
well as the requirements imposed upon it by the Pima County Board of Supervisors.

Operating Guidelines Chronology

May 30, 2001: County Administrator Huckelberry agreed that the Steering
Committee could begin to develop its own organizationa
framework to consider SDCP alternatives and make
recommendations to the Pima County Board of Supervisors. After
that meeting, members of the steering committee informally met
and agreed to meet again on June 27 and further agreed to
establish an ad-hoc organizational subcommittee (ad-hoc
subcommittee) to assist in the planning for this meeting.

June 12, 2001: At the direction of ad-hoc subcommittee, David Steele of SIMG
sent aletter to County Administrator Huckelberry requesting
information to assist the Steering Committee at its June 27
meeting.

June 13, 2001.: At the direction of the ad-hoc subcommittee, SIMG sent a query to
Steering Committee members on key organizational issues.

June 25, 2001.: Huckelberry responds to June 12 Steele letter, indicates that
Steering Committee’ s deadline for work is the fall of 2002.

June 27, 2001.: Steering Committee met and began its work on developing both
organizational and decision-making frameworks. It reviewed
member queries and discussed options. Concluded that a
workshop on decision-making would be scheduled for July
meeting. There was consensus that the SIMG would continue to



July 28, 2001:

September 5, 2001:

October 6, 2001:

October 9, 2001:

November 7, 2001

provide facilitation services for the Steering Committee through
the July meeting.

Steering Committee conducted both a decision-making workshop
and ameeting. At the meeting, the Steering Committee established
dates and times for the next six months of meetings, achieved
consensus that 33% of the Steering Committee membership
constitutes a quorum for the Steering Committee to make
decisions, achieved consensus that the group would strive for
consensus. If consensus could not reached, fallback mechanisms,
including voting, would be incorporated. There was consensus
that the SIMG would continue to provide facilitation services for
the next Steering Committee meeting.

The Steering Committee met and received a briefing from the
Arizona Attorney General’s Office on the Arizona Open Meeting
Law. In addition, the Steering Committee decided that if attempts
to achieve consensus on procedural issues were not successful,
then issues would be decided by a ssmple mgority vote. The
group also reached consensus that 1/3 or more of the Steering
Committee members present can decide that an issue would be
considered as a substantive issue and then would follow the yet-to-
be determined decision-making protocol for substantive issues.
There was consensus that the Strategic |ssues Management would
continue to serve as facilitators through the October 6 meeting.

Steering Committee met. It developed a process for making
decisions on substantive issues when consensus is not achieved.
The Steering Committee defined a supermajority as 2/3s plus 1.
The Steering Committee further decided that it would not ask the
Board of Supervisorsto add new members, and in Executive
Session determined that SIMG would provide facilitation services
through the November meeting.

Steering Committee members were sent a letter by Chuck
Huckelberry with the following directives from the Board of
Supervisors:

» Provide quarterly updates to the Board of Supervisors with
the first being provided on November 20, 2001;

» Provide specific process and membership
recommendations,

» Commence substantive work on the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan and provide a preferred alternative
recommendation for the Section 10 Endangered Species Act
permit to the Board of Supervisors by July 1, 2002.

Steering Committee met. It heard a presentation from
Chuck Huckelberry on the issues raised in the October 9
letter. The Steering Committee aso agreed to; general
membership meetings as its governance structure; send a



December 7, 2001:

December 26, 2001:

February 2, 2002:

February 5, 2002:

February 11, 2002

February 19, 2002:

March 6, 2002;

letter to those members that had attended |ess than 50% of
the Steering Committee meetings inquiring of their future
interest; continue to retain SIMG as facilitator; decided that
SIMG would make the presentation to the Board on behalf
of the Steering Committee.

Pursuant to Steering Committee directive, David Steele
wrote a letter to the Pima County Attorney “seeking
guidance concerning the quorum requirements for the
SDCP Steering Committee.”

David Steele received a response from Deputy County
Attorney Katarina Richter indicating that the Steering
Committee did not have the discretion to set a quorum
different than amgjority. She said that, “the best way to fix
the problem isto have a full quorum of the Committee
ratify any action previously taken by less than a quorum of
the Committee membership.”

A magjority quorum of the full Steering Committee re-
ratified its previous decision en-bloc. At that meeting, a
member of the public expressed concerns that the process
the Steering undertook, to re-ratify it previous decisions
may not have been proper.

Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution concerning
membership, attendance policy and the quorum issue.
Specifically, the resolution does three things:

1. The quorum will be considered the members present at
any particular meeting.

2. The Board of Supervisorswill accept the
recommendations voted on by the members present at
the meeting where the recommendation is presented.

3. Any member that misses three meetings will be
removed from the Steering Committee, and that
member will not be replaced.

David Steele wrote to Deputy County Attorney Richter
seeking clarification on the process the Steering Committee
undertook to re-ratify its previous decisions.

Deputy County Attorney Paula Wilk responded indicating
that Steering Committee' s action February 2 to re-ratify its
previous decisions only applies to future action from that
date. She advised that this clarification be put on the next
meeting agenda.

Pursuant to counsel from the County Attorney, the Steering
was advised that action re-ratifying its previous decisions
was prospective.



March 27, 2002: In response to a letter sent by David Steele pursuant to

Steering Committee directive, the Clerk of the Board of the
Pima County Board of Supervisorsindicated that the Board
mandated attendance policy isimplemented prospectively
from the date of the Board’ s action on this matter —
February 5, 2002.

April 16, 2002: The Pima County Board of Supervisors adopted a measure

that clarified that the attendance policy they adopted on
February 5, 2002 does not apply to Steering Committee
Study Sessions.

General Operating Guidelines

A.

Arizona Open Meeting Law: All activities and meetings of the Steering
Committee will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Arizona Open
Meetings Law.

Types of Steering Committee meetings:  The Steering Committee may
conduct two types of meetings. The first type is a Regular meeting during which
the Steering Committee may make decisions and/or take actions consistent with
its decision-making guidelines. The attendance policy set forth by the Pima
County Board of Supervisorswill apply to Regular meetings.

The other type of meetings the Steering Committee may conduct are Study
Sessions. At these meetings the Steering Committee may receive information
and/or have discussions on issues, but will not take any action or make any
decisions. Moreover, the attendance policy does not apply to Steering Committee
Study Sessions.

The determination on which type of meeting will be conducted will be determined
by the Steering Committee at a Regular meeting.

Both Regular meetings and Study Sessions will be conducted in a manner
consistent with Arizona Open Laws.

Attendance Policy: Pursuant to directive from the Pima County Board of
Supervisors, the Steering Committee’ s attendance policy is:

A. Any member that misses three Regular meetings will be removed from the
Steering Committee by the Pima County Board of Supervisors, and that
member if removed, will not be replaced;

B. Membersthat are not able to attend a Regular meeting should provide a
written statement explaining why they are not able attend. That statement will
be included aong with the attendance sheets and minutes.

C. The attendance policy does not apply to Steering Committee Study Sessions,

D. The attendance policy is effective February 5, 2002 and applies to subsequent
Regular meetings.



Decision-making Guidelines

A.

Consensus:

The Steering Committee will always strive for consensus decisions. Consensus in
the context of Steering Committee decision-making is defined there being no
expressed objections from Steering Committee members present.

Non-Consensus:
In the event consensus is not achieved, the Steering Committee will implement a
fallback decision-making process described below.

Quorum:
A quorum shall consist of a majority of the Steering Committee members.

Fallback decision-making mechanism for procedural issues:

When consensus is not achieved on procedural issues, those issues will then be
decided by a simple mgjority vote of the membersin attendance. Figure 1
illustrates the fallback decision-making mechanism for procedural issues.

Classification of issues as procedural or substantive:

If one-third (1/3) or more of the Steering Committee members present decide that
an issue should be considered as a substantive issue, it would then follow the
process defined in fallback decision-making mechanism for substantive issues.

Fallback decison-making mechanism for substantive issues:

When consensus cannot be achieved on substantive issues the following fallback
decision-making mechanism will be implemented which isillustrated in figure 2.
If after determining that consensus does not exist on a particular issue at dispute,
then the Steering Committee will determine if a supermgjority of the members
present support a particular position on that issue. If that isthe case, then that
position will become a decision of the steering committee. If not, the Steering
Committee members present will determine if the issue is sent to a mediation
group or, in the alternative, a collective statement reflecting the differing points of
view on the issues will be prepared. The mediation group will consider the issue
and attempt to reconcile the differing points of view and report back to the
Steering Committee at its next meeting. The Steering Committee will then re-
consider the unresolved issue to determine if a consensus exists. If not, then
determine whether or not a super-majority supports a particular position on that
issue. If thereiseither consensus or supermajority support, then that will
represent a decision of the Steering Committee. If thereis neither, then a
collective statement will be prepared that expresses the differing views on the
issue on which there is not agreement which, will conclude the Steering
Committee’ s consideration of the issue.
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G.

Supermajority:
For the purposes of Steering Committee decision-making a supermajority is
defined as 2/3s of the membership present plus 1 additional member.

V. Governance Guidelines

A.

Ad-hoc or ganizational subcommittee:

This subcommittee meets between monthly meetings of the Steering Committee
and assists with preparation for Steering Committee Meetings including proposing
arecommended agenda, recommending meeting ground rules, proposing options,
proposing action items, etc. This subcommittee has met in person 8 times and by
conference phone 4 times in 2001—June 8, June 11, July 19 and August 31.
Participation on this subcommittee is open to all Steering Committee members.
Thusfar 15 Steering Committee members have participated in the activities of the
Ad-hoc organization subcommittee.

Steering Committee Gover nance Structure:

The Steering Committee will govern itself through general membership meetings
with governance decisions made in accordance with the decision-making
mechanisms outlined previoudy. On an as-needed basis, the Steering Committee
may establish and charge ad-hoc subcommittee to accomplish specific tasks.
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Critical Path of SC Choosing Preferred Alternative(s)

Plan Presented to SC

Carolyn Campbell Alan Lune l l Pat King Mike Zimet
Coalition Members & || SAHBA/Developers/ || Ranchers/Rural & || Private Landowners/
Int’d Public Realtors & Int’d Public Int’d Public Realtors & Int’d Public

\ Presentation of Indiv

Gps w/maps to SC

v

GIS Presentation of
Map Overlays

Any

Yes

SC Discussion
<l1st, 2nd, 3rd> Iterations of w/Public Input
4 <or fewer> Plans
w/inclusion of Possible No Yes
Compromises & Agreement {

Reconfiguration

'

SC Discussion of Composite
Plan(s) & Map(s) w/Public Input Eclude Agreed Portions in Final Plan}

Agreement

—
—

F mnal Adoption of Plan(s) & Map(s)}

Collective Statement in J
Alternative Plan(s) [ Plan to BOS }




SDCP Steering Committee Parameters

for
Preferred Alternative(s)

Considerations and Constraints when Preparing Plans:

STAT Preferred Biological Reserve Map

Reserve Design Guidelines

Number of Species: 8, 55, or Other

Economic Considerations, including Morrison Report
Legal Considerations, including “proportionality”

Federal
Funding Sources %Local
Private
Outright Purchase
Zoning
Implementation Means PDRs, Conservation Easements
Estate & Tax Planning
Other
Mitigation Lands
Inventory
Protection/Conservation
Adaptive Management Monitoring .
Analysis / Evaluation
Mitigation
Restoration/Enhancement
USFWS Checklist for Sec. 10 Permit Continued Research

2001 Comprehensive Land Use Plan Update

* Groups to present reasons for their versions of Preferred Alternative

GIS Group Maps and overlays to be color-coded for ease of
identification and differentiation, e.g. green outlines for ranching, etc.

* Public input

No majority of SC membership in any indiv Gp (or merged Gp)



SDCP Steering Committee
Preferred Alternative(s) Timeline

Feb. 20 Plan presented to SC & discussed

<4 Groups, w/GIS help, beﬁin individual plans
with membership and interested Public>

March 6 Plan formally adopted by SC
<4 Groups in plan preparation>
March 16
<4 Groups in plan preparation>

April 6 Presentation of 4 Plans w/individual color-coded maps
GIS presentation of color-coded overlay maps to highlight

agreement and divergence

<Ist iteration of 4 or fewer Group Plans w/inclusion of possible
compromises & reconfiguration>

April 17 Presentation of updated Plans and maps after Ist iteration

SC discussion and Public input
<2nd iteration of 4 or fewer Group Plans w/inclusion of further
possible compromises and reconfiguration>
May 1 Presentation of updated Plans and maps after 2nd iteration

SC discussion and Public input

<3rd iteration of 4 or fewer Group Plans w/inclusion of more
possible compromises and reconfiguration>

May 18 Presentation of updated Plans and maps after 3rd iteration

SC discussion and Public input
<Ad Hoc Com to help SIMG w/composite Plan(s)
GIS to work on composite map(s) for distribution
All SC members to study reconfigured composite Plan(s) and
map(s) before June 1 for possible adoption>

June 1 Final Discussion w/Public Input of Reconfigured
Alternative(s) w/composite map(s)

<Ad Hoc Com to help SIMG w/final Alternative(s)
GIS tp prepare final composite map(s)>

June 19 Formal Adoption of Plan Alternative(s) with map(s)
July 1 Preferred Alternative(s) Presented to BOS



APPENDI X D:

STEERING COMMITTEE QUARTERLY
REPORTS



Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee
Quarterly Report
First Quarter 2003

Background: At its October 9, 2001 meeting, the Pima County Board of Supervisors

M eetings:

indicated that it wanted the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee to provide quarterly reports on “topics related to process,
committee membership, and the preferred aternative for the Section 10
permit.”* The Steering Committee has previously provided five quarterly
reports to the Board of Supervisors, the last one covering meetings
through December 11, 2002.

Since the last the quarterly report, the Ad-hoc subcommittee met 6 times
on January 13 and 24, February 5, 19, 26 and March 3. The Steering
Committee has met 7 times. Below are the specific dates of the Steering
Committee meetings and study sessions and a summary of the topics
covered and action taken:

January 8, 2003 Meeting:

The Steering Committee heard from:

- David S. Steele updated the status of a potential meeting to be
held with State L egidators and proposed an agenda that consisted
of introductory comments, overview and background of the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, stakeholder views, business
and development interests, environmental and neighborhood
interests, and ranching interests, the three broader categories
would do the presentations, then aQ & A with alarger panel.
Lisa Stage made the following motion dealing with the Heritage
Fund: “Despite the current budget crisis, the parks and preserves
that protect our unique natural cultural heritage still require
management and federal law regarding the protection of
endangered species and protection of endangered species must
still be observed. We therefore respectfully request the legislature
abide by the will of the voters when it established the Heritage
Fund in 1990, A.R.S. 5-22, and maintain the Heritage Fund as
dedicated funding for the purposes for which it was established.”
This motion PASSED.

! Letter from C.H. Huckelberry to the members of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee, October 9, 2001



Gayle Hartmann made the following motion dealing with the
Arizona Preserve Initiative: “The Steering Committee
recommends that |egislators work with the state land department
so that Arizona Preserve Initiative funds conservation effortsin
Pima County.” The motion PASSED.

Christine McVie made the following motion dealing with Transfer
of Development Rights: “The legidation should aso permit
transfer of development rights across jurisdictional boundaries
mutually acceptable to the respective jurisdictions.” The motion
PASSED.

Debbie Hecht made the following motion dealing with
Conservation Easements:. “ The Steering Committee supports
legidation for clear and ssmple guidelines that gives incentives to
property owners who want to use conservation easements to
protect and preserve their properties. These incentives could
include reductions in the property taxes. Any law should be
consistent with the federal tax guidelines for conservation
easements. These incentives should include a method to reduce
their property tax rate.” The motion PASSED.

Doug McVie made the following motion dealing with a county
lottery: “Recommends that legidlation be sought to establish
county-by-county lotteries, the proceeds for which will be spent in
the county in which the tickets are sold. 50% of it will go to fund
Arizona Preserve Initiatives in the respective county. Other
revenues generated by these games would go for the purchase of
development rights Heritage Fund and education.” The motion
PASSED.

David Steele presented a list of agreement drawing from the
Issues Matrix and made changes as the Steering Committee
dictated the changes in wording. Thisled to the following motion:
“All those in favor of adding the last sentence to that bullet which
says. We request that the Board of Supervisors authorize a bond
election for 2003.” The motion PASSED. 33 YES, 5NO, 2
ABSTAINED.

Maeveen Behan gave the Steering Committee and update on the
county’s efforts in the SDCP planning- specifically the MSCP and
HCP.

January 22, 2003 Study Session:
The Steering Committee heard from:
Steve Betts, a partner in the firm of Gallagher & Kennedy, Frank
Bangs, a partner in the law firm of Lewis & Roca, and Mark

Ebbin, a principal in the firm of Ebbin, Moser & Skaggsled a
panel discussion entitled, “Private Property Rightsin the Context



of the Desert Conservation Plan.” The panelists received a draft
copy of areas of consensus within the Steering Committee dealing
with property rights as well as areas that needed further work.

February 1, 2003 M eeting:
The Steering Committee heard from:

David Steele informed the Steering Committee that members Tim
Terrill and Nancy Laney resigned from the committee.

Larry Berlin presented the following motion on behalf of the “ X
Group” dealing with ecosystem approach, length of permit,
adaptive management: “Motion: To adopt the following four-part
resolution en block:

0 “Adopt the ‘ecosystem’ approach that has resulted in a
Conservation Land System map that protects the habitat of
55 “priority vulnerable species.’

0 Be permitted for 20-50 years, with the decision on the exact
duration of the permit to be made after other details of the
application are compl eted.

0 Recognize that the successful implementation of the Plan
over any extended period of years requires the inclusion of
reasonable ‘ benchmarks':

= |dentify ‘benchmarks primarily in terms of acresto
be conserved.

=  Place specia emphasis on the *benchmark(s)’ to be
reached in the first five years.

0 Include a strong program of ‘ adaptive management.” The
motion PASSED. 33 YES 12 NO

Judie Scalise, Principle ESI, introduced the ESI Corporation and
its sub-consultant, SWCA who together would be performing the
economics analysis for the SDCP.

Brian Moore, Economist, EIS, and Mike List, Associate, SWCA
who together were heading the analysis.
The Steering Committee discussed keeping to a March deadline
and the addition of more meetings and study sessions. The
following motions were made: Add a Study Session on
Wednesday, February 26. Action: Study Session -- Wednesday,
February 26th from 6:00pm to 9:00pm. The motion PASSED.
(Unanimous)

Motion: Add two more meetings. Meeting — Saturday, March 1st
from 8:30am to 11:30am and if necessary, Wednesday, March 5th
from 6:00pm to 9:00pm. The motion PASSED. 27 YES 18 NO

February 15, 2003 M eeting:



The Steering Committee heard from:

- David Steele informed the Steering Committee of the following
member resignations: Stan Abrams, Donald Honnas, Carolyn
Honnas, John Martin, Dick Walbert, and Mike Grassinger. The
number of Steering Committee membersis now 68 and a quorum
is 35 members.

Mike List, GIS Coordinator from SWCA Environmental
Consultants discussed hisrole in creating a GIS model.

Alan Lurie made a presentation to the Steering Committee
regarding a memo he received from Norm James of Fennemore
Craig, titled: “Relationship Between Critical Habitat and Habitat
Conservation Plans”

Sherry Barrett, Field Supervisor, US Fish and Wildlife discussed
mitigation ratios. She explained mitigation to mean moderate,
reduce or alleviate the impacts of a proposed activity and includes
an order of descending preference.

Members of the Steering Committee presented the following
motion: “Consistent with previous Steering Committee action, the
Steering Committee is recommending that the types of mitigation--
acquisition of existing habitat, protection of existing habitat
through conservation easements, restoration or enhancement of
disturbed habitat, creation of new habitat in some situations; be
considered by the Steering Committee and that these issues are
concepts and more discussion needs to take place to develop the
gpecifics. Additionally that on private land, prescriptive
management of habitats for specified biological characteristics,
prescriptive measures, prescriptive management will be the result
of negotiations.” The motion PASSED. 33 YES 9 NO

Don McGann, RecTAT Chair, presented the report from
Recreation Technical Advisory Team. He asked the Steering
Committee not to take specific actions but just to consider
recreation as it applies to the decisions being asked to make.

The Steering Committee suggested the following motions:

0 “Adopt Recommendation 1 — That decision makers
consider natural resource based outdoor recreation as they
develop the Section 10 permit application and the SDCP.”
The motion PASSED. (No Objections)

0 “Defer Recommendation 2 -- That the SDCP expand
opportunities for natural resource based outdoor recreation
in eastern Pima County, keeping in mind that restrictionsin
sensitive areas may be necessary.” The motion PASSED.
39 YES8NO

0 “Adopt Recommendation 3 — That the benefits of the
SDCP and the Section 10 permit application related to the
Natural Resource Based Outdoor Recreation be identified



when the plan is presented for public review.” The motion
PASSED. (No Objections)

0 “Adopt Recommendation 4 -- That a comprehensive peer
reviewed study be conducted by the appropriate land
management agency and jurisdiction to document the scope
and distribution of natural resource based outdoor
recreation in eastern Pima County and identify trends and
projected future demand for natural resource based outdoor
recreation in eastern Pima County.” The motion FAILED.
26 NO 21 YES

0 “Adopt Recommendation 4 — That a comprehensive study
be conducted by the appropriate land management agency
and jurisdiction to document the scope and distribution of
natural resource based outdoor recreation in eastern Pima
County and identify trends and projected future demand for
natural resource based outdoor recreation in Pima County.”
The motion PASSED. 36 YES 11 NO

o0 “Adopt Recommendation 5 -- That recreational interests be
included in the development and implementation of
adaptive management plans.” The motion PASSED. (No
Objections)

February 26, 2003 Study Session:
The Steering Committee heard from:

Mary Miller gave a presentation from the Agricultural
Landowners Stakeholder Group:

Maeveen Behan discussed how eastern Pima County will take
on issues of mitigation and zoning.

Lynn Harris presented on the zoning situation his family and
others he represents are currently facing.

Jonathan DuHamel gave a presentation from the Mining
Stakeholder Group.

March 1, 2003 Meeting:
The Steering Committee heard from:

Lucy Vitale presented a series of funding suggestions and
requested that the Steering Committee vote on whether or
not to include them in the final report to the Board of
Supervisors as recommendations for funding sources. Ms.
Vitale stated that she decided to present these suggestions



because she thought the Steering Committee had not
addressed the issue of funding. In response the following
motion was made “ Defer the list of funding
recommendations proposed by Lucy Vitale until a meeting
at some point in the future, which could be March 5th. If
not deferred then the Steering Committee would vote to
consider the motions individually or separately.” The
motion PASSED. 28 YES

Jonathan DuHamel made the following motions:

o “That in seeking to acquire state land; Pima County
should consult mineral potential data and explore an
alternative to acquiring state land with high mineral
potential if conservation goals can be accomplished
by acquiring an aternative parcel.” The motion
PASSED. 41 present 39 YES 2 Abstain

o “That PimaCounty, in conjunction with the
appropriate industry concerns, should review
potential source areas for sand, gravel and aggregate
and to come to some agreement on which areas can
be mined for these materials consistent with the
conservation goals of the MSHCP.” The motion
PASSED. 41 present 40 YES 1 NO

Alan Lurie presented new information regarding the 55
speciesinstead of the 8 issue, which led to the following
motion; “To defer thisitem to March 5th so the Steering
Committee can review the information that Alan Lurie has
previously passed out, give him the opportunity to present
his information and defend his position, and then the
Steering Committee can decide if thereis aneed to
reconsider it.” The motion PASSED. 42 present 26 YES
10 NO

March 5, 2003 M eeting:
The Steering Committee heard from:

David Steele presented a letter from Paula Wilk, Deputy
County Attorney, who informed the Steering Committee
they may participate by conference phone if they meet the
following requirements:

0 Everyonein the room needs to be able to hear the
person that is on the other end of the phone.



0 The person on the other end of the phone needs to
be able to hear everyone at the meeting.

0 Agenda needs to note that some members may be
participating by electronic means.

Lucy Vitale presented alist of 13 motions that she
requested be voted on in order to present them to the Board
of Supervisors. Eleven of the motions failed. The following
motions PASSED.

o0 “Recommend the County use public funds for
conservation efforts of the areas with high
biologica value.” 45 PRESENT, 38 YES

0 “That we recommend that the County explore the
feasibility of presenting to the voters a sales tax
proposal as non-regressive as possible, consistent
with law.” 45 PRESENT, 37 YES

Alan Lurie, as part of the discussion of the 55 vs. 8 species
approach, offered the following motion: “That the Steering
Committee reconsider Group X motion from February 1st
asit specifically relates to the scope of the plan.” The
motion FAILED.

Mary Miller presented the following motions:

0 Motion: “That given that we have recommended
the adoption of an ecosystem approach that we now
recommend that there be five alternatives
considered in the EIS for the MSHCP.

1. The55 priority vulnerable species and the
conservation measures enacted for their
protection.

2. The 9 listed species plus those that would be
adequately addressed by the conservation
measures enacted for the 8.

3. A combination somewhere between 8 and 55.

4. The no action dternative as required by law.

5. The species within the 55 that are currently
listed as threatened and endangered or are
candidates or proposals for listing.

This would include an economic analysis of al
5 dternatives. Other important analysis topics
would include, but not be limited to, reserve



requirements and regulatory requirements.” The
motion PASSED.

Motion: “That the Steering Committee add a
section to the Board of Supervisors report where
issues lacking agreement are highlighted.” The
motion PASSED. (No objections)

David Goldstein made the following motions regarding
the Habitat Conservation Plan outline:

o

“That the permit should be voluntary in nature,
meaning individual projects may elect to either
participate in the MSHCP or go in for their own
ESA authorizations.” The motion FAILED.

“That landowners will have the option to buy
mitigation and disturb, or develop in alow
impact way.” The motion FAILED.

“Pre-approval and Periodic Independent Review
of Compliance and Progress. Independent
review of the MSHCP is critical to ensure sound
science, legal compliance, program
transparency, public trust and to improve the
likelihood that program goals and objectives
will be fully achieved. Independent review of
the M SHCP document should be conducted
prior to program approval. The MSHCP
implementation should aso be reviewed
independently over the life of the program.

Both levels of independent review should be
conditions of the take permit and related
assurances. Periodic independent review of the
M SHCP implementation should occur at years 3
and 6, with subsequent reviews at intervals not
to exceed 5 years. The review committee
should include citizens and individuals with
professional qualifications or experience to
address results generated by the adaptive
management and monitoring program.” The
motion PASSED.

“That funding should be 80% public finance and
20% fee structure.” The motion FAILED.



o

“The plan should include the full no surprise
coverage for covered species with phasing the
amount of impact and mitigation stay in balance
through the term of the plan.” The motion
FAILED.

Bill Arnold and Larry Berlin spoke on behalf of
agroup comprised of Steering Committee
members from different stakeholder groups and
presented a block motion. The following
additions and amendments were made to the
presented motion:

One that changed the last sentence of
Section Six to read: “The various
Conservation Lands System approach
should guide mitigation bank acquisition
priorities.”

Section 8 to read: “Protective management
and monitoring necessary to carry out
MSHCP goals and objectives and to ensure
long-term maintenance of biological
resource values as mandated by the US
Fish & Wildlife Service. A protective
management and monitoring plan should be
prepared and approved by all participating
agencies, with specifics of the plan included
as conditions of the take permit and
assurances. The following are important
components of the plan:

Methods to identify non-profit

stewar dship organizations

Measures to minimize the harmful edge
effects of development in and adjacent to
the Conservation Lands System.
Measures to conserve covered species
populations and habitats

Measures to identify necessary
management adjustments.”

Motion: “That the Steering Committee
accept the presented motions, with the
accepted amendments.” The motion
PASSED.
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Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee
Quarterly Report
Fourth Quarter 2002

Background: At its October 9, 2001 meeting, the Pima County Board of Supervisors

M eetings:

indicated that it wanted the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee to provide quarterly reports on “topics related to process,
committee membership, and the preferred aternative for the Section 10
permit.”! The Steering Committee has provided four quarterly reports to
the Board of Supervisors, the last one covering meetings through
September 14, 2002.

Since the last the quarterly report, the Steering Committee met atotal of 6
times. There have also been 6 Ad-Hoc meetings on the following dates,
September 25, October 14, October 28, November 8, November 25, and
December 16. Below are the specific Steering Committee meeting dates
and a summary of the topics covered:

October 5, 2002:

The Steering Committee heard from:

- Maeveen Behan, assistant to the county manager, who gave an
update on the economics consultant proposal review committee
participation. She informed the Steering Committee that the
RFP’ s were expected back from those bidding on the project by
November 7, 2002 at which time the county would review the
proposals. Ms. Behan also discussed the possible time frames for
the Section 10 permit.

Steering Committee members Mike Zimet and Chris Sheafe
representing the business community landowner, private property
rights stakeholder group. A recommendation was made with the
following key concepts: “1. Complete economic analysis of the
region impact of SDCP, and of HCP as require by ESA. 2.
Participation in Regional HCP is voluntary. Landowners may opt
to negotiate directly with USFW. 3. Small and low-impact
projects are expedited. 4. Primary funding will be determined by
a community vote of approval for a conservation sales tax or bond
Issue.”

! Letter from C.H. Huckelberry to the members of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee, October 9, 2001



The Steering Committee received copies of the updated operating
guidelines that reflected actions regarding quorum and attendance
policy. It was noted that a copy of these guidelines needed to be
presented to the Board of Supervisors.

It was argued that the Steering Committee needed to develop a
mechanism to work out disagreement either through
subcommittees or general meetings. No action was taken due to
lack of a quorum.

October 23, 2002:
The Steering Committee heard from:

Steering Committee Member Ernie Cohen, who spoke on behalf of
Steering Committee Member Cindy Coping. Mr. Cohen gave the
follow up to a previous discussion that the Steering Committee felt
it imperative that A) the Steering Committee’ s reaction to the goals
that are being expressed in the current county plan are stated
clearly in the report, and B) any additional reactions the Steering
Committee may have are also to be included in the report.
Maeveen Behan, assistant to the county manager, who addressed
issues dealing with the time frame of the Section 10 permit, the
type (mitigate take, regional or hybrid) Section 10 permit and
Section 10 EIS strategies and geographical implications. She also
gave an update on the economics consultant and answered
guestions about a study performed by the Army Corps of
Engineers on the water budged for the natural system.

I ssues dealing with transfer of development rights, history and
possible use of TDRs in the SDCP, negotiation of mitigation ratios
and “framing the issues’ were all deferred to afuture meeting

November 6, 2002:
The Steering Committee heard from:

Steering Committee member Alan Lurie who presented a report
entitled, “ Affordable Housing in the Context of the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan.” The report concluded that many Arizonans
were paying more than they should for housing, limited resources
are causing housing prices to rise twice as fast as incomes and



housing affordability is an impending crisisin Arizonawith 1.25
million Arizonans experiencing a housing problem. Mr. Lurie
stated that lack of land and cost of land is the main reason behind
this phenomenon.

The Conservation Community (Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum,
Codlition for Sonoran Desert Protection, The Nature Conservancy
and The Sonoran Institute) represented by Carolyn Campbell,
Nancy Laney, Rob Marshall, and Luther Propst. The Conservation
Community presented their stakeholder preferred alternative
proposal entitled, “ Conservation Community Preferred
Alternative-Outline for Implementation of the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan.” The presentation concluded that the proposal
outlined the necessary steps to “meet the goals for the SDCP
Section 10 permit Federal endanger species requirements, and
enhance the quality of life for al residents of Pima County.”

David Steele, facilitator, SIMG, who presented on the next steps
for the Steering Committee with specific focus on moving beyond
receive information to devel oping specific recommendations. He
discussed the need for action items to be presented to the full
Steering Committee, so as they can take some up or down action
on them. Mr. Steele further suggested forming drafting groups to
identify the areas of agreement.

Gayle Hartmann, Steering Committee member, who made the
following motion: “We the Steering Committee authorize David
to begin writing the background portion of the Plan, something he
has already agreed to do. We authorize that small stakeholder
meetings occur outside of the Steering Committee, that they begin
immediately to clarify points of agreement and disagreement and
flesh out the details of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. By
our first meeting in January the results of these informal meetings
will be brought to the full Steering Committee for refinement and
decisons.” After discussion, the motion PASSED.

Luther Propst, Steering Committee member, who made the
following motion: “Wednesday, December 11" to be a study
session to meet with the legidators and other policy makers. Keep
November 16" as a study session. Use the December 7" meeting
to finalize the agenda for the December 11" study session.” The
motion PASSED.

A motion was raised at the start of the meeting to forward the
quarterly report to the Board of Supervisors with aforementioned
attachments. The motion PASSED without discussion.

An executive session to discuss the role of the facilitator was
called. The Steering Committee met in executive session.



November 16, 2002:
The Steering Committee heard from:

David Steele, facilitator, SIMG, who outlined the structure and
format for the December 11, 2002 meeting with legidators and
other policymakers. Mr. Steele noted that, given the Steering
Committee’ s clear direction to move forward with having the
meeting, the logistics and invitation had to begin immediately, and
that alist of invitees would be provide at the December 7
meeting. The Steering Committee began a discussion on whom to
invite. Genera sentiment was that the entire state legislature
should be invited along with elected officias from the
municipalities in Pima County. Mr. Steele then presented two
options to the Steering Committee members on how stakehol der
groups would make their presentation to the legislators. Option
One: A stakeholder panel which would be one person giving an
overview of various stakeholders positions, the stakeholders on
the panel would work together to develop that presentation, then q
& awith the entire panel. Option Two: Stakeholder panel would
be individua presentations from the panelists and then Q& A with
the entire pandl.

The entire Steering Committee who addressed possible issues to
address at the December 11, 2002 meeting with legidators and
other policy makers. The following Steering Committee members
agreed to write discussion papers for the Steering Committee to
review: Conservation Easements-Debbie Hecht, Heritage Fund-
Lisa Stage, Lottery- Doug McVie, Arizona Preserve Initiative-
Gayle Hartmann, Private Property Rights- Mike Zimet.

Christine McVie, Steering Committee member, who presented a
talk entitled, “Purchase/Transfer of Development Rights. History
and Possible use in the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.” This
talk gave asummary of past TDR legidation and problems
associated with it, as well as possibilities for the future.

Lisa Stage, Steering Committee member, who offered, in lieu of
Carolyn Campbell, a stakeholder presentation entitled, “Plan
Funding Sources; Funding recommendations for the Pima
County.” The maor funding recommendation proposed included,
anew state lottery game, increasing travel taxes, the conservation
easement incentives, and general funds for open space. In addition
it sought to ask the state legislature to no longer raid the heritage
fund.

Mike Zimet, Steering Committee member, who presented on
“Protection of Existing Private-Property Rights.” Mr. Zimet



focused on the underlying need of respect for peopl€e’ s property
rights and a need for agreement on language to ensure itsinclusion
in the plan.

December 7, 2002:
The Steering Committee heard from:

Maeveen Behan, assistant to the county manager, who gave an
update on the economic consultant and the impact it will have on
Steering Committee work. She said that the panel has made
recommendations for the economic consultant, and the Board will
give its recommendation December 17". Ms. Behan also gave a
presentation entitled, Section 10 Environmental |mpact Statement
Strategies, and Geographical Implications. She then presented the
Steering Committee with anew disk containing EIS issue papers
that contained the cost model and template for the Section 10
permit.

David Steele, facilitator, SIMG, who discussed the structure and
format for the meeting with the state legislators and other
policymakers. Heinformed the Steering Committee that those
receiving information were given follow-up calls, and that only
three legidators had confirmed that they would attend. In
response, Steering Committee members requested the meeting be
deferred due to lack of response. Mr. Steele also noted that County
Manager, Chuck Huckelberry, wanted it to be clear that the
Steering Committee was not representing the Board of Supervisors
or Pima County.

The Steering Committee who brought forward a number of
motions. The motions were as follows:

M otions:

Convert the December 11" Study Session into a meeting to address the
six items and the additional issues that the Steering Committee might
have agreement on.

Motion failed.

Limit the agenda on December 11th study session to issues related to
the legidlators briefing, the agenda, the structure of the meeting and the
issues that we will raise with them.

Motion failed.



December 11™ consider the legislators briefing and discuss the issues
matrix.
Motion passed.

Susan Shobe, Assistant Director of the Coalition for Desert
Protection, who gave a presentation entitled, “ Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan and Affordable Housing.” The talk outlined
the current state of affordable housing in Pima County and
discussed potentia impacts of the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan on the housing situation. It was requested
of Susan that she give a memo summarizing the presentation to
which she agreed.

December 11, 2002:
The Steering Committee heard from:

David Steele, facilitator, SIMG, who informed the Steering
Committee that they could now receive their documents via
email.

The entire Steering Committee who discussed possible future
dates for the meeting with legislators. Both of the dates
discussed for future consideration were in February. The
Steering Committee also discussed the schedule and format for
the meeting without taking any binding action.

Various Steering Committee members who then discussed
points of agreement to raise a the meeting with legisators.
They were as follows: Heritage Fund, Arizona Preserve
Initiative, Transfer of Development Rights, Conservation
Easements, Lotteries and Private Property/Vested Rights.

David Steele facilitator, SIMG, who informed the Steering
Committee that property rights attorney Fred Bosselman could
not meet with the Steering Committee on January 22, 2003.

06/13/2003



Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee
Quarterly Report
Third Quarter 2002

Background: At its October 9, 2001 meeting, the Pima County Board of Supervisors

M eetings:

indicated that it wanted the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee to provide quarterly reports on “topics related to process,
committee membership, and the preferred aternative for the Section 10
permit.”! The Steering Committee has provided three quarterly reports to
the Board of Supervisors, the last one covering meetings through May
18", 2002.

Since the last the quarterly report, the Steering Committee met atotal of 2
times. There have aso been 2 Ad-Hoc meetings on the following dates,
August 5 and September 11. Below are the specific Steering Committee
meeting dates and a summary of the topics covered:

September 4, 2002:

The Steering Committee heard from:

- Chuck Huckleberry, Pima County Administrator, who provided
background concerning the economic analysis associated with
Section 10 Permit of the ESA compliance. He presented the
Steering Committee with discs that contained all the charts and
documents produced by the county in regards to the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan, and gave the tentative county timeline
for hiring an economic consultant.

Dr. Harold Barnett, Professor Emeritus from the University of
Rhode Island, who presented the Steering Committee a
presentation titled; Land-Use, Mitigation Cost and the Economics
of Conservation Design. The presentation highlighted the various
costs associated with the Conservation Plan alternative, discussed
the contributing factors towards mitigation cost and the use of
information on costs as it relates to design aternatives.

Susan Shobe, Assistant Director for the Coalition for Sonoran
Desert Protection, who presented the Environmental groups’
report entitled Protecting the Sonoran Desert. Her presentation
summarized various ways other communities around the United
States generated funds for their open space/ conservation goals
and gave alist of preferred funding mechanisms for Southern
Arizona. The financing group Ms. Shobe represented was
comprised of The Sonoran Institute, The Coalition for Sonoran

! Letter from C.H. Huckelberry to the members of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee, October 9, 2001



Desert Protection, The Arizona Open Land Trust, The Nature
Conservancy of Arizona and the Arizona Sonoran Desert
Museum.

The Steering Committee also deferred the issue of the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan Issues Matrix to the October meeting
becauseit isafollow up to stakeholder presentations that were
also deferred to the October meeting.

Action was taken to approve the meeting schedule beginning with
September 14™, 2002 and ending with February 15", 2003. The
schedule was approved.

There was amotion to convert the September 14™ Study Session
into a meeting to address the issue of selection participation on the
review panel for the RFP for the economics consultant, but that
motion failed.

September 14, 2002:
The Steering Committee heard from:

Dr. Will Hoffman, who gave a stakeholder presentation on the role
of the genera public in the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. Dr.
Hoffman expressed the need to look at biocomplexity in addition
to biodiversity in the SDCP. Various members of the Steering
Committee responded with concerns about increased cost.

Carolyn Campbell, Director of The Coalition for Sonoran Desert
Protection, who gave introductory comments and Susan Shobe,
Assistant Director for the Coalition, who made the presentation
entitled, Economic Benefits of Protecting Natural Resourcesin the
Sonoran Desert. The presentation addressed why traditional
economic analyses have given inaccurate predictions, the results of
flawed assumptions and the economic benefit that conservation
provides.

Gayle Hartmann, member of the County’s Bond Committee,
presented information on the current open space bond program. In
the presentation, Ms. Hartmann outlined past bond elections in
both the city and the county and presented members with possible
future bond options for the plan.

The Steering Committee requested that David Steele look into the
availability of Elliot Pollack, Economic Development Director and
President of Elliot D. Pollack and Company, to give the Steering
Committee some underlying assumptions for the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan.




Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee
Quarterly Report
Second Quarter 2002

Background: At its October 9, 2001 meeting, the Pima County Board of Supervisors

M eetings:

indicated that it wanted the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee to provide quarterly reports on “topics related to process,
committee membership, and the preferred aternative for the Section 10
permit.”! The Steering Committee has provided two quarterly reports to
the Board of Supervisors.

Since the last the quarterly report, the Steering Committee met atotal of 3
times. Below are the specific meeting dates and a summary of the topics
covered:

April 6:

The Steering Committee heard from:

- Dr. Tom Sheridan, Chair of the Ranch Technical Advisory Team
who together with Dr. Nathan Sayre, Mac Donaldson, and Dan
Robinett provided an overview of the work they were doing
concerning the Ranching community.

The Altar Valey Conservation Alliance. Steering Committee
member Mary Miller made this presentation.

County Administrator, Chuck Huckleberry regarding the Board of
Supervisors' action with respect to the Steering Committee’s
membership, and attendance.

The Steering Committee also addressed the issue of the RFP for a
replacement of the Morrison Institute.

May 1: The Steering Committee heard a presentation by the Iron
Wood Conservation Alliance. Steering Committee member, Ms. Cindy
Coping, gave this presentation.

May 18: The Steering Committee went on afield trip to the Empire
Ranch. Members of the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau of Land
Management and the Arizona Game and Fish Department were on hand to
answer questions. The Steering Committee members saw ranch lands
recovering from recent fires, surviving droughts and saw first hand how
ranch monitoring has helped restore riparian areas and grasslands while
avoiding overgrazing through rotation of the herds.

! Letter from C.H. Huckelberry to the members of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee, October 9, 2001



The Steering Committee decided in light of the delay in Pima County
securing an economics consultant, it would suspend meetings throughout
the summer with meetings resuming on September 4.

Attached to this report are the minutes and attendance sheets from each of
the meetings that took place in the 2™ quarter.

06/13/2003



Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee
Quarterly Report
First Quarter 2002

Background: At its October 9, 2001 meeting, the Pima County Board of Supervisors

M eetings:

indicated that it wanted the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee to provide quarterly reports on “topics related to process,
committee membership, and preferred aternative for the Section 10
permit.”! The Steering Committee provided its first quarterly report to the
Board in writing on November 19, 2001 and orally on December 4, 2001.
The focus of that report was on the organizational framework the
subcommittee developed to enable it fulfill its responsibilities to the Board
of Supervisors, a recommendation on membership, requests for guidance
from the Board on completion of the economic analysis, the Steering
Committee’ s responsibilities concerning other aspects of the Plan and
resources available to the Steering Committee.

Since the last the quarterly report, the Steering Committee met atotal of 5
times. Below are the specific meeting dates and a summary of the topics
covered.

January 9:  The Steering Committee heard from Rob Melnick of the
Morrison Institute who provided an update on the work they were doing
concerning the economic analysis. The Steering Committee also
discussed the Board of Supervisors action with respect to the Steering
Committee’' s membership, and developed a meeting schedule that would
take the Steering Committee up to the July 1, 2002 deadline to provide a
preferred alternatives recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.

February 2. Dr. William Shaw, Chair of the Science Technica

Advisory Team and Paul Fromer of RECON addressed the Steering
Committee concerning the process and results of their work to identify, the
biologically preferred reserve. In addition, the Steering Committee re-
ratified previous decisions that were made at meetings in which a majority
guorum did not exist.

February 20: The Steering Committee met in a study session and heard
from John Regan of Pima County’s GIS Department and discussed a
decision-flow and processin order to arrive at a preferred aternative
recommendation by July 1, 2002.

March 6: The Steering Committee made a recommendation on the
scope of the Section 10 permit and discussed the configuration of the

! Letter from C.H. Huckelberry to the members of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering
Committee, October 9, 2001



Key
Decisions:

biological reserve. In addition, the Steering Committee agreed on a
schedule for the presentation of preferred alternatives recommendations
from stakeholder groups.

March 16:  The Steering Committee met in Study Session and heard
from the Cultural Resources and Recreation Technical Advisory Team. In
addition, the mining interests made a presentation. Also, there was
discussion concerning the withdrawal of the Morrison Institute from its
contract with the County.

The Steering Committee has made a number of key decisionsin this
quarter. They include:

January 9:  The Steering Committee established a schedule for its
meetings through the July 1, 2002 deadline for providing the Board of
Supervisorsits preferred alternative recommendation beyond the already
scheduled February 2 meeting. This schedule includes Study Sessions, in
addition to regularly scheduled meetings. The study sessions are
opportunities for Steering Committee members to receive information and
discussissues. No decisonswill be made at study sessions and
conseguently a quorum is not required. The schedule is asfollows:

Saturday February 20  6:00 to 9:00 pm Study Session
Wednesday March 6 6:00 to 9:00 pm Steering Committee Meeting
Saturday March 16 8:30to 11:30 am Study Session
Saturday April 6 8:30t0 11:30 am Steering Committee Meeting
Wednesday  April 17 6:00 to 9:00 pm Study Session or Meeting as

needed.
Wednesday May 1 6:00 to 9:00 pm Steering Committee Meeting
Saturday May 18 8:30t0 11:30 am Steering Committee Meeting
Saturday Junel 8:30t0 11:30 am Steering Committee Meeting
Wednesday June 19 6:00 to 9:00 pm Steering Committee Meeting

February 2. The Steering Committee re-ratified its decisions made at
previous meeting in which a quorum was not present. This was done
pursuant to counsel from the County Attorney’s office.

March 6:

- Seek clarification from the Board of Supervisor on their new
attendance policy and recommend to them that it is the Steering
Committee’ s view that it should apply prospectively from the date of
enactment and that it not apply to Steering Committee Study Sessions.

Vote -- mgjority in attendance



The Steering Committee recommends that the Section 10 permit cover
County projects, DSD permits and other entities within County the
position.

Consensus — no objections

Agreed with Steering Committee member Mitch McClaren’ s request
for a comparison of the 8 species and 55 species map and requested
that Mitch work with the County to get this information.

Consensus -- objections

The process outlined by Steering Committee member Lucy Vitale was
approved in concept and with the understanding that it may be
modified by the Steering Committee. Stakeholder groups will present
the framework of their proposed alternatives at the April 6 meeting.

Vote: determined to be a substantive issue and a supermajority in
attendance supported this position.

Process
| ssues: In this quarter, the Steering Committee has dealt with several process
issues. Theseinclude:

Quorum: In response to an issue raised at the December 4, 2001
Board of Supervisors meeting, David Steele, the Steering
Committee’ s facilitator sent a letter to Pima County
Attorney Barbara Lawall on December 7 requesting her
guidance on whether or not the Steering Committee’s 33%
guorum requirement was consistent with Arizona law

On December 26, Deputy County Attorney Katarina
Richter responded indicating that the Steering Committee
did not have the discretion to set a quorum different than a
majority. She said that, “the best way to fix the problem is
to have afull quorum of the Committee ratify any action
previously taken by less than a quorum of the Committee
membership.”

At its February 2 meeting, a majority quorum of the full
Steering Committee re-ratified the previous decision en-
bloc. At that meeting a member of the public expressed
concerns that the process the Steering undertook, to re-
ratify it previous decision may not have been proper. On
February 11, David Steele wrote to Chief Civil Deputy
County Attorney seeking clarification on the process the



Member ship
| ssues:

Steering Committee undertook to re-ratify its previous
decisions. On February 19, Deputy County Attorney Paula
Wilk responded indicating that Steering Committee’s
action February 2 to re-ratify its previous decisions only
applied to future action from that date. She advised that
this clarification be put on the next meeting agenda. This
was done at the March 6 meeting.

On February 5, the Board of Supervisors passed a
resolution indicating that it would consider the
recommendations of the members attending a duly notified
public meeting of the Steering Committee irrespective of
whether or not a quorum existed at that meeting.

On January 15, 2002, the Board of Supervisor adjusted the
Steering Committee’ s membership pursuant to the
recommendations the Steering Committee submitted to
Board on November 19, 2001 and December 4, 2001. Asa
result, the number of Steering Committee members went
from 84 to 75 members.

On February 5, 2001, the Board of Supervisors reaffirmed
the County’ s attendance policy for Boards and Committees
specifically relating to the Sonoran Desert Conservation
Plan Steering Committee.

At its March 6th meeting, the Steering Committee
discussed this policy and directed that David Steele seek
clarification on two issues pertaining to its implementation
and convey the Steering Committee’ s views on those
issues.

On March 15, David Steele sent aletter to Lori Godoshian,
Clerk of the Board seeking clarification as to the
application of this policy. The Steering Committee
recommended that this policy be implemented
prospectively and only apply to the meetings taking place
after February 5th.

The second issue Steele raised in hisletter to Godoshian
concerns the application of this policy to Steering
Committee Study Sessions. It isthe Steering Committee's
recommendation that it applies only to regular meetings
and not study sessions.



On March 20, 2002, Godoshian responds indicating that the
policy is prospective from the date the Board enacted the
resolution. However, her response was not responsive on
the application of the policy to Steering Committee study
sessions.

This remains an unresolved issue.
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Background

At its May 30, 2001 meeting, Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry responded
to the repeated requests by Steering Committee Members by agreeing that the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee (Steering Committee) could develop its
own organizational framework to consider plan alternatives and make recommendations
to the Board of Supervisors. In addition, Mr. Huckelberry indicated that the services of
the Strategic Issues Management Group, Inc. (SIMG) would be made available to the
Steering Committee at its discretion to assist with its efforts.

Subsequent to the May 30 meeting, the Steering Committee, on its own initiative, has met
five times and has devel oped the framework for it to make decisions and is in the process
of completing a governance structure that would permit it to do itswork. In addition, the
Steering Committee has received a briefing from the Arizona Attorney General’s Office
on compliance with the Arizona Open Meeting Law, conducted a workshop on decision-
making led by a professional facilitator, is arranging a meeting with the Morrison

Institute to discuss the scope of their study and is seeking to meet with the science
advisory team in December which may have completed itsinitial prioritizing proposal of
biological reserves by that time.

Chronology

May 30, 2001: Steering Committee met. County Administrator Huckelberry
agreed that the Steering Committee could begin to develop its own
organizational framework to consider SDCP aternatives and make
recommendations to the Pima County Board of Supervisors. After
that meeting, members of the steering committee informally met
and agreed to meet again on June 27 and further agreed to
establish an ad-hoc organizational subcommittee (ad-hoc
subcommittee) to assist in the planning for this meeting.

June 12, 2001: At the direction of ad-hoc subcommittee, David Steele of SIMG
sent aletter to County Administrator Huckelberry requesting
information to assist the Steering Committee at its June 27
meeting.

June 13, 2001.: At the direction of the ad-hoc subcommittee, SIMG sent a query to
Steering Committee members on key organizational issues.

June 25, 2001.: Huckelberry responds to June 12 Steele letter, indicates that
Steering Committee’ s deadline for work is the fall of 2002.



June 27, 2001:

July 28, 2001:

September 5, 2001:

October 6, 2001:

October 9, 2001:

Steering Committee met and began its work on devel oping both
organizational and decision-making frameworks. It reviewed
member queries and discussed options. Concluded that a
workshop on decision-making would be scheduled for July
meeting. There was consensus that the SIMG would continue to
provide facilitation services for the Steering Committee through
the July meeting.

Steering Committee conducted both a decision-making workshop
and ameeting. At the meeting, the Steering Committee established
dates and times for the next six months of meetings, achieved
consensus that 33% of the Steering Committee membership
constitutes a quorum for the Steering Committee to make
decisions, achieved consensus that the group would strive for
consensus. If consensus could not reached, fallback mechanisms,
including voting, would be incorporated. There was consensus
that the SIMG would continue to provide facilitation services for
the next Steering Committee meeting.

The Steering Committee met and received a briefing from the
Arizona Attorney General’s Office on the Arizona Open Meeting
Law. In addition, the Steering Committee decided that if attempts
to achieve consensus on procedural issues were not successful,
then issues would be decided by a simple mgority vote. The
group also reached consensus that 1/3 or more of the Steering
Committee members present can decide that an issue would be
considered as a substantive issue and then would follow the yet-to-
be determined decision-making protocol for substantive issues.
There was consensus that the Strategic |ssues Management would
continue to serve as facilitators through the October 6 meeting.

Steering Committee met. It developed a process for making
decisions on substantive issues when consensus is not achieved.
The Steering Committee defined a supermajority as 2/3s plus 1.
The Steering Committee further decided that it would not ask the
Board of Supervisorsto add new members, and in Executive
Session determined that SIMG would provide facilitation services
through the November meeting.

Steering Committee members were sent a letter by Chuck
Huckelberry with the following directives from the Board of
Supervisors:

» Provide quarterly updates to the Board of Supervisors with
the first being provided on November 20, 2001;



» Provide specific process and membership
recommendations,

» Commence substantive work on the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan and provide a preferred alternative
recommendation for the Section 10 Endangered Species Act
permit to the Board of Supervisors by July 1, 2002.

November 7, 2001 Steering Committee met. It heard a presentation from

Chuck Huckelberry on the issues raised in the October 9
letter. The Steering Committee also agreed to; general
membership meetings as its governance structure; send a
letter to those members that had attended |ess than 50% of
the Steering Committee meetings inquiring of their future
interest; continue to retain SIMG as facilitator; decided that
SIMG would make the presentation to the Board on behalf
of the Steering Committee.

[11. General Operating Guidelines

A.

Arizona Open Meeting Law: All activities and meetings of the Steering
Committee will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Arizona Open
Meetings Law.

V. Decison-making Guidelines

A.

Consensus:

The Steering Committee will always strive for consensus decisions. Consensus in
the context of Steering Committee decision-making is defined there being no
expressed objections from Steering Committee members present.

Non-Consensus:
In the event consensus is not achieved, the Steering Committee will implement a
fallback decision-making process described below.

Quorum:

A quorum for decision-making exists if 33% of the total Steering Committee
membership is present. Quorums have been present at the four Steering
Committee meetings held thus far. All of the Steering Committee members have
attended at least one Steering Committee Meeting

Fallback decision-making mechanism for procedural issues:

When consensus is not achieved on procedural issues, those issues will then be
decided by a simple mgority vote of the membersin attendance. Figure 1
illustrates the fallback decision-making mechanism for procedural issues.



Classification of issues as procedural or substantive:

If one-third (1/3) or more of the Steering Committee members present decide that
an issue should be considered as a substantive issue, it would then follow the
process defined in fallback decision-making mechanism for substantive issues.

Fallback Decision-M aking M echanism
Procedural 1ssues

Determineif
consensus exists

Decision

Vote-smple
majority prevails

o)

Decision

No

Does 1/3 fed issue
is substantive?

issues

B/U Decision-making
mechanism for substantive

Fiaure 1

Fallback decison-making mechanism for substantive issues:

When consensus cannot be achieved on substantive issues the following fallback
decision-making mechanism will be implemented which isillustrated in figure 2.

If after determining that consensus does not exist on a particular issue at dispute,
then the Steering Committee will determine if a supermgjority of the members
present support a particular position on that issue. If that is the case, then that
position will become a decision of the steering committee. If not, the Steering
Committee members present will determine if the issue is sent to a mediation
group or, in the alternative, a collective statement reflecting the differing points of



view on the issues will be prepared. The mediation group will consider the issue
and attempt to reconcile the differing points of view and report back to the
Steering Committee at its next meeting. The Steering Committee will then re-
consider the unresolved issue to determine if a consensus exists. If not, then
determine whether or not a super-majority supports a particular position on that
issue. If thereiseither consensus or supermajority support, then that will
represent a decision of the Steering Committee. If thereis neither, then a
collective statement will be prepared that expresses the differing views on the
issue on which there is not agreement which, will conclude the Steering
Committee’ s consideration of the issue.

Fallback Decision-Making Mechanism
Substantive | ssues

Determineif
consensus exists

Decidinn

Determine if
supermajority exists

Deridnn

Collective
Statement

Collective Statement
or Mediation Group

Coll Stmt

Mediation

Mediation Group Process

Determineif
consensus exists

Yes

Determineif

supermajority exists Decidion

Decidinn

Caollective Stmt

Figure 2



G. Supermajority:
For the purposes of Steering Committee decision-making a supermajority is
defined as 2/3s of the membership present plus 1 additiona member.

V. Governance Guidelines

A. Ad-hoc organizational subcommittee:
This subcommittee meets between monthly meetings of the Steering Committee
and assists with preparation for Steering Committee Meetings including proposing
arecommended agenda, recommending meeting ground rules, proposing options,
proposing action items, etc. This subcommittee has met in person 8 times and by
conference phone 4 times.  Participation on this subcommittee is open to al
Steering Committee members. Thus far 15 Steering Committee members have
participated in the activities of the Ad-hoc organization subcommittee.

B. Steering Committee Gover nance Structure:
The Steering Committee will govern itself through general membership meeting
with governance decisions made in accordance with the decision-making
mechanisms outlined previoudy. On an as-needed basis, the Steering Committee
may establish and charge ad-hoc subcommittee to accomplish specific tasks.



APPENDIX E:

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING
NOTES



SDCP - Steering Committee Notes
Manning House
June 27, 2001

The 7:00pm meeting of the Steering Committee, with SIMG facilitators, David Steele and Maggie Hunt, at the
Manning House was called to order.

Attending the meeting were members of the Steering Committee, the public and the SIMG staff.
David Steele opened the meeting with the logistics.

David Steele mentioned several items:
O Role of the Facilitator
Keep the meeting moving
SIMG was retained by the County to facilitate these series of meetings.
O Introduced SIMG.

Maggie Hunt described the ground rules:
O Start and end on time
O One person speaking at a time, facilitator determines who has the floor.
O Respect; keep an open mind, all opinions valuable.
O Concise statements to the point, propose next steps.

Maggie Hunt also had all in attendance introduce themselves.

David Steele went through the ad-hoc process. He discussed the Memo that was sent out to Steering
Committee members on June 13", 2001.

Larry Berlin: Can we get a count of members who are here?
David Steele: We will that for you.

There were 15 respondents from the memo. David Steele reviewed the memo:
David Steele continued with the PowerPoint presentation. Then a question and answer period ensued:

Bill Arnold: I didn’'t see Roberts Rules of Order
David Steele: We would like to use consensus for this process.

Pat Quelan: When was list sent out?

David Steele: June 13"

Pat Quelan: |didn’t get a letter.

David Steele: How many people did not receive a letter from us?

It was discovered that many people did not get the letter.

David Steele: | am very sorry that you need not receive the letter. We received our information from Pima
County. We will do our best to update your information. There is a list going around. Please look it over and
change the information that needs to be updated.

Ernie Cohen: All Steering Committee members need a circulatory list.
David Steele: We will get all that information.

Citizen: Can you repeat the question then answer?
David Steele: Yes.



Citizen: A list of member of Steering Committee needs to be distributed.

Citizen: Everyone’s affiliations should be listed.

David Steele: | give my personal assurance that we will get everyone’s name.

Bill Arnold: I want to be able to communicate via email, phone, etc.

Debbie Hecht: Let’s get a list of names, addresses, phone numbers, email and affiliations.

Jenny Neeley: Everyone should have the list. Pima County has a list of all the Steering Committee members.

David Steele then proceeded to discuss issues in membership query. He then addressed the issues of
governance.

Governance
Key Issues
O Should a Chairman and/or other officers be elected?
O Should a Committee structure be established? If so what kind of subcommittees?
O Or would you prefer general membership meetings?
O What role, if any, should County staff play in the work of the Steering Committee?

Responses
Chair —
O Most favored some sort of Chair position.
O Some support for general meeting with no chair with a facilitator.
O Other Issues:
O How the chair will be elected/selected
O Responsibilities of chair

Committee Structure

Most supported some sort of committee/subcommittee structure.
Some support for all topic areas open — no subcommittees.
Other Issues:

Continued role of ad-hoc committee?

What subcommittees?

Role of subcommittees

[y Wy

Role of the County Staff
O Apparent Consensus — No role on the steering committee, available as a resource, attend meetings.
Governance — Action ltems
O Side-by-side analysis of Governance Structures for the Steering Committee (ad-hoc committee
suggestion)

Carolyn Campbell: What does side-by-side analysis mean in this context?

David Steele: It is a comparison of Governmental structures, to give an example.

Citizen: Is this feasible?

David Steele: Side by side comparison is to be used as resource.

Ken Abrahams: Are we here to go forward?

David Steele: Yes

Ken Abrahams: Are we going to appoint chairs or co-chairs? Not everyone is at every meeting.

Lucy Vitale: We need to do it as a general meeting. We do not need chair or co-chair and should keep it to
general meetings.

Ernie Cohen: | do not see an inconsistency in having a facilitator or chair to assume responsibility for
governance. Our mission is to make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. We need to try to develop
an orderly process. Sub-committee can recommend a governing structure with sub-committees for issues and
two co-chairs.

Bill Arnold: How are we going to decide this issue? Can we decide by consensus or some sort of voting
mechanism?

David Steele: Any thoughts?



Jonathan DuHamel: No matter what goes on, can we get minutes?

David Steele: Yes.

Donald Hogan: We should look to possible options. We need very strong direction and a building of trust. How
and who will represent the Committee? We need to delay picking a chair.

Bruce Gungle: We need trust to help arrive at a decision. To use a chairmanship implies it will be run by
Robert’s Rule of Order.

Nancy Zierenberg: It might better to have everyone study issues and have one issue meeting to get everyone
on board.

Ernie Cohen: Good idea, we discussed a having a workshop. Maybe the next step is to agree on having a
workshop on consensus and try to make a decision on governance.

David Steele: Here is a suggestion — defer specific issues on governance issue, decision-making and have the
workshop to help you determine decision-making.

Lucy Vitale: Besides a consensus workshop, we should have a process on learning what a team is. Team
approach.

Citizen: Chairman has to be impartial. State laws require that Robert’s Rules of Order be used.

Luther Propst: | want to see citation on state law of Roberts Rules of Order

Citizen: | meant motions and votes

Lucy Vitale: | would like to use a collaborative process but then use a voting process.

Barbara Rose: | was at Land Panel meeting. If consensus enables everyone to have voice, can you describe
consensus?

David Steele: We will put together a workshop on the decision-making process. Anybody object to a workshop?
Larry Berlin: Who is going to come to workshop?

Michael Zimet: Who is going to present workshop?

Ernie Cohen: Would people be comfortable with the proposal of ad-hoc committee to organize workshop?
Debbie Hecht: We should have a Saturday morning workshop, and then have afternoon discussion.

Citizen: Who would not attend workshop?

Lucy: I would like to offer the ad-hoc committee to all the ranchers, miners and small landowners.

Christina McVie: Personally, | think ad-hoc should be disbanded and the committee, as a whole, makes
decisions for committee as a whole. | want to move forward.

David Steele: Does anyone have objection to workshop? Who would help organize?

Christina McVie: Those who have experience.

Lucy: Perhaps we should have another ad-hoc committee?

David Steele: | don't think we should operate in a vacuum; | do respect Christina’s view.

Christina McVie: Everyone is equal and has a voice. We are not the experts.

Hector Barnes: Does the Ad-hoc committee help SIMG decide how we would make decisions?

David Steele: No, we are just helping on this meeting and all meetings to ensure deliverables and your points of
view.

Ken Abrahams: We have spent a lot of time on this issue. | have participated on the ad-hoc committee, and we
made lot of progress to help the facilitators for meetings. We were effective.

Carolyn Campbell: | agree with Ken. | would like to have a new workshop committee.

David Hogan: Let’s just charge that ad-hoc committee to help facilitators.

Larry Berlin: The Ad-hoc committee has always been open to all members.

Christina McVie: Does anyone have an objection? | worry if the ad-hoc goes forward, some members may get
mad without their endorsement.

Mike Zimet: It should be made clear- ad-hoc is going away — does anyone object?

Citizen: There should be an executive committee and they should be elected

Carolyn Campbell: We should have facilitation workshop committee. It's time to move on.

David: Let's discuss the membership issue.

David Steele then introduces the subject of new membership.

Membership
Strong support for limiting new members

Limited support for new members
Consensus on open/public process

]
]
]
Q Otherissues FWS, State Land, TON



O County Response

Rob Kulakofsky: | would resent new members. We would be bringing in people who don’t have good base of
knowledge.

Ken Fleshman: Mr. Huckleberry’s letter speaks for itself.

Debbie: | don't think we need new members. We spend many Saturday’s studying this subject.

Nancy Zierenberg: | see a big problem to open membership. We had to get notarized. Who would be the
decision makers?

Bill Hoffman: Steering Committee members have been specious and anyone can go to the website and study
the Conservation Plan.

Pete: To limit people on Steering Committee is unfair.

David Hogan: We already have an extremely large committee. We have almost every possible interest on
Committee.

Carolyn Campbell: If we want new members, would the board say yes? It would be helpful to have straw poll
Doug McVie: Those who want to get on this committee could have been on it earlier.

Bruce Gungle: | opposed to straw poll due to the issue of consensus.

David Steele: | recommend an alternative proposal. Defer this issue after the workshop on decision-making.

Hector Conde: It is not possible to open membership

Bill Arnold: Agreed on consensus, need to get moving.

Larry Berlin: Do we want to persuade those who are opposed one year down the road and committee
succeeds in its tasks and takes plan to Board of Supervisors Folks who are against plan can argue that
membership was closed, will legal issues come up? | propose to make it a limited open enrollment period, 90
days or so.

Mitch McClaran: | am not sure | feel and | want to hear all issues. Don't push us into making decisions.
Ernie Cohen: Our mission is to make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on SDCP. We need to
go to schools, community organizations to get them involved. The Board of Supervisors has right to add to the
committee.

Susan Shobe: Let people be included in the ad-hoc committee.

Debbie Hecht: There are people who come to all meetings and they would be best to be on the committee.
Nancy Zierenberg: | see a problem in open this up, where do we draw the line?

Bruce Gungle: We have been charged in deciding membership. | do not like 90 days period. | don't think it is
a problem to limit membership and look at those who have come to X number of meetings.

Carolyn Campbell: Pima County asked for people to apply but 84 people are too many to get things done.
Christina McVie: This is all about procedural issues. We did not appoint ourselves and only the Board can
appoint new members.

Mike Winn: | have yet to see if anyone have a complaint. Down the road, | don't think it is advisable to not let
people to talk and | believe it is not possible to have consensus.

Pat King: SDCP is about Section 10 of U.S. Fish and Wildlife. One of the largest property owners is at this
table is not on the Committee. Not everyone was accepted and those people need to have information.
Jonathan DuHamel: We have enough people on the Committee. The meetings are open. The County
advertised the meetings.

Mike Zimet: 1 think it is a good time to introduce motion to advertise. Property owners need to be notified.
Barbara Rose: It doesn't seem like we are getting anywhere.

Victoria Sikora: The Arizona Daily Star has a city page and county should post the meetings on this page.
Ernie Cohen: We can't leave without making a new meeting date.

David: Let's defer this issue until we have decision-making workshop.

Carl Davis: We need people as members to come to all meetings.

Ernie Cohen: | propose to schedule the workshop on July 28". We then would have the other meeting after
the workshop.

Larry Berlin: | would prefer not to wait a month.

Hector Conde: This has to go fast.

David Steele then proposed two dates to have the workshop. The group decided as follows:



July 28" 9am? YES
July 21 9 am? NO

The Decision-making workshop will be held on July 28" at 9am.

Ernie Cohen: | propose to have facilitator (SIMG) to run the workshop until when come to a consensus.
Carolyn Campbell: Do people want to meet before then?

Lucy Vitale: No, | believe it would violate open-meeting laws.

Maeveen Behan: It could violate open-meeting laws if a majority meet without public notice.

David Steele: If you would like to participate on the ad-hoc Committee, see Natalie Luna.

Meeting adjourned at 9 p.m.



SDCP - Steering Committee Notes
Arizona Sonora Desert Museum
July 28, 2001

The meeting of the Steering Committee, with SIMG facilitators, David Steele and Maggie Hunt, at the Arizona
Sonora Desert Museum was called to order at 1:00 PM

Attending the meeting were members of the Steering Committee, the public and the SIMG staff.
David Steele opened the meeting. Those who came to this meeting only introduced themselves.

David mentioned several follow-up items:

O Meeting is a follow-up to the June 27 meeting at the Manning House.

O List of Steering Committee members was distributed.

O Followed up on the issue that at the last steering committee meeting, a number of participants indicated
that they did not receive notice of the Manning House meeting. Steele indicated that it was buried in an
Ad-Hoc Sub-Committee memo, which may have led to some confusion.

O With respect to correct members to get the correct information.

O Notes from the last meeting were distributed.

A master list was sent around to make any changes to the Steering Committee member list.
It was suggested to have a list for non-members to receive notices as well.

David stated that SIMG would circulate an attendance list.

David felt that the previous workshop went very well. He believed it was a good, productive discussion and that
the group crystallized a lot issues.

David proposed to start off with those who agreed to report to the Steering Committee meeting about the
previous workshop. That group was composed of Lisa Stage, Lucy Vitale and Will Hoffman. David then
proposed that the group start off with the Decision-making process and try to come to a consensus on the
process. If time allowed, then the Steering Committee would pick up from the June 27 meeting.

David also proposed to set the next six months of Steering Committee meetings from the objectives of the Ad-
Hoc Sub-Committee.

David discusses the Agenda:

Other Issues
Next Meeting Date and Agenda Items
Adjourn

1. Introduction

2. Decision-Making Process
3. Membership

4. Facilitator

5. Scheduling

6.

7.

8.

Discussed were the ground rules for this meeting:
O Start and end on time
O One person speaking at a time, facilitator determines who has the floor.
O Respect; keep an open mind, all opinions valuable.
O Concise statements to the point, propose next steps.

Ernie Cohen proposed to establish the schedule first.



After a discussion, there was a consensus among the group that Steering Committee meetings will take place
on a fixed date each month. Each meeting will rotate from Wednesday to Saturday morning every month.

The schedule of meetings is as follows:

O Wednesday, September 5, 20017pm-9pm

O Saturday, October 6, 2001 9:30am-11:30am
O Wednesday, November 7, 2001 7pm-9pm

O Saturday, December 1 9:30am-11:30am
O Wednesday, January 9, 2002 7pm-9pm

O Saturday February 2, 2002 9:30am-11:30am

The facilitator will determine the locations but it was suggested that the meetings occur at locations that are
easier to get to during the evenings.

Lisa Stage, Lucy Vitale and Will Hoffman then discussed what happened at the previous Decision-Making
workshop.

Then the Steering Committee went into discussion about the Decision-Making process.

Ernie Cohen proposed several questions:
1. Will a proxy be accepted?
2. Will decisions be delegated to only those present or will we poll those not in attendance?
3. What is a quorum?
4. What is a majority?

Ernie Cohen: Does 25% of the membership represent a quorum?

The Committee discussed:

25% is 23 members

33% is 26 members

30% is 25 members.

Polling the Committee

Set up bylaws by appointed committee

Does getting in small meetings bound by open-meeting laws?
Have large numbers for quorum but have proxy vote.

Iy By

The Steering Committee members present were polled as to how many people represent a quorum. It was
decided that 33% would represent a quorum.

A question and answer period ensued.

Ernie Cohen: We do not want there to be a basis for challenging whatever it is that ultimately evolves because
there is a claim that the process was illegal by which the consideration was made. For example, if this Steering
Committee makes a recommendation, which is adopted by the Board of Supervisors, | don’t want somebody to
go to court and say it came out of an improper process. So we if comply to the vote that would be the open
meetings law, there is no basis for a challenge. If we don'’t, then there maybe a basis for a challenge and | don’t
see the downside of complying with the open meetings law.

Maggie Hunt: Does everyone understand the open meetings law?

Ernie Cohen: No.

Carolyn Campbell: Can you guys find out for us?

David Steele: | can, sure.

Victoria Sikora: Maeveen said it could violate open meeting laws if a majority meets without public notice. So if
the meetings have been in the newspapers and advertised elsewhere, we will be going by the open meeting
laws. Have the notices been sent to Pima County and do they out them up?



David Steele: They do. We send them the notice and they put it on a bulletin board or do whatever they need
to do to in terms of open meeting laws requirements. Now this is my understanding, but conversations | have
had with the County is that we’re not bound to the criminal provisions to the open meeting laws the same as an
elected official. We are an advisory body; you're an advisory in nature. There is an expectation that you comply
with the open meeting laws to the extent that all meetings and deliberations are done publicly. Now | would
suggest that it is probably a good thing to do an action item, maybe let’s have the County come to the next
meeting and give us a open meeting law workshop if you haven’t had one already.

Group: No.

David Steele: Alright, I'll just ask them

Carolyn Campbell: How about a one-page summation?

David Steele: Okay.

Larry Berlin: A one-page summation would not be accurate. To give you an example some of the ways that
touches on issues we are trying to deal with this afternoon. For example, if it gives that under the open meetings
law, only members of the Committee are allowed to speak in respect to agenda items other than a call to the
audience. And so where we have been trying to struggle in issues of whether to open up membership or
whether members of the public can participate and just not vote, if we are operating under the open meeting
laws and the others call to the audience, the non-members, we are making very valuable participants here
cannot be recognized. Some of these are provisions that were are routinely violated by all kinds of community
governing bodies and are called on it however; if you are subject and want to get technical about it, it is highly
restrictive and will abort some of things we are trying to do.

William Hoffman: The section of the ARS that applies to this is 38-431. It applies to laws special advisory
committee. | have a copy of it in the car and if somebody would like see it, I'll go get it.

Group: Sure.

Christina McVie: Can you get the County to clarify why they sent those packets they gave us? Because the
County sent us a packet, | know I’'m not the only one who got it.

Rob Kulaofsky: I got it.

Christina McVie: | want to know what it meant? Why did they send it to me and if it is not germane, then I'm
going to throw it away.

Ernie Cohen: | am hopefully we made a final decision with regard to the first six meetings and | am hopeful that
we a made final decision with regard to quorums. And | would like to move to the issue to proxy, if we could.

Maggie Hunt: Is everyone in agreement that we made a final decision with respect to the quorum?
Group: Yes.

Maggie Hunt: And that's 33% right?

Group: Yes.

Luther Propst: Don’t we have to make sure and check if that is an acceptable quorum under state law?

Maggie Hunt: That will become an agenda item.
The group then discussed the issue of proxy.

Carolyn Campbell: 1 would suggest that we vote on decision-making than proxy because there is no need for
proxy in a consensus process. We need to decide how we are going to make decisions.

Maggie Hunt: Ok. Should we use the same model or by a show of hands?

Group: Show of hands.

Mitch McClaran: | would like to ask if it's possible to get clarification. The consensus with fallback with some
sort of voting, it would be nice to hear what people think would be the threshold for fallback.

David Steele: Ok, | heard that fallback doesn’t exclude voting; it could include other things such as minority
reports. Is that correct Ernie?

Ernie Cohen: Yes. We have not defined consensus and we have not defined fallback.

David Steele: Right.

Ernie Cohen: We have not defined voting and have not defined consensus in the third alternative. What we
need to do, I think, is choose one of these three and then define it.

Maggie Hunt: So we can come up with a preliminary explanation of what we think it means for the purpose of
voting on it and then come back and define it to fit the needs of the group?

Ernie Cohen: Yes.



Maggie Hunt: All right, let’s do that.

Maggie Hunt then reviews the three items:
o Voting
a Consensus with fallback
a Consensus without fallback

Larry Berlin: It seems apparent that there is strong movement towards consensus, with or without fallback.
Perhaps we could go through what is consensus with fallback and what is consensus without fallback and get
this process down.

Maggie Hunt: Ok, let's do a show of hands. Some form of consensus? Raise your hand.

Voting? Raise your hand. So some sort of consensus can include voting with fallback, right?

Group: Yes.

Maggie Hunt: So, it comes down to two choices, consensus with fallback and consensus without fallback.
Mitch McClaran: | voted against that. | didn’t agree with consensus. Everything you've been saying about
consensus is that you got to convince me to do that or you can’t move on. Consensus fails more than voting and
it's not a fair process.

Michaela McGibbon: Why did Mitch vote if we are discussing consensus?

Carolyn Campbell: When do we use fallback?

David Steele: We haven't foreclosed to get Mitch’s agreement. | think we are making a steady progress.
Luther Propst: If we vote, we have to have a support for what we are doing by the Board of Supervisors.
Hector Conde: The Board of Supervisors has to accept it whether we like it or not.

Lucy Vitale: | think we should have both ways-a hybrid of consensus and voting.

Larry Berlin: What is fallback? | think we should set-up a mediation group as a means of fallback and as a
means to reach consensus.

Maggie Hunt stated that a minority report demonstrates that we have listened to all sides with more then one
viewpoint.

Maggie Hunt: How groups want to work with each other and strive to reach consensus is possible. Where do
we go from here? Do we start with fallback?

Ernie Cohen: It might be appropriate to have a small committee consensus approach with small mechanisms.
Create a sub-committee to evaluate opinions and mechanisms to encourage consensus.

Carolyn Campbell: 1 don’t want another sub-committee.

Larry Berlin: We should have mediation to move consensus. Voting is not necessary but mechanisms to help
reach consensus is.

Maggie Hunt wrote suggestions on the board:
1. When do we use fallback?
2. What is fallback?
3. Set up mediation group as a means of fallback and as a means to reach consensus on major
substantive issues.
4. A minority report demonstrates we've listened to all sides.
5. Check issue of legality of sub-committees.
6. What constitutes a minority?
7. Consensus-70%
8. Articulate set of principals.
9. Votes should have full role call with disclosure of who voted and how.
10. Modified consensus (21 people/85%)

Christina McVie: We should Mitch disagree but we need to come to an agreement. We need to move on and
not leave this decision to the next meeting.

Rob Kulakofsky We don’t have to make decisions.

Ernie Cohen: ltis essential to fulfill our mission so Board of Supervisors can make a decision for the Plan.



Larry Berlin: Can we slash modified consensus for 80%?

The Steering Committee members decided to:
o Develop a mechanism for voting with fallback.
O Approach with mechanisms to reach consensus.
O Modified (85%0 with fallback-could include voting.)

Next Meeting is on September 5, 2001 from 7pm-9pm. Location will be announced.
Meeting adjourned at 3:00pm.



SDCP - Steering Committee
Inn Suites Hotel, 7:00 pm to 9:00 pm

Wednesday, September 5, 2001

Meeting Minutes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, David Steele, Maggie Hunt
Guest Speaker: Eva Bacal, Open Meeting Law Enforcement Team, Office of the Arizona Attorney General.
Goal: To have the Steering Committee organize itself in order to complete its duty to the County.

Meeting Commenced at 7 pm.

Maggie opened the meeting by introducing herself, and the SIMG staff. She then asked each of the attendees
to identify themselves to the group along with their particular affiliation. She introduced David Steele of SIMG.

David provided a brief recap of the previous meeting:
1. That 33% of the Steering Committee membership constitutes a decision-making quorum.
2. The group would strive for consensus. Fallback mechanisms would be used if consensus could not be
reached.
3. SIMG would continue to facilitate the meetings.
4. Consensus on next six meeting dates.

David then presented the information on the next Steering Committee Meeting. A brief discussion ensued with
members suggesting alternative times and locations. While some members wanted the meeting to take place
further north, others wanted the meetings further east. There was also a discussion on the length of the
meetings. A consensus was reached that the Ien%:ch of each meeting was to remain two hours. The agreed upon
day for the next meeting is Saturday, October 6 from 9:30 am to 11:30 am. The present location is the
Downtown branch of the Tucson Public Library. SIMG staff will continue to investigate alternate locations.

David introduced Eva Bacal, Open Meeting Law Enforcement Team, Office of the Arizona Attorney General.
Ms. Bacal provided copies of Arizona’s Open Meeting Law and Frequently Asked Questions About The Arizona

Open Meeting Law. She presented the law and followed with a brief question and answer period. Some of the
guestions asked were:

Question: Define an Executive Committee.

Executive committees are very limited and are usually assembled to discuss issues of personnel. Votes
would have to be reached in order to go into an Executive decision.

Question: What does the Open Meeting Law say about e-groups?

Electronic communications may run into problems because of computer accessibility. It is considered
secret if some people do not have access.

The following criteria must be met in order that electronic communication not be in violation of the Open
Meeting Law:

Does everyone have e-mail?

Is the e-mail list open to the public?

Is the discussed material provided via mail?

Is this only informational material?
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Question: What types to materials are considered informational?
Material expressing a point of view or presenting factual data. It cannot be an interpretation of a law.

Question: What type of materials can be handed out during an open meeting?
Material should be an item of business on the agenda.



It is inappropriate to hand out materials that have not been placed on the agenda and introduce them as
items for discussion.

Question: How much input can the public, meaning non-members, have during a meeting?
Meetings must be open to the public, especially during decision-making sessions.

While the public may comment on any item on the agenda, they may not participate in the deliberation
of an issue on the agenda.

The public may respond at the “Call to the Audience”.

Question: Are sub-committees subject to the Open Meeting Law?
If action has been taken then it must be ratified.

Ms. Bacal concluded her presentation with the final advice that if there is any doubt regarding whether or not
the Open Meeting Law is in violation, then the committee should meet publicly and raise questions, issues and
discussions at the public meetings.

Lucy Vitale introduced the concept of a Listserv for the Steering Committee members. The group reached
consensus that they would not support the use of a Listserv for Steering Committee business. Ms. Vitale then
withdrew her suggestion.

Maggie then introduced discussion:
Fallback decision-making mechanisms to consensus:
1. Mediation Group
Options
Standing group
Points of view
Hybrid — 3 standing member, then POV’ participate

Any member can attend, any member can participate
Temporary referral then goes back to full Steering Committee

Question: What happens if an issue goes to a mediation group?

Ernie Cohen: Mediation group has to give public notice. The committee must disclose to the public what the
issue is so the public could attend. The committee should defer its decision until it receives a report from the
mediation group.

2. Ranking — weighted group ranking process (i.e. # options = # ranks). Narrow range of options to top
rankers then re-rank.
Broad input, lead to consensus
Could lead to winner and losers.

Question: How do we propose to determine ranking?

Question: If consensus cannot be reached after 15 minutes of discussion should the committee fall back on
85% of the vote by simple majority?

Question: Are we redefining consensus?

3. Collective statement — reflects all POV’s. Responsible for ensuring that language accurately reflective.
All POV’s included
Relinquishes decision-making.



Question: Do | understand this correctly? If consensus cannot be reached on an issue it will go to a mediation
group? The mediation group will bring it back to the Steering Committee and we will vote on the issue using
simple majority vote of 2/3 of those present?

4. Voting — Majority, 2/3s, etc.
Fast and efficient
Winners and losers

Question: Why don’t we vote on all issues using the 2/3-majority rule?

Straw Proposals to Consider:
1. Determine Type of Issue-

Procedural
Substantive

Question: Who will decide which is a Procedural Issue and which is a Substantive Procedural Issue?

Question: How much time will we spend deliberating whether an issue is procedural or substantive?

Question: Can we have an example what is considered a procedural issue and what is a substantive issue?

Maggie: A Procedural issue would be anything regarding the procedure of these meetings. An example
would be, where to hold a meeting or when to hold a meeting. Substantive would be something
more important.

2. Procedural- Non-consensus
Vote — simple (or super) majority prevails

- Examples: Whether or not an issue is substance or procedural, meeting place and times, etc.
Question: Shouldn’t we just go simple majority vote on this? Just keep it simple 50+one?

Maggie: May | suggest that on Procedural issues the group strives for consensus within an allotted time
frame, say 15 minutes or whatever you decide, then fall back to simple majority 50 + 1 vote?

Question: | think that for simple procedural issues we should just use a simple majority vote.
Question: While | disagree on using voting 50+one, simple majority should equal 2/3 or 85% super-majority.
Maggie: How many agree that for procedural issues there should be a simple majority vote of 50+one?

The vote showed 27 YES votes and 3 NO votes of the Steering Committee members present for a Simple
Majority Vote of 50+1 on Procedural Issues.

Substantive — Non-consensus (option #A)
3. Determining whether an issues is substantive or not

Bill Arnold: Ifitis logical for a valid body, that is 2/3, to approve something, then it ought to be that 1/3 should
constitute the amount of this body that could be required to move an issue into the Substantive Procedural issue
category.

Ernie Cohen: | agree, very creative and useful.

Lucy Vitale: Why did we have the consensus workshop on consensus making if we are talking 1/3 — 2/3 or
voting we should be striving for consensus.

Maggie: We need to set a guideline for the amount of time that we will use to strive for consensus.



Ernie Cohen: [ would like a vote on the issue of 1/3 of the members determining whether an issue is
substantive issue or procedural.

Question: Is 1/3 of the total membership or the members present?

Ernie Cohen:1/3 of the members present.

David: Does everyone agree that if one third or more of the present Steering Committee membership
decides that an issue should be moved to the Substantive Procedural category it will be? Does everyone agree

to this?

The group reached consensus that if 1/3 third or more of the Steering Committee members present can
decide that an issue should be moved to the substantive Procedural category.

David: We will adhere to our time line and | would like to propose that we would continue with the remaining
items at the next meeting.

Issue of facilitator
David: Do you want us to continue serving a your facilitator for the next meeting? Does anyone object?
No objection

David: Just to make thing run smoother, the facilitators need to control the meeting better and set time
frames for discussion and the facilitator need to hold us to that time-frame.

Next meeting agenda:

David: Spent a great deal of time, organizing ourselves, some members of the ad-hoc committee wanted to
begin considering substantive issue at the next meeting.

Ernie Cohen: 1 need to think that we will need to complete procedural issues at the next meeting, and we need
to commit to addressing substantive issues at the November meeting.

Jonathan Duhamel: | do have several issues to propose for future meeting agendas but I think you should
ask that question again.

Carolyn Campbell: We have to come up with a way to get through this more quickly, we need to have

shorter discussions, and people need to think about what they can live with and making decision and putting
them into practice. Sooner or later you are going to have to give your opinions at a Board meeting. See we
need to get past all of this stuff.

Bill Arnold: Can we provide you (facilitator) list of items we would like on the next agenda?

David: Yes, of course. You have our email address right?
Bill Arnold: Yes, okay, I'll send it.

The meeting adjourned at 9:00pm.



SDCP - Steering Committee
Old Vail Middle School, 9:30am to 11:30am
Saturday, October 6, 2001

Meeting Minutes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, David Steele, and SIMG staff.
Goal: To have the Steering Committee organize itself in order to complete its duty to the County.
Meeting Commenced at 9:30am.

The meeting commenced with 23 Steering Committee members. David Steele suggested that if there were not
enough members present, then the members present would proceed with the agenda, make an advisory and
present it as an item for confirmation at the next meeting. David opened up the meeting by introducing himself
and asking members to introduce themselves.

Re-cap of the Ad-Hoc Organizational Steering Committee:

1. The Ad-Hoc committee met on September 21, 2001.

2. The Ad-Hoc committee discussed the issue of a request from many Steering Committee members
requesting that the meetings move at a quicker pace. This resulted in the Ad-Hoc committee developing
ground rules that would enable the meetings to progress at a quicker and more efficient pace.

3. Also discussed was the request by steering committee members for an east-side location for the
October 6" meeting. A location was retained to accommodate this request.

4. This information was provided in memo form, along with the agenda for the October 6" meeting, and
minutes from the June, July and September Steering Committee meetings, to the Steering Committee
members via mail. A complete package was sent to Maveen Behan, of the Pima County Planning
Department, in compliance with the Open Meeting Law.

Ground Rules as they would apply to this meeting only.

1. One minute per person per agenda topic.
No transferring of speaking time
Can only speak a second minute if everyone else has spoken
Speak into the microphones
At appointed time, move to decision making or next topic
Start and end on time.
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Comments:
Opposed to a group making decisions for whole Steering Committee.
Each member should be given a chance to speak regardless of time.
Objection to not being part of this decision.
This should put this to a vote right now.

At this point a count of Steering Committee members was taken and there were 28 Steering Committee
members present- quorum established..
Vote : Ground rules should apply to this agenda. 18 approved. 6 disapproved.

Revision of previous minutes:
Discussion:

The July 28" minutes state incorrectly that the Steering Committee members decided to modify
(85% with fallback-could include voting.) This will be corrected.

The September 5" minutes contain the entire Steering Committee not the attendees of the
meeting. The correct list will be provided.




Re-cap of the previous meeting:
Consensus was reached on the following:

Agenda order revised: 1. Approval of minutes, 2. Old Business, 3. New Business
For procedural issues there should be a Simple Majority vote of 50+1.

One third or more of the present Steering Committee membership can decide that an issue will move
from the procedural category to the substantive procedural category.

Next Meeting:
Wednesday, November 7, 2001 7pm to 9pm. The members of the Steering Committee requested a central

location for this meeting. SIMG Staff will investigate locations and inform the Steering Committee via mail,
phone, email and fax. The County will also be notified.

Call to the Public:
No comments.

Discussion -‘fall-back decision-making mechanisms'’ if consensus is not achieved:

It was decided at the September 5" meeting that Procedural Issues would require a simple majority vote. If one-
third of the present Steering Committee felt that an issue was substantive, the issue would go to another fall-
back process. This fall-back process to be identified at this meeting.

The Ad-Hoc Committee developed the following Straw Proposals:

Substantive — Non-consensus (Option A)
Keep in entire group until X% (e.g. 85) agree. This proposal received 6 approval votes.

Substantive — Non-consensus (Option B)

Send to mediation group who would report back to the Steering Committee by the next meeting. If non-
consensus remains, supermajority vote.

Options:

-Standing group

-Point of view for each circumstance

-Hybrid: Three standing members, then points of views participate

-Any member can attend, any member can participate.

This proposal received 11 approval votes.

Comments:

Open Meeting Law — does this meet the requirements?

Members of the mediation group will not be involved in other issues. Response:
Mediation group will meet between Steering Committee meetings.

This will not be efficient if the Mediation group will only make recommendations that will
result in longer debate and discussion.

The discussion should remain within the entire Steering Committee.
Super majority should be 66%, not the proposed 85%.
There are not enough details regarding the mediation group to vote.

Collective Statement: A collective statement would allow the Steering Committee to move forward in the
decision making process. This proposal received 12 approval votes.

Steering Committee members made the following proposals:

1. Vote on an issue. If consensus is reached the issue is closed. If non-consensus then look for super
majority. If this is not achieved then the issue goes to a mediation group that will meet between
Steering Committee meetings and give its recommendations to the Steering Committee for another vote
which will strive for consensus or supermajority. If neither can be achieved then fall-back to a Collective
Statement. The percentage of present Steering Committee members required for a supermajority vote is



yet to be determined. The number of times that an issue will revert to the mediation group was also
undetermined.

2. Mediation would occur between voting for consensus and voting for supermajority. Proposed Mediation
Groups: a) Steering Committee elects three permanent members for Standing Mediation Group for
individual issues, however any Steering Committee member can join; b)Mediation Group is open to all
Steering Committee members.

3. Issues should be discussed for 20 minutes then put to vote. If consensus or supermajority is not
reached then vote on a)more discussion time; b) send to mediation group; c) collective statement.

4. Go directly to a Collective Statement if consensus is not reached.

Consensus was reached on the following:

Elements of proposals One and Three will be combined. Members will vote on the
options. If the members vote to send the issue to mediation, the remainder of Proposal
One will be followed. This passed with majority vote of 15.

Supermajority will consist of two-thirds plus one. This passed with majority vote of
16.

Mediation group will be open to all. This passed with majority vote of 15.

Membership Query -- 6-27 Issues — Governance:
Key Issues:

General membership meetings? This proposal received 26 approval votes.
Should a Chairman and/or other officers be elected? This proposal received 26 approval votes.

Should a Committee structure be established? If so, what kind of subcommittee? This proposal
received 20 approval votes.

What role, if any, should County staff play in the work of the Steering Committee? The Board of
Supervisors will develop a plan- this cancelled the vote on this proposal.

Consensus was reached on the following:
Steering Committee will not ask the Board of Supervisors to open membership.

Proxies cannot be selected. Board of Supervisors will address issues of legitimate
alternates.

*All items were voted on collectively after it was discovered that a member of the general public had
been voting as a Steering Committee member.

Executive Session:

Meeting adjourned at 11:37 am



SDCP - Steering Committee
Sheraton Tucson, 7pm to 9pm

Wednesday, November 7, 2001
Meeting Minutes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, David Steele, Maeveen Behan and SIMG staff.
Speaker: Mr. Chuck Huckelberry, Pima County Administrator

Goal: To have the Steering Committee organize itself in order to complete its duty to the County.
Meeting Commenced at 7:00 pm.

Meeting commenced with 42 Steering Committee members and 20 members of the general public. David
Steele opened up the meeting by introducing himself and requesting a moment of silence in respect the passing
of Steering Committee member Lance McVittie. David then provided a brief re-cap of the Ad-Hoc meeting on
October 24, 2001.

Re-cap of the Ad-Hoc Organizational Steering Committee:

5. Create an Agenda for the November 7" Steering Committee meeting.

6. Draft letter of inquiry to those Steering Committee members that have attended less than 50% of the
meetings.

7. Requesting an Economic Analysis from the County.

8. Steering Committee members to review and make changes on the draft of the Operating Guidelines and
send to David Steele, who will make the revisions and return the draft to the Steering Committee for
review.

9. Recommend that Facilitator present the report on behalf of the Steering Committee and bring back any
guestions, changes or concerns to the Steering Committee for answers, recommendations and reviews.

10. This information was provided in memo form, along with the agenda for the November 7th meeting, the
power point presentation, Spreadsheet with member attendance, transcript of the Board of Supervisors’
proceedings leading to October 9" letter from Chuck Huckelberry and minutes from the October 6th
Steering Committee meeting, to the Steering Committee members via mail. A complete package was
delivered to Maeveen Behan, of the Pima County Planning Department, in compliance with the Open
Meeting Law.

Documents made available to the Steering Committee members at the meeting:
Additional flow chart from Steering Committee member, Debbie Hecht.
Meeting notes from the Ad-Hoc Sub-Committee.

Letter from Steering Committee member, Carl Winters
Proposal from Morrison Institute to the County.
Extra Agendas and meeting packages.

Logistics for the next meeting:

Saturday, December 1, 2001 from 9:30 am to 12:30 pm. The members of the Steering Committee requested a
central location for this meeting. SIMG Staff suggested the following location to the Steering Committee for their
approval.

Randolph Golf Course Clubhouse

600 South Alvernon Way

9:30 am to 12:30 pm

Comments:

None




Ground Rules as they would apply to this meeting only.
7. Only Steering Committee members can participate in the discussion of issues on the agenda.
8. General public will participate at the Call to the Public.
9. One minute per person per agenda topic.
10. Can only speak a second minute if everyone else has spoken.
11. Speak into the microphones
12. At appointed time, move to decision making or next topic
13. Start and end on time.

Comments:
None.

Vote : Ground rules should apply to this agenda.

Revision of previous minutes:
Discussion:

Page three under Consensus: Elements of proposals one and three were combined not the
entire proposal.

Pages of the minutes will be numbered.

The minutes of the October 6" Executive Session were not attached. Those minutes are to be
available at the December 1* meeting and will be approved at that time.

Call to the Public:
Comments:

The Morrison Institute Proposal does not show cost of implementing this plan. Meaning, costs of
purchasing land for parks, easements, etc. Why aren’t those costs being studied?

The agendas that are being posted at the County are not the same as the agendas handed out here.
The agendas posted at the County should be more detailed.

Guest Speaker Chuck Huckelberry:

I don’t know if there are any specific issues other than the items listed on the agenda, so let me try and go over
those and kind of tell you where the county staff is and where we’ve been since we last talked in May out at the
Desert Museum and said go forth and figure out what to do and govern yourselves. It sounds like we're still
working on that and that's fine because it's within the timelines that we anticipated. The process has continued
to move forward from mostly a staff and consulting perspective. You see, from time to time, things in the media
that are reported on the plan and those are active and reactive to probably a lot of opinions that are being
formulated, good and bad about the plan, and that’s fine because discourse and debate will in fact improve the
product. We had an update and we felt it was appropriate to update the Board in October of this year and | think
that's what we included and sent to the Steering Committee in that update and what you can probably gather
from that update is that much of the biological science component of the Plan has been completed. The issue
with regard to the science technical advisory team the consultants of Recon have completed much of the very
initial biological work on the Plan and that was reported in a series of documents. | understand, | hope, that you
are going to have the consultants and the Science Technical Advisory Team here. Very quickly, to go over with
you, probably in its abbreviated form, about a 200-hundred page document dealing with the Plan, the species,
the designation and identification of areas of potential conservation and their differentiation of those
conservation areas as opposed to what was released and reported on earlier that year in March and March
2001 and we commonly call that by folks who have attached a hame to it in the media and others, the purple
map. The purple map was identified originally in March of 2001. What it was, was the preliminary work of the
science community with regards to the preferred biological area of conservation. It didn’t talk about restrictions,
it didn’t talk about what was good or bad about the particular areas. It did not differentiate those. The work that’s
been completed today differentiates those into a series of categories ranging from linkages on one side and
riparian areas down to areas called biological core and reserve core and a lot of other definitions that the




consultants and science team are better able to define for you. The result of that was reported to the Board in
October. Much of the science on the biological side is done. You probably also read about a peer review
process that was conducted by two members with some fairly significant national reputations in conservation
biology. One person couldn’t attend, had his back go out and you can't force somebody to get on a plane when
they’re in pain. It was a two person peer review. And | think the peer review was relatively successful. It
indicated that the purposes of the conservation Plan to date, and the focus of biology were met. That the
science is probably significantly diverse and strong in a sense that it can withstand alternative opinions and
obviously in the areas of biological sciences which are not mathematical sciences or physical sciences, there
are areas for differences of opinion. It was important to get the Peer Review done, and that’s done. We're also
in the process with our consultant and this should not be of any significant surprise to you, in developing all the
alternatives that obviously that when we get down in the agenda here, to the Scope of the Steering Committee
and what you do. | can probably, if you would like, you all have received so much material from us, so often and
it has been so voluminous that very often you may have missed the sentences in the cover letter that talks about
your Scope. But it is in fact to review and comment and to help shape the alternatives that move forward in
refining and developing the Section Ten Permit for the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. We can kind of
go back in and pull everyone of those sentences or paragraphs from communications that have been sent in
the past and if that helps kind of helps summarize Scope and Concept. Back to the issue of what we’re having
the consultants do now. The consultants now are actually defining, and again, as an alternative. Now we've
talked about alternatives. And one of the alternatives will in fact be this differentiated biological reserve that you
see as one of the maps in the attachment to the update to the Board. Another alternative will be, ‘do nothing’.
The No Action alternatives. We have heard from a number of folks that we have over reacted, that we’ve over
conserved. That we have gone way beyond what is required by federal law and talking about 56 priority
vulnerable species. We're actually producing some technical work now through the consultants that talk about
what the reserve design would look like if all we did was protect the endangered species that exist today. That
work should be done fairly quickly. Obviously it will be given to the Committee in full volume, so again you can
decide whether or not to use that as one of the alternatives. What the staff has been doing is finishing the
science. Science is basically done. We will have sufficient, different information with regard to species and
species protection. As to allow the committee to make some decisions about which alternatives go forward.
Those are the alternatives that get plugged into the Environmental Impact Statement and get discussed with
regard to what their impacts are and | hope that you will invite the Federal agencies next month, | hope, |
believe. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to talk about that process. That now that the science is done the
alternatives can in fact be evaluated and what those alternatives mean with regard to this mythical Section Ten
Permit for the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. That will then give you probably a little more insight to
what occurs in the alternatives evaluation and how the Federal Government who ultimately has to give this
permit believes that A) the Science meets the criteria which they can in fact give the permit on, and B) the
alternative that you may consider are also viable alternatives on which to issue this permit. Another thing | think
you heard about, you had a little trouble scheduling folks from Phoenix, which is the Morrison Institute. It looks
like what you need to do is hear from them, | would assume, sometime in late January, February. Hopefully their
work will be done in accordance with the Scope and Definition that | think you have all see and been given. It
will give you some insight with regard to the impact Analysis particularly as it relates to the economics. It's not
going to answer that age old question, because no one can answer it, about how much the Plan is going to cost.
That's what we keep hearing from everyone, ‘Is it going to cost $501,297,058 dollars?’ and no one can give you
that. No one will even be able to give you that even in the alternatives analysis. Once you then get through the
Morrison Institute, probably in February, | think that then is when your real work begins and that is in fact
forming series alternatives to take to final and formal EIS Public Review and Comment for adoption. Later on in
the calendar year 2002. So that'’s kind of the schedule. | would hope that you could begin talking and evaluating
alternatives in March, April, May, June, and come to some recommendation during the summer in which to
forward that recommendation to the Board. Let me talk a little bit about the update and the recommendation
adopted by the Board with regard to updates from the Steering Committee. | think the Board would like to hear
from you. Would like to hear from you on a collective basis or an individual basis. They hear from you, many of
you, individually, so don't feel bashful about writing down what you think and sending it to them because that is
public input in review. But | think they also want to know collectively what the Body thinks with regard to the
Plan. If you have issues, concerns its an appropriate mechanism and venue for which you can get those as a
collective body put before the Board for review and discussion. Let me give you a ‘For Example’ One of the
items here talks about Resources available to the Steering Committee. You have the same resources available
to you that we have to us. For the most part all those resources are programmed into particular work elements



or action items that are on-going now or are anticipated to be on-going through the balance and completion of
this process. We have heard that some of you would like other studies. You want to check on the checkers, or
whatever. If you want to do that, you know that is your collective opinion as a Steering Committee. You can
make that request of the Board and the money that could be made available for that purpose would come from
the Board’s contingency fund. Which everybody gets to make a request for and the Board will decide the merits
and determine what to fund and when to fund it, how to fund it and what to do. So I think that is your mechanism
if you want to do more studies, if you want to re-do this, do this differently, if you want a Minerals Component to
the Conservation Plan. Figure out what it is, figure out what it costs, make a recommendation, get the Steering
Committee to approve the expenditure of those resources for that purpose and request the Board of Supervisors
provide the funds through their contingency fund.

Let me finish a couple of other things here. Linkage; Preferred Alternatives Analysis, how does all that work?
Well, it works by people sitting down and saying here is what we think is important or not important with regard
to making some of this work. Here is what is important in this particular region or subregion or sub-area and we
would like to see this either promoted in this area or ignored in this area. And again that is the per view of the
Steering Committee. Those answers and linkages are obviously not easy and not direct. | think a lot of people
think, ‘lets answer a lot of basic and real fundamental questions and then the answer will obviously pop out and
voilal We’'ll be done!” Well that’s not going to happen. There are no easy answers or clear cut answers for every
postulation, and I think this is what’s important and | think that probably all of you know this, is that its however
you frame an issue and frame a question and talk about the postulations about answers can give you about four
or five different answers for say the same question depending upon the assumptions going in. | think that if you
believe there are magic answers out there, we would be done, your hard work and tough work wouldn’t be
necessary. It is absolutely necessary because of collective wisdom. We also talk about, and | will talk a little bit
about my bosses, which is always dangerous, | think that all of you have your own opinions and your own ideas
and you can express them individually. You may be right, you may be wrong, that is exactly the way the Board
of Supervisors works. As individuals they express their opinions, state their beliefs, and they may be right or
wrong, but what is important is that collective wisdom of the body. And that is the governing body of Pima
county called the Board of Supervisors. Their individual concepts and ideas usually and may not carry forward.
What carries forward and what actually works is the collective wisdom of the body and that is in fact why the
Steering Committee is formed. We're looking for the collective wisdom of the body, not the individual ideas of
the individual folks who make up the body. Timelines, timelines we hope that you hear from the Feds as much
as you want to hear or as little as you want to hear. You finish the deliberation and an important deliberation of
how you express the collective wisdom of this body in governance. A lot of you probably have patience that has
grown thin in the discussions but it is an important thing to reach a conclusion about. We hope that in January
you will hear from the consultants. Our consultant is Recon and we will have probably have the extensive show,
it's up to you. If you want to learn everything there is about reserve design and about how boundaries’ exterior
to the reserve design were finalized, how interior boundaries were differentiated, what’s important, what's not
important. We can probably arrange for a two hour slide show for you with a biologist and with a science
technical advisory team. I think it's important they also come here and you get to see them, talk to them and
quiz them about their science, particularly now that it has gone through independent nationally recognized
expert conservation biologists. We hope then also then after that in February, hear from the Morrison Institute
about the economic issues. | think it is important to call them issues and not necessarily consequences because
everything is an opportunity how we view it is how it ultimately will be successful or unsuccessful. If we talk
about specific amounts of dollars, specific time frames in action items, it ultimately will get people bogged down.
We're looking for, again this kind of collective vision on conservation. It involves a Section Ten Permit, no
guestion about it, but it also involves much longer term and broader vision that deals with the ultimate form and
how Pima county treats its natural and cultural resources. Then | think the next thing you’re off, hopefully in
deliberations, with regard to alternatives. Whether all of you like the ‘No Action’ alternative that’s fine. That
states your collective wisdom and opinion. If you like anything in-between or any alterations in between, that’s
also how you will be basically able to provide input into this process. Depending upon publication, written
comment, response to written comment and everything else that happens in an EIS process. We're probably
talking another three months to six months for all that to shake down. Then ultimately a decision by the Board of
Supervisors. We hope that long before the end of 2002. So that’s timeframes, timelines, resources, where to get
resources, where we are, what we're doing, etc. if you got some questions, I'll try to answer them.



Question: | need a clarification. When we started this process, we talked about cultural, historic resources as
well as the Section Ten Permit. But tonight, if | understood you correctly, you say that our scope is limited to the
Section Ten Permit. Could you clarify that?

Mr. Huckelberry: Yes, your purpose on the record and legally with regard to the Section Ten Permit as an EIS
process on the Section Ten. Your scope, while we talk, is absolutely required on the Section Ten Permit, it is
also obviously, permissible to participate in the balance of recommendations on the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan. That includes any of the elements that might fall outside area of biology and the Section Ten
Permit. We have never, | think, envisioned that your scope is directly and specifically limited to Section Ten.
Your most important work is Section Ten, with regard to the EIS process formulation of alternatives and
recommendations as a citizen participation process. You can make recommendations on the Conservation Plan
itself over arching all day long, collectively, individually, everybody does, everybody has, and we expect
everybody to continue to do so.

Question: | hope that in January when we hear from these other teams like the science team, that the ranch
technical advisory team could also be part of that phase for this committee’s benefit. My question is whether the
sub-area planning aspect of putting together the SDCP is going to be part of the process. The county had
initiated meetings about a year ago that were helpful and good at the time and | wondered whether that way of
looking at things will be part of the process or no.

Mr. Huckelberry: Any team is welcome to come and present. Absolutely. If we need to get the Ranching Team
here we’ll do that. We need to get the Cultural Team here, we will do that. Again it’s trying to be cognizant of
your time and what you think are the most important issues. You will find that in many cases preservation of one
set of resources will in fact help protect another. And that is the case with biological and cultural resources,
particularly in the riparian areas, but we can absolutely invite the Ranch Team again consensus if you want to
do that, fine. Same thing with the Cultural Team and anyone else you want to hear from. Second part was Sub
area discussion. We had very early on, had the resource base broken down into sub regions and its fine if you
want to proceed by the subregion, fine if you want to proceed by the whole. We received a little bit of criticism
when we first went off into the subregion. Some thought we were trying to divide and conquer the Steering
Committee and so we said, let’s look at the big picture. We don’t have any particular way in which we want to
organize or control the information either regionally or sub-regionally.

Question: Regarding your October 9 memo, are the three conflicts mentioned going to be resolved by the
County or are we as Steering Committee supposed to look at them?

Mr. Huckelberry: We took the differentiated biological core reserve design that forms this conservation land
system and said, ‘Obviously, if in fact we have planned land uses that require significant alteration of the surface
area, then we have a conflict.” We found three areas of conflict that were pretty obvious and | think, known to a
lot of people before we stumbled on to them. And that is the far flung reaches of the urban area. We said,
‘Those need to be resolved by lightening the development footprint.” Meaning lowering the land use intensity
that had been planned in the 1992 Comprehensive Land Use Plan for those areas. And yes we intend to make
those recommendations to the Board, such that the Planned Land Uses in areas of direct and absolute conflict
are more compatible with the concepts of preservation. Whether or not those survive the process that goes
through land panels to planning and zoning commission to the Board of Supervisors, who knows, but you'll
probably know by the end of December and in addition, I think one of the other things that everyone has to
understand is that the Comprehensive Plan is a by statute and by code, a dynamic document. Once it is voted
on in December, it is not case in stone. It can be amended in January 2002. So if there is a mistake, the Board
can go in 60 days later and correct that mistake. We view this process as dynamic and interactive. That means
we are going to proceed to send the Comprehensive Plan to the Board for adoption prior to the end of the year,
pursuant to statute. Does that mean its not going to change in the future? No. It will be updated as best
available information is before us and the Board and that applies to what we call both down planning, not down
zoning, everybody understand that? As well as up-planning. We intend to proceed with insuring that the
Comprehensive Plan Update is as compatible as possible with the present findings of the Conservation Plan.



Question: How soon can we expect to learn what the alternatives are for paying the costs of the plan, whatever
the plan ends up being? Secondly, when and from what source can we expect to get information about the
marginal benefits or costs of the next particular square mile of land.

Mr. Huckelberry: The actual cost of implementing the plan is highly variable because a) there are a lot of
alternatives including the No Action alternative, that has no governmental costs, but has other costs associated
with non-implementation. Payment sources; well we have the traditional, tax payers of Pima County, which have
gone to the polls over the last 20 years and approved 125 million dollars in open space bonds for acquisition.
Governmental entities have their general funds as well as other revenue sources available to them to implement
components of the plan. Those components range from acquisition of particular property to probably very direct
subsidies, to the ranching community through the payment of grazing fees. The sources of funds at the local
level come from direct taxation. At the state level they come from a variety of sources that have been enacted
by the Legislature to date. An act of the Legislature lasts as long as one year unless it's a Constitutional
Amendment. Those can be variable also, Arizona Preserves Initiative is an example. The Federal government
has at least three sources of revenue available for implementation once Multi-species or Habitat Conservation
Plans are adopted through funding sources, Section Six of the Endangered Species Act, through land and water
conservation funds, a number of direct appropriations, typically from the Federal Government. Those are a
number of sources. You can go down an exhaustive source that might talk about new fees, new taxes, all sorts
of things that get folks talking. So those are just examples, ways the actual monetary cost of the Plan gets paid
for. We can give you the full range, but what you have to understand is that it is typically a Congressional
Appropriation process where everybody is in the game. You can either be a huge success or a huge failure.
Economics and the Morrison Institute. The Morrison Institute scope is one that | believe we felt was appropriate
and reasonable given the kind of detail we’re going to be able to understand out of the economics. | don’t know
if we have sent you, | hope we have sent the Committee in the past, some of the financial studies that the
County has dealt with. Mostly from the area of property tax and property tax revenues. It’s those kind of issues
that Morrison will be struggling with. This whole issue of marginal costs. Do you go one more section out or do
you come back one more section. Well the question then is you have to assume how will that section that is in
this marginal discussion what is its development capability, what can it be developed as, what is the probable
revenues generated from that property taxation, sales tax, gas tax, all of the various sources that government
derives versus what are the service levels that have to go into those areas. We've got some models, they’re not
perfect models, but their about as good as we can get now from governmental revenues, and they deal with
telling us that in some cases marginal costs we can'’t pay for sheriff services in some areas of the county that
are lightly developed. So those are the kinds of things we’ll be looking at. Are there any clear cut answers? No.
Same thing I'm going to tell you is that there aren’t any hard, fast answers, you aren’t going to get yes or no.
Whether the economic study is going to be adequate for decision makers is obviously something that you're
going to have some input in, everybody else is. And there are folks around, probably in this room, who are not
going to feel bashful about taking an issue to court if in fact the Economic Analysis is not adequate in
addressing the issue there.

Question: Has anyone ever done a study that took all of the land that has been put into preserves, out of the
tax rolls or down-zoned and projected how much in property tax revenue is being lost to the county over the next
ten years, say per acre, or something like that. That is one thing that | think we can use. How much can we
afford to save?

Mr. Huckelberry: What we have found, at least with most of the acquisitions to date, that we can afford
because there are certain acquisitions that we cannot afford because it’s too costly. I'll give you an example, of
a fairly recent one, a fairly large one, a fairly complex one and a fairly controversial one, its called Canoa Ranch.
6000 acres, 5000 of it purchased by the county. The actual aggregate property taxes paid on Canoa Ranch is
equivalent to five single family houses in Green Valley. | don't think we will ever talk about making decisions not
to buy property based on future tax revenue as it was purchased. What you can do is then speculate and what
would be the property’s use if it wasn’t purchased? Is it a master planned community? Well we can give you tax
revenues that come out of master planned communities such as La Paloma. Per acre that's $250,000 per acre.
We can give you tax revenue of Canoa Ranch if that is split up with no governmental regulation or not a
regulated sub division, then its 1500 dollars an acre. That doesn’t pay for sheriff calls to it. We can give you
those kinds of alternatives. Our limiting factor on the land that we buy will not be the tax issue, it's going to be
our ability to pay for it. In other words the Canoa Ranch cost the county six million dollars. Those kinds of things



are what is going to limit the amount of property the county buys in the future. That's why | say, if you think the
Conservation Plan is going to buy a lot of property in the county, I'm here to tell you that probably that won't
happen.

Question: Inthe October memo it said that agreements have already been made with the Bureau of Rec.,
Fish and Wildlife, BLM Service. What were these agreements or where do we find out what these agreements
are?

Mr. Huckelberry: Those are actual cooperative agreements executed between each agency and the county.
What they say is that the agency, whether it be EPA, Bureau of Rec or all the federal agencies, is that they will
participate in the Conservation Plan and to the extent that it does not conflict with their with their mission, they
will in fact, probably, once its gone through a public process of vetting what the important management aspects
of their particular land are, they will manage them in accordance with the goals of the Conservation Plan.

David: Your letter indicated that the Board wanted the report on November 20". There was some guestions
whether you actually wanted the SC report and appearance on the 20", or did you just want the written
documentation and actually have the SC appearance on the 27"

Mr. Huckelberry: | think whatever confusion we have the study session is November 27". That is the date
when someone, hopefully, would want to come and talk to the Board. The material if you'll write it down,
because Thursday is the agenda cut-off date. Typically that's our rules. We have to get all the written materials
that will be before the Board in on that Thursday. However, that Thursday is Thanksgiving. So Wednesday will
be an appropriate time to have written material completed, prepared and for our Board meeting on the 27",

David: So really our dead line is written material on Wednesday, November 21, 2001.

Mr. Huckelberry: Thank you very much, you have a tough job ahead of you. A lot of people from time to time
get irritated with eachother, with us, don’t worry about it, that’s just the process. What's important is just keep
moving forward, and making decisions and recommendations. One of the things you have to understand is that
as this process continues life goes on. The county has to make decisions on zoning cases every week. We have
to do what we think is prudent for the county week to week on implementing things that are our policy direction
says. So | don’t think anyone should get disconcerted if you see the Board going off and making a decision
about a zoning case in Catalina. That some people may think its contradictory to the Plan, that's like | say, some
people’s opinion. The Board will continue the vision. And the implementation of the Conservation Plan is a long
term strategic vision; its not for next year or five years from now, Conservation Plan implementation is for ten
and fifty year horizons. So with that piece of information, think about it.

The Governance and Membership Issues :
David presented the questions and responses that have been discussed and answered since the June 27"
meeting:

Should there be general membership meetings, similar to what we’ve been doing now?

Should we have a Chairperson and or other officers be elected? Is that an approach that you want to
consider.

Should a committee structure be established, if so, what kind of sub-committees.
What role, if any, should the county staff play in the work of the Steering Committee.

In the responses, most favored the following:
Some sort of Chair position
General membership meeting with no Chair, but with a Facilitator.
Some sort of committee/subcommittees structure
All topics areas open and no subcommittee

David then presented the following options:
Option One:



Ad-hoc organizational subcommittee
fiscal Economic/Legal subcommittee

plan, scope and boundaries subcommittee, to be formed after the Organizational phase of the Steering
Committee is completed.

Mediation subcommittee

Community/Governmental Outreach Committee, to be formed after the Organizational  phase of the
Steering Committee is completed.

Special subcommittees to be formed as needed
Any member can volunteer for any subcommittee

Option Two:

General membership meetings with small group breakouts during the same meeting that report back to
the full committee for decision making by the entire Steering Committee.

Comments:

Ad-hoc had a stronger preference for Option One.

Option Two bests serves our purpose.

Option Two bests serves those of us that have a long distance to travel in order to make it to these
meetings.

With respect to Option Two, it's best if we stay in the big group, but if there is a need at a certain time for
a subcommittee, we decide as a group, and if people sign up for it and they are in a certain part of town
we can meet there for it as a subcommittee, but there are no standing subcommittees. This is just for if
we see some serious need to get together on that basis, then we do it.

Consensus:

General membership meetings will continue, during the meetings we’ll have small group breakouts that
will discuss an issue and then come back to the larger group and make decisions at that same meeting.
Subcommittees will be determined by the whole body on an as-needed basis.

Membership:
David reiterated that the County requested specific recommendations regarding non-participating members of

the Steering Committee and that is was in the best interest of the Steering Committee to address this issue
before the December 1* meeting. He presented the following options and these were ranked by the Steering
Committee members, then voted on by the Steering Committee members.

1.

2.

Status Quo — Don’t do anything on this issue and tell the Board of Supervisors that we don'’t see a
problem This received 12 votes during the ranking process.

Recommend to the Board of Supervisors that they remove those that have attended less than 25%
without replacements. This received 18 ranking votes.

Send a letter requiring a response to less than 50% encouraging interest and further participation in
future meetings. This received 18 ranking votes.

Recommend to the Board of Supervisors that those that have less than 25% participation be removed
and a letter will be sent encouraging participation to those that have less than 50% participation. This
received 22 votes during the ranking process.

Less than 25% get a letter, encouraging interest and further participation in future meetings. This
received 8 ranking votes.

We send the letter noted in Option 3 to those that have less than 50% participation and if there is no
response before the December 1% meeting, we recommend their removal to the Board of Supervisors.
This option received 22 ranking votes.

Modified Status Quo - Letter to less than 50%. With the Steering Committee to re-visit within three
months. This option received 16 ranking votes.

Comments:



Option four and six should be combined.

This recommendations should be after tonight's meeting.
Call to vote for Option 4: This received 20 votes

Call to vote for Option 6: This received 21 votes

Consensus:

David will send a letter on behalf of the Steering Committee to those Steering Committee members that
have attended less than 50% of the meetings. If there is no response by the December 1° meeting, their
removal will be recommended to the Board of Supervisors.

Remove the Alternate designation from the five members that are presently considered Alternates.

Major Organizations
Comments:

We need clarification from the County on what they consider a major organization.

Anybody that is representing a major organization has already been identified by the list given to us
by the County.

Let each person self-identify if they are a major organization.

It is not about major organizations it is about any organization that has a major interest in the
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.

Consensus:
-The recommendation will be made to the Board of Supervisors that they identify a major organization.

-David Steele will be the Steering Committee spokesperson to the Board of Supervisors on November
20, 2001.

-Steering Committee members will make their comments on the Draft Letter Responding to Board of
Supervisors directives in the October 9" letter from Chuck Huckelberry that was mailed to them in their
packets.

-The Ad-Hoc will discuss the extension of the Steering Committee meetings when the Science and
Technical Team will be present.

Meeting adjourned at 9:00 am




SDCP - Steering Committee
Randolph Golf course Clubhouse

9:30 am —-11:30 am
Saturday, December 1, 2001
Meeting Minutes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, David Steele and SIMG staff.
Speaker: Ms. Sheryl Barrett, Assistant Field Supervisor; US Fish and Wildlife Service

Documents made available to the Steering Committee members at the meeting:
Talking points for David Steele for the presentation to the Board of Supervisors.
Extra Agendas and meeting packages.

Meeting Commenced at 9:30 am.

Meeting commenced with 39 Steering Committee members and 17 members of the general public present.
David Steele opened up the meeting by introducing himself, presenting the Ground Rules, reviewing the
agenda and presenting the meeting notes from the November 7" meeting for approval.

Ground Rules, as they would apply to this meeting only.
14. Only Steering Committee members can participate in the discussion of issues on the agenda.
15. General public will participate at the Call to the Public.
16. One minute per person per agenda topic.
17. Can only speak a second minute if everyone else has spoken.
18. Speak into the microphones
19. At appointed time, move to decision making or next topic
20. Start and end on time.
Discussion:

None.
Ground rules should apply to this agenda.

Revision of previous minutes:
Discussion:

None.
Minutes approved for the November 7" meeting.

Logistics for the next meeting:

Wednesday, January 9, 2002 from 7pm to 9pm. The members of the Steering Committee requested a
southwest location for this meeting. SIMG Staff will investigate the following locations suggested by the
Steering Committee:

o0 Tucson Estates

0 Three Points Middle School

o Community Center at Sandario

o Sahuarita Middle School

Old Business:

Query to members that have not attended 50% of the meetings:

o David presented the following data: 33 letters of inquiry were sent out. 18 members responded
that they would like to continue their participation on the Steering Committee. One member
asked to be removed from the Steering Committee. 14 members did not respond.

Discussion:

0 We should send these members a second letter.

0 We have already voted on this and we should not revisit closed issues.

o Part of the reason for attendance decline is that we can’t move on to the substantive issues.



Course of Action: The names of the 14 members that have not responded will be given to the Board of
Supervisors.

Course of Action: The Board of Supervisors will advise Steering Committee of major interest groups and
replacements if any for Steering Committee members.

Board of Supervisors Report:

o David presented a copy of the Organizational Guidelines and progress report to the Board of
Supervisors on November 21, 2001.

o0 The Steering Committee has been placed on the Board of Supervisor’ Meeting Agenda for
December 4, 2001 at 9:00 am.

o David went over the draft of the Talking Points that were distributed to the Steering Committee
members at the beginning of the meeting.

Discussion:

o The Ranch, Historical and Cultural Advisory Teams need to be added to the teams that will
make presentations to the Steering Committee.

o The request should be made for Fiscal as well as other funding resources available to the
Steering Committee. The County Attorney’s office should be present to address our concerns.

o Clarification is required from the County Attorney’s office as to what constitutes a quorum. All
the decisions the Steering Committee has made thus far may have to be ratified if we have not
had a quorum of 50+1.

Call to the Public:
Comments:

As a member of a major interest group replacing a previous member, | hope to be recognized at future
meetings.

By Open Meeting Law, a quorum is 50% + one.

Guest Speaker Ms. Sherry Berrett:

| am the Assistant Field Supervisor for the Fish and Wildlife Service in Tucson. Tucson is a sub-office
and we answer directly to the office in Phoenix. | would like to talk briefly about what the Endangered
Species Act requires for a Section 10 Permit.

A Section 10 Permit is a permit to request authorization for Incidental Take of Listed Species. When a

jurisdiction, such as Pima County, applies for a Section 10 Permit, there are Application Requirements:

1. The impact that is likely to result from the taking. The applicants have to describe the full impact of
the species taken and the related habitat issue

2. The steps that the applicant is going to take to minimize and mitigate the taking.

3. How they are going to fund that mitigation.

4. Alternatives to the taking and why they are not being used. This is a key element of what you are
doing now. You will be proposing the preferred alternatives. There are two different alternative
analysis that are involved in this process:

o Through the Endangered Species Act: That there have to be alternatives to the taking.
o Through the National Environmental Policy Act which also requires alternatives analysis.

Once the Application has been received it undergoes some analysis. Keep in mind that taking applies
only to animals, not living plants. The ESA is quite broad in how we do that analysis:
1. The taking is Incidental. The difference between Incidental and Direct taking:
o0 Incidental taking is when the purpose of your activity is a lawful activity such as grading a lot
for construction and during that you may kill or harm an endangered species.
o Direct take is if one captures, shoots or kill a listed species. This sometimes occurs under
research. During research, activities may result in the death of an endangered species.
2. Show that you have minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable.



3. Findings must show that the taking will not jeopardize the species. This is the same definition that
we use when we analyze projects. We develop a biological opinion on our issuance of the permit
because this is a federal action that requires compliance with this provision.

4. Other measures required by the Secretary of the Interior will be met.

As of June 2000, an addendum was published in the Federal Register to the handbook for
Incidental Take Permitting Processing. This resulted in a five-point policy. These five points came
from Scientific Analysis of our permitting process done by several universities throughout the US.
The five-point policy addresses five issues:

1. Biological Goals and Objectives: Expected outcome has to be defined. What the take will be and
what the conservation is expected to achieve. Guiding principals have to be provided for the
conservation. Goals and Objectives have to be measurable, based on species, habitat or both.

2. Adaptive Management: A method for examining alternative strategies, for meeting measurable
biological goals and objectives. This is based on scientific rigor, to make sure that the preserve is, in
fact, working for the species for which it is intended.

3. Monitoring: This is a feedback loop that shows what works within a preserve, what is not working
and how the structure needs to be changed to make it work better. The future conservation
management actions are adjusted according to what is learned through the monitoring. Evaluating
the compliance with the terms of the permit to make sure that any mitigation requirements are
actually being implemented, so this is the program monitoring, making sure that the commitments in
the permit are being complied with.

4. Permit Duration: This may be anywhere between 2-50 years. The County is considering somewhere
between 30 and 50 years. The Mitigation that results is in perpetuity, as is the management and
monitoring, because the development that will occur as a result of the permit is also forever. The
permit duration is based on the duration of the applicants proposed activities, the expected positive
and negative effects, and the extent of the information underlying the HCP. For example on certain
species if we don’t know enough, maybe the permit duration for that species is shorter because
you're still collecting information. The time necessary to implement and achieve the conservation
benefits, and the extent to which the program incorporates adaptive management.

5. Public Participation: The public comment periods are directly related to the National Environmental
Policy Act review. The reviews are associated with Environmental Impact Statements, which
require a 90-day review with the public. There is also a permit review for the Endangered Species
Act. When we receive a permit application, this has to go to the public for 30 days. Both review
periods are conducted simultaneously. In the case of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, there
will be an Environmental Impact Statement because of the large nature of the geographic areas and
the species that will require a 90-day period.

The Endangered Species Act states that when we issue a permit we have to ensure that we know the
specific impact to each species. So the best scale to plan this Conservation Plan on is Habitat
Conservation Planning, but we have to go back and check it at each individual species. Listed and
unlisted species that may be listed in the future may both be addressed. If the unlisted species are
addressed as if they were listed then when these species are listed, they are automatically permitted for
take. This prevents having to go back and change conservation strategy and goals.

Question: Explain the flexibility of the Permit.

Ms. Barrett: There is a ‘no surprises’ policy that benefits the permittee: If you are implementing the permit and
it is properly functioning, and circumstances change, we’re not going to go back and ask for more mitigation of
those species. If more mitigation is required then it becomes the responsibility of the Federal Government to
pick that up. To get come under the ‘no surprises’ policy you have to address one of two circumstances: 1)
Unforeseen circumstances, those that are not very likely to happen in this area. 2) Changed circumstances,
those things that are likely to happen in this area, such as drought, invasion of non-native species, fire and
floods. These have to be built into the plan so there are contingencies to address these as needed.

Question: To what extent will your department provide information and guidance to the Steering Committee?



Ms. Barrett: Our goal is to work closely with the applicants so that when they come to us with the application, it
is something that we can move forward with in a positive way.

Question: Do you check the validity of the Science and Technical Advisory Team?

Ms. Barrett: We are very involved with the Science and Technical Advisory Team and so we are checking this
as we go. We always check the science very closely, no matter what. Our goal is to make sure that the plans
are, in fact, going to work for the species. So that viable populations are there for the future.

Question: What about the economic impact?
Ms. Barrett: The economic impact is looked at as part of the Environmental Impact Statement.

Question: How many species are recommended and recognized as endangered?
Ms. Barrett: | would have to get back to you with those numbers. They change all the time.

Question: What level of certainty do we have that this will be implemented?

Ms. Barrett: Certainty that the Plan will be implemented is one of the criteria for granting the permit.
Determining how that implementation occurs is the function of this group. There are three broad areas in how
you can implement a preserve: 1. Acquisition, 2. Zoning, 3. Mitigation ratios.

Question: What happens if an area is taken over by another jurisdiction? Can the permit be changed?

Ms. Barrett: This is a legal question, but to the best of my knowledge, it depends on whether or not the de-
annexing jurisdiction can pass-on the land use restrictions to the annexing jurisdiction, but this changes from
state to state.

Question: What happens to land set aside for a species that dies out?

Ms. Barrett: This may not apply to this plan. Presently we can de-list a species for three reasons:

1) Recovery: We look at those elements that are set in place for its conservation. So if a piece of land is set
aside for the benefit of that species conservation, we expect that's going to be there. 2)Extinction: This plan is
not going to set aside specific land for one specific species because this is an eco-system level plan that
addresses multiple species under that one layer.

3) Bad taxonomy is the third.

Question: Does Incidental loss refer to loss of species or loss of habitat, and please explain the ‘no-take’
alternative, how it works, how it would apply to a habitat.

Ms. Barrett: There are mechanisms where we can address Take Through Harm, which is loss of habitat.
Incidental take provides for harm which is the loss of habitat and that is where mitigation is going to become
important because we are going to need to show that because we are losing some amount of habitat in one
area, a good preserve design is going to be managed in an alternate area to off-set the loss of some of this
lower quality habitat in the original area. | would need more information on a direct example in order to address
your question of a ‘no-take’ alternative.

Question: Where do the financial resources come from? What happens if the funds run out for this?

Ms. Barrett: Part of granting the permit is providing certainty that it will be implemented. Implementing includes
funding so that is something that is going to have to be part of the program. The Jurisdiction or the applicant has
to show to us that they can achieve this funding source. So the funding source that needs to come includes the
acquisition, the management and the monitoring.

Question: How does Fish and Wildlife respond to not everyone participating in the Conservation Plan and why
are we including State land?

Ms. Barrett: Pima County’s goal was to look at an umbrella for the whole region. State lands may not want to
commit today, but they may want to do so in the future and we could still make an analysis at the point in the
future where they chose to come in if they wanted to go for their own permit.

Question: How far does the list go for Endangered Species? How can you possibly know which species will
become endangered? There is no typical line drawn to say what species should be or not be on the list.



Ms. Barrett: Yes, that is correct. You can request a permit for one species or one hundred. You can request a
permit for just the listed species or those that will be listed in the near future so that you don’t have to go back
and redesign your plan. Because this plan is occurring at the vegetation community level, the regional level,
there is a lot of overlap. We recommend that you try to address the bio-diversity of the area and try to pick up as
many of those vulnerable species as possible so that you haven't just spent four years of your lives planning a
preserve, only to have to go back and have to start re-designing because of a new species. It doesn’'t mean
we’re not going to list other species that you haven't considered. There is always the possibility that there is one
that we didn’t know about before or one that has suddenly become more threatened. The goal of this plan, as
stated by the Board, is to preserve the heritage and bio-diversity of this area. So they don’t have to request an
application for all of those species.

Question: Does a Section 10 Permit require a Cost Analysis, as well as a Social Economic Analysis?
Ms. Barrett: NIPA requires some sort of social economic analysis. There are two separate and distinct
analyses that are made.

Question: How is the plan framed and what is the proposed action?

Ms. Barrett: Basically, the proposed action is where they are going to build and where they are not going to
build. Where they build will be ‘the take’ and where they are not going to build is going to be the conservation.
With the exception of Ranching, which is an element, that we still need to figure out how it will be described, and
what action you as a committee are going to hope that they seek. | am not very clear on this myself so this is
something you will have to weigh in on.

There may not be a full answer to your question, because it will depend on what Pima County wishes to apply
for- because you may fall under their jurisdiction. Regarding how this plan is framed depends on the
implementation mechanism. If the whole community decides that acquisition up front is the best way you may
only need one permit because you're going to buy the whole preserve, you're going to have enough money to
manage it and you’re going to have enough money to monitor it and you’re done. Everyone knows what’s going
to be conserved and what is going to be developed. But that is not usually the mechanism that happens. Usually
there is some amount of implementation through the local land use authority. If that’s the case, if they are
actually going to be using more of these local land use tools, you're going to have to have a separate permit for
the separate jurisdictions because Pima County, for example, has no land use authority over the development in
Marana. Those projects that come up through Marana go through their city council and their permitting process.
Pima County cannot say how they do or do not occur. In that case you would have to have separate permits for
each jurisdiction.

Question: Is NIPA to show us how we have lived here and how we will live here, that is, how we should treat
critical habitat?

Ms. Barrette: NIPA is a disclosure document designed to disclose to you the impacts of a federal action and
how it is going to be mitigated. It doesn’t have a great philosophy or anything like that. The Endangered Species
Act is the goal or recovering endangered species, so it is also quite narrow. You have a larger, philosophical
perspective and | think that may be more in sync with the goals of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan at this
point in time. Our federal laws are not this over-arching great philosophical perspective.

Question: What guides do we have, as a body, regarding how we should treat a critical habitat?

Ms. Barrett: We are trying to come out with a draft recovery plan that will actually be a better guideline for the
conservation plan. That's coming forth, but also we are going to have to put the Critical Habitat back in within
sixteen months, and the court is about to rule on that. At this point | think that using ‘Important Habitat’ instead is
probably is just essential. Habitat isn’t a legal definition. Critical habitat gives it a legal designation, and we
already know what a Critical Habitat should look like.

Question: Are state lands exempt from this? Will this Section 10 Permit be a blanket for all of Pima County,
regardless of jurisdiction and are all the areas being looked at?

Ms. Barrett: It depends how it is structured. If there is no permit then all of those projects will have to continue
to go through a project-by-project basis review. This makes things more difficult for a landowner because when
we look at an individual project, as we are doing right now, it is called a Section 7 Consultation. Most of these
projects greater than five acres require an EPA Permit, and for Storm Water Discharge, under 402 the Clean
Water Act. EPA’s issuance of that permit requires that we analyze, under Section 7, their effects. We're



addressing all those project for example in Northwest Tucson for the pygmy owl and South of Tucson with
regard to mostly the Pima Pineapple cactus on a project-by-project basis. And they all have to do their own
mitigation. It's much easier for those land owners if we have a broader perspective of what is going to be
developed and what is going to be conserved, versus that individual process and it also is much more
streamline for the landowner to get that permit. The goal of this permit is that if we give Pima County a permit,
that when they issue grading permits in compliance with their big permit, that landowner is covered. He doesn’t
have to come back to the Fish and Wildlife Service to address his individual project, it's all done. This is
regardless of jurisdiction. If Marana goes for one and they are using land use authority and Marana has a permit
they say how they are going to implement it and they do that correctly on the issuance of that grading permit
that landowner is covered and they don’'t have to come back to us. And yes, the science committee is looking at
all of Pima County, all the way to Ajo.

Question: Does the Section 10 Permit allow for disclosure of socio-economic impact in the Environmental
Impact Statement?

Ms. Barrett: We have to disclose socio-economic impact in the EIS. We also have to address the National
Historic Preservation Act because we are issuing a permit; this is a federal action so the Fish and Wildlife
Service has to make sure there is compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act. This is a policy issue
that the Fish and Wildlife Service is still struggling with at the Washington level. We don’t know to the degree to
which our compliance is necessary. Whether or not we have to require that when we issue these permits to the
jurisdiction they have to do all these surveys or that we have to do all this up front. It's just a policy issue that we
have not resolved.

Question: Are you able to tell us how the County is doing on funding this plan?

Ms. Barrett: You first have to decide what you are going to acquire. And so you first have to structure how you
are going to put this preserve together. Using the three mechanisms on how to put a preserve together, that |
mentioned earlier, you have to decide how much of each one you are using, and then decide how much land is
actually necessary. At this point, | don’t think this process is at that level. | have not seen anything on how they
are going to do this so that’s a little pre-mature.

Call to Public:

Question: Does the Section 10 Permit cover all species and how does the Endangered Species Act discuss
potentially endangered species?

Ms. Barrett: The Endangered Species Act requires a permit for take of listed animal species. In the
Congressional Language for Section Ten, it does address the un-listed species in that regard to get a handle on
them. So it is only in the Congressional intent of the 82 Amendments to the Endangered Species Act that
provided for the Incidental Take of the Section 10 Permit, and it includes both endangered and vulnerable
species.

Question: Can the Fish and Wildlife Service compel Marana, the Town of Oro Valley, or the State to cooperate
with the plan?

Ms. Barrett: Application for a Permit is voluntary. However they do have the prohibitions of take on them so
they need to be sure that their actions don’t result in take.

Question: Can recovery include trans-location of an endangered species from elsewhere and could you
address the take of habitat?

Ms. Barrett: The Recovery Team is looking at that. There are a lot of issues that have to be dealt with before
you can just start bringing in an endangered species and dumping them some place. You have to address the
problem first, we have to look at genetics, the appropriate places to put them, land owner issues and we have to
ensure survival and propagation. Captive propagation is the last resort because it is expensive and it is better if
you can have the habitat restored and have the species expand. Regarding the second part of your question,
there is no take of habitat. However we can address the species take through harm and that is the loss of
habitat, but you have to tie that back to an individual species.

Question: What number constitutes recovery of an endangered species?



Ms. Barrett: There is not a set number; it varies by species, because it depends on the reproductive rate of
each species.

Question: How can setting aside less land possibly help the recovery of a species?

Ms. Barrett: A lot of land out there is being degraded by various land uses — off road vehicles for example, that
are tearing it up, but if you have a piece of land that is set aside and managed specifically for the conservation
of species, you can often have a smaller amount of land than you would a large amount that is not necessarily
managed for its benefit.

Question: Are you familiar with the three for one rule?

Ms. Barrett: This is not really a rule but what it derives from is the Science Technical Advisory Team’s
development of the preserve design. They looked for a mechanism by which they could capture the greatest
amount of bio diversity in the smallest land areas. What they looked at were areas where at least three of the 56
vulnerable species were underlying a particular piece of land. That became the outer edges of the preserve
design, the core then was where there were at least five species and it denoted even greater species richness
and you will get to hear more on this when Paul Fromer makes his presentation. The three for one is not a
policy; it is just how this particular Science Technical Advisory Team determined to move forward with the
development of the preserve design.

Question: How can we do anything with this plan if our information is flawed?
Ms. Barrett: You should provide any correct information you have. We don’t have the funds or manpower to do
in-depth investigations of each square mile so we do a lot of extrapolation of knowledge from the public.

Question: How is this plan going to effect state land and federal properties and is Pima County going to be able
to change these boundaries after we get the Section 10 Permit?

Ms. Barrett: The BLM and the Forest Service have both signed cooperative agreements with Pima County for
future management. While Pima County does not have land use authority over federal lands, but there is an
intent to cooperate in the management for the goals of the conservation plan across those federal lands
including the Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife Refuges. Whether the boundaries change will depend on
the significance of the effect and whether or not we need to go back and evaluate if there is a change in
conservation.

Issues for Future Meeting Agendas and New Business

David went back and checked the date for the January Steering Committee meeting and confirmed that
it was scheduled for January 9, 2002. He also confirmed that the Morrison Institute was locked in for
January 9".

Discussion:
-Can we ask the STAT to attend the February meeting and request the long version of their
presentation?

David re-capped his conversation with STAT member, Mr. Paul Fromer regarding the Science and

Technical Advisory Team making a presentation to the Steering Committee at the January meeting. The

STA Team will be unavailable for the January meeting as confirmed to David Steele by STAT member,

Dr. Bill Shaw. Mr. Fromer did confirm that the STA Team is meeting on January 17 for their regularly

scheduled meeting and there was the possibility that they could remain until Saturday, January 19 and

meet with the Steering Committee, if the Steering Committee agreed to an additional meeting.
Discussion:

-I propose that we add a meeting for January 19"

-1 have a conflict with adding a meeting on the 19", and I would really like to be here for this

presentation. We have already decided on Saturdays and Wednesdays for our meetings. | think we

should keep them that way.

-Will the Morrison Institute study be finalized when they come to see us? Because it will be of little value

if itisn’t.



-I propose that the Morrison Institute provide a draft of their study prior to their presentation so that we
can look it over and come to the meeting more prepared. | also propose that when the Science
Committee comes they also include the Ranch and Mining Committees.

-If the Morrison Institute will not have a final draft by the January meeting then perhaps we should
schedule them for February and have the STAT come in January.

Final proposal is that all points of view are heard, the Ad-Hoc discusses this during the next week or two
and send out notifications when the Morrison Institute and the STAT are locked in to a date.

Discussion:
-We need to start looking at our objectives and directives in March.
-Can we schedule our next six meetings at the January meeting?
-Let’s get a list going of issues we need to address at each meeting. Otherwise we’re going to run out of
time and have done nothing but planning.

Steering Committee Member ISsues:

Alan Lurie, Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association:

1. Membership- Suggested that the Steering Committee broaden the scope of membership to include a host of
community and governmental institutions in Pima County (See attached for complete list). For members
who are already on the SC that represent these organizations, Mr. Lurie said that they be designated as the
“official representative” of that organization.

Mr. Lurie also suggested that the Steering committee reconsider its rules on attendance to apply to only
prospective member and not to members who send in a representative

Discussion:
-We have already gone over and ruled on membership and we also ruled that we would
not revisit issues that have been voted on.
-This is a closed issue that should not be revisited. We have received our directive from
the Board of Supervisors.
-David’s letter to the Board of Supervisors addresses this issue and we will get our list
the Board of Supervisors.

2. Substantive Issues- With regard to substantive issues that included “good science and economics”, Mr.
Lurie asked members of the committee to make a motion that requests the science teams, County staff and
other relevant county authorities of the SDCP to present a “full explanation” for the following:

Selection of the 56 species currently on the SDCP list.

Selection of the geographic areas identified for each species.

Whether the draft plan’s reliance on the recently invalidated Critical Habitat for the pygmy-owl also
invalidates those portions of the SDCP.

Complete economic impact analysis identifying costs and benefits of the SDCP.

Discussion:
-The County has done a good job of addressing our questions and providing information with regards to
the economics of this plan.
-We do need to ask the Board to provide us with a list of funding sources.
-It would be good to advise STAT of these very questions.

Steering Committee Executive Session:

The continued role of the Facilitator:

Decision:

SIMG will continue to facilitate through the process portion of these meetings. Steering Committee needs to
provide David Steele with guidance on stronger facilitation of the meetings. This will be addressed by the Ad-
Hoc Committee.

Meeting adjourned at 11:00 am




SDCP - Steering Committee
Tucson Estates Multi-Purpose Room

7:00pm to 9:00 pm
Wednesday, January 9, 2002
Meeting Notes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, Maeveen Behan, David Steele and SIMG staff.
Speaker: Rob Melnick, PhD, Director; Morrison Institute for Public Policy

Documents made available to the Steering Committee members at the meeting:

Memorandum from Chuck Huckelberry regarding members that have attended less than 50% of
Steering Committee meetings.

Open Space Funding Options — draft- Provided by Maeveen Behan of the County Administrator’s Office
Power Point presentation with all Decisions beginning with 7-28-01
Extra Agendas

Meeting Commenced at 7:00 pm
Meeting commenced with 42 Steering Committee members and 40 members of the general public present.
David Steele opened up the meeting by introducing himself, presenting the Ground Rules and reviewing the
agenda.

Ground Rules, as they would apply to this meeting only:
21. Only Steering Committee members can participate in the discussion of issues on the agenda.
22. General public will participate at the Call to the Public.
23. One minute per person per agenda topic.
24. Can only speak a second minute if everyone else has spoken.
25. At appointed time, move to decision making or next topic
26. Start and end on time.
Discussion:

None.
Ground rules should apply to this agenda.

Revision of previous minutes:
Approval of the December 1% minutes was deferred pursuant to the County Attorney’s letter, as a quorum was
not achieved to do this.

Logistics for the next meeting:
A Centrally located venue will be researched and secured for the Saturday, February 2, 2002 meeting from 8:30
am to 12 noon.

Review of the Agenda:
Discussion:

Extend the Call to the Public to more than five minutes.
Consolidate the two five minute calls to the public into one ten minute segment.
Hear Dr. Melnick first.

Combine the two calls to the public into one ten minute segment after Dr. Melnick’s presentation and
take an additional five minutes off the meeting schedule so as to extend the total time to 15 minutes for
a call to the public.

Course of Action: The two five minute calls to the public will be deferred until after Dr. Melnick’s presentation.
Any time remaining will be given to the public.



Guest Speaker Dr. Rob Melnick:

The Morrison Institute for Public Policy is an Arizona State University resource for objective policy
analysis and expertise. The Morrison Institute researches public policy issues, informs policy makers
and residents, and advises leaders on choices and actions. The Morrison Institute's services include
policy research and analysis, program evaluation, and support of community participation in public
affairs. Our mission is very simple; it is to conduct public policy analysis and provide that information to
the public decision makers in the community in the interest of making better decisions for the future of
that community. This analysis will produce both quantitative and qualitative information on the
prospective costs and benefits associated with various alternative plans.

In conducting research, analysts draw upon a variety of disciplines and methods: collecting original data

through public opinion surveys, interviews, and consultation with experts; and analyzing existing
information through review of published research reports, current legislation, and statistical data.

Questions from Steering Committee Members: SEE ATTACHED
Question: Who makes the decision of the manner in which you output your data?
Dr. Melnick: The Morrison Institute does.

Question: What is the time frame associated with Question Five in your presentation?

Dr. Melnick: You are looking at three different lengths. We go out for about possibly fifty years. The problem is
that the further out you go the data gets very questionable. So we are playing around with everything from
twenty to fifty years at this point. We don’t have an answer at this point. But we’ll probably run several and look
at different scenarios.

Question: When can we anticipate receiving information from you?

Dr. Melnick: Originally we had projected a time frame so we could deliver this report by the end of February.
That is no longer the case because we have done a great deal of work on Questions One and Two. In order for
us to crunch the numbers, we need specificity with regards to the Alternative Plans that are being considered.
We can’t do this for every conceivable scenario we can come up with. We anticipate getting data, and | am
going to ask Maeveen to help out here, within the next couple of weeks, which will be sufficiently detailed. The
GIS and other related data so that we’ll be able to put that data through our models and produce output. | have
reserved judgment as to what we’ll be able to do time-wise. The condition of the data will determine the number
of alternatives that are presented. In other words if twenty-seven alternatives are presented—we can'’t do all
those. We're going to have to limit that number in order to make a report that is going to be useable and
sensible when we bring it to the committee. That said, | think we are looking certainly into the spring, probably
April, May timeframe.

Question: How will you handle additional questions we may have to your report.

Dr. Melnick: We will be happy, upon delivery of the report, to do whatever we can to create a report that is
going to be useable for you. If additional questions are going to be asked; that are significant questions, that
expands the scope of work, that’s a whole different thing. We are working within the parameters of this scope
right now, and if the Steering Committee or the County determines that they have another five questions, we
have another study to do. Then the clock starts ticking. But regarding the refinement of these questions, and
responding to your questions about this study and making it clear about this study, we’ll do that. As long and as
much as you want. We’'ll have that very readily available for you. We’ll make all of our staff available.

Question: Under Question Three of your presentation: Are you looking at land where people want to live? Is
one acre the same in all places in the County? Does it take into consideration the type of housing that people
will have? How do you treat State land? Is that in play?

Dr. Melnick: State land is in play, | know that, but State land is a real question mark for us because...l don’t
know the answer to that. That is my answer to that. Type of housing as | understand it is definitely court
addressed. Portability price is, | believe. Where people want to live, 'm much less clear on and | have some
doubt about that, because it's going to be based to some extent on what is subjection for where things are going
to be developed. In the case where there was no activity, such as the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, part



of the job is to figure out where the development is going to go. Given the whole bard where would development
be and presumably developers know where people want to live. So that goes into the equation.

Question: Has ‘lost opportunity costs’ been factored into Question Four? Since some opportunities will be
eliminated, it should be factored in. Have you come up with the cost of having no alternative? When you talked
to the fifty some people, did you talk to any small landowners that will be affected?

Dr. Melnick: When we originally designed the interview matrix of who, and where and how, we were not only
thinking of big business. We were thinking big business, small business, etc., so | am pretty sure the answer to
your last question is yes. The lost opportunity cost, | believe is not calculatable in the way we are looking at this
in number four. Because we are looking at the cost of doing business with and without, so it's not opportunities
as much as it's going to be focusing primarily on carrying costs.

Question: Are you going to analyze the economic impact on each of the business sectors that you listed? Such
as the economic impact on ranching or mining, and if you have not, why not?

Dr. Melnick: No, we have not, because it is beyond the scope of our study. This study doesn’t encompass
every known variable, because you are talking about an enormously complex, dynamic process of economic
growth and development in this county affected by conservation. With one hundred years and an unlimited
budget we could look at transportation, at each one of the business sectors out there, the effects on schooling,
etc. The value of the study is something you have to decide. We were asked ‘what is the economic impact’ and
we responded by saying: We can answer this question in this way, indeed by answering these five questions. |
would submit to you that to answer that question for each of one of those sectors, is an enormous study onto
itself. And we would not have been able to do that nor take on this work, simply because it is so detailed it would
have taken much more time than we have available.

Question: Did you look at the fact that the housing stock in mid-town Tucson is aging? Also, did you consider
the impact that the Light—Rail will have on the urban growth forum?

Dr. Melnick: We are looking at housing, certainly in Question Five and we are looking at it, to a certain extent,
in Question Three. There is a separate housing study being conducted that we will bring into play as well. We
have not, at all, factored in any Light-Rail into this. Because it's not there, and yet, of course, this could affect
dramatically, the land performance sector. We are going to do the best we can with regard to the implications,
especially in number three, for what form and density would result from the adoption of various alternatives.

Question: Have you factored in water supply? Also, you have factored in the public revenue generated by this
plan?

Dr. Melnick: No, we have not factored in the water supply. The public revenues issue is really a separate issue
from the economic impact study that we have done here.

Question: How are you going to rate the responses of the interviews?

Dr. Melnick: One person one response. The interviews, even though they were quantified, were expressed
qualitatively, in other words, just for process, when you are doing these interviews you ask as many people as
you are able to reasonably ask, and you try to get a good cross section, but you don't get half a vote because
your business is half the size of another business. Each input is handled as separate input. When we have an
expression of output, even though it will be based on numeric, we are not going to give you a specific number.
We are going to tell you this is how it broke down, a large number of people felt this way, a smaller number felt
that way.

Question: Are you aware of what the funding sources are that will support the Section Ten Permit? And if you
are not, then how can you help us develop this plan?

Dr. Melnick: No, we are not. We have asked the County to provide us with estimates of the cost of
implementing the plan. What the funding streams are, would be a sub-set of that question. Once alternatives
have been collectively narrowed and we know where they are and what they are, presumably that allows the
county to put a number on them. This is what it costs, this is where we get the money. That's input to
particularly Question Five. Within the scope of this study we are not saying ‘these should be your funding
streams’ or, ‘this is how you could fund this’ or ‘ looking at this plan this is what it is going to cost you to do
whatever you have to do to implement this plan’. It's just the opposite, we're saying, ‘given plan a, b, ¢
alternative whatever they may be, the cost is x, y or z from these funding sources, we plugged that into our



model and say how does that effect your economic future. We are doing what | believe you are getting at, but
we are not waiting for input to calculate that.

Question: How is the Economic Analysis different from the Benefits Analysis?

Dr. Melnick: What we are doing here is basically answering these five questions. | would not characterize this
as a Benefit Analysis. It's an economic impact study as defined by these questions. It's not just a Benefit
Analysis, for example in Question Four, we don’t have a hypothesis that says given Section Ten Permit there
are going to be x number of benefits. We are simply asking the question, will there be any benefits? The answer
could be yes, of this magnitude and this nature or no or something else, but it's not just a benefit analysis, it's an
economic impact analysis.

Question: When you are looking at cost benefits are you looking at how it is going to affect the multi-cultural
diversity of our community?

Dr. Melnick: We are not looking at SCS variables, that would be awfully complex for us. That said, in Question
Five what we would be looking at is the question: ‘what is the elasticity of labor supply and demand. The factor
that we are going to get at, different strata economic earning capability. Now that is just an economic variable.
We're not going to be dealing at all with social structure, race, ethnicity, and things like that. But what we look at
is the cost of doing business, housing cost, earning, and supply and demand of labor that is going to be a kind
of backboard for these issues.

Question: To what extent are you going to be addressing the economic externalities? To what extent will you
address marginal costs for utilities? Or will you give us the tools so that we can analyze the variables once we
know what the variables are and we can figure out what the marginal costs for utilities are?

Dr. Melnick: We are going to be given in the near future, alternatives. | don’t know how many. | don’t know
where the lines are going to be drawn and what the characteristics will be. What ever they may be, we’re going
to plug in a reasonable number, we're going to answer these questions based on alternative A, B or C which will
be driven by where those lines are drawn. Now if your question is what is the marginal cost of moving a line one
hundred yards in alternative A; | would presume that our model would that you could re-run the numbers. |
would not want this to be an endless exercise in moving the lines and running the numbers for one hundred
yards then another hundred yards.

Question: How many alternatives do you want?

Dr. Melnick: Ideally we will be managing three, possibly four. After that | have to be honest with you the report
is going to become unyielding. I'm worried even with three. You have to have a ‘No Action’ alternative built in to
figure in ground relationship and then perhaps two other scenarios. If the data are precise and clear, then we
can address three. The original document called for five possible scenarios, and those have all changed in
different ways and different times. We came back and said, we would be much more comfortable doing three,
which is the baseline, or no action scenario and two others. Could we fit in a fourth, perhaps, but that will
depend on the timeline. However, keep in mind that the more scenarios we run, the more alternatives we are
asked to look at, the longer this is going to take to do. Very honestly this is not an overnight job. What you need
to understand is that all five questions are interactive at some level.

Question: Isn't 51 persons interviewed a small number for a scientific study?

Dr. Melnick: We are not trying to create a scientific piece of evidence. That would be done through random
sample surveying. However, | would submit that 51 people interviewed that represent sections of a community,
is a fair number of interviews. We could interview 1000 people, but I am not so sure that we would get a
different response because we went through a very deliberate process of trying to get people who by their very
nature were representative of their communities. This has proven to be very viable. These are people focused
on the business community. We are not interviewing people who are disassociated with the business
community. The list of the 51 will be published with the report, but there will be no attribution in the report to the
people we interviewed. They will be accurate responses, but the list will only have the names of the people we
have spoken to.

Question: Where are you going to get the scenarios to run your questions on? Where do the alternatives come
from?



Dr. Melnick: It doesn’t matter to us where the alternatives come from. | understand that one of the charges of
this committee is to select among certain alternatives which are the committee’s preferred alternatives and
recommend them back to the Board of Supervisors. We have no stake in this outcome. As long as it's what the
existing are there for consideration, we can plug anything into the model. We have no stake in what those
numbers are. You can draw the lines where ever you want. If these are being submitted to us by the County
then | will defer your question to Maeveen.

Maeveen Behan: The alternatives have a range from “No Action” to well everything else. The way we can
express it most simply for the County is that it is a set of decision points. So decision one would be we do
nothing. Decision two would be we get a Section Ten Permit that covers just the County. Decision three would
be that the Section Ten Permit would be County impact and the development community, who we issue permits
to. If I could just make this point, it is the job of the Steering Committee to select a preferred alternative, we can
give you the range, but ultimately you have to choose one, | think the sooner you can get the substantive
discussions before you the sooner you will be able to make decisions on this.

Question: My question is for Maeveen. Can the County provide four alternatives to the Morrison Institute in
time for them to have a completed document ready for us by the beginning of April?
Maeveen Behan: Yes.

Question: Are you going to assume that the housing will remain the same as the economy?
Dr. Melnick: One of the impacts we will be getting is a housing study. That is going to be one of the inputs to
the study.

Call to the Public:

Question: How were the 51 interviewees chosen, that is what was your sampling procedure? What are the
costs of each one of these plans?

Dr. Melnick: The cost of each one of the plans, needs to be provided to us. That is part of what goes into
model number five, presumably that is going to be some aspect of the cost. With regard to the sampling
procedure, keep in mind that the scope of question number two was not to ask the general public what they
thought would be the economic impact. It was asked of the business community. We spoke with approximately
10-20 people and got candidates for who would be representative of their community to be interviewed.

Question: Who is going to be working on question number five?
Dr. Melnick: Kent Hill, will be directing the team working on question number five. Kent works with the Center
for Business and Research at ASU.

Question: Who is going to be doing the science study? Are you planning on making conservancy areas around
Tucson?

Dr. Melnick: The County is separately doing a study of natural sciences and biological sciences. We are not
studying the science of biology. The closest we come to science is economics. We are going to be receiving
information on what the proposed conservancy areas are and then using those as input to determine how that
might affect various aspects of the economy in the area. We are not making up the boundaries of the
conservancy areas, we are receiving them.

Question: Who is going to make up the boundaries for these conservancy areas?
David: The Steering Committee will make its recommendation for the boundaries to the County Board of
Supervisors and they will make that final decision.

Question: Do you believe that the product you are going to submit will withstand court challenge? Have you
ever testified in a court of law?

Dr. Melnick: 1 have never testified in court, but | cannot speak for the other members of the team. Typically
when you get a challenge like this it's aspects of the study, not the entire study. It's that something was arguably
at fault in the modeling or the inputs, in which case | would not want to speak for the other members of the team.
I would like to think that our study would hold up under such scrutiny. Keeping in mind what the parameters of
the study are. Whether it will withstand a court challenge all depends on the input we get on the alternatives.
Once we get precise inputs, the answer is yes.



Question: What measures are you taking to insure the objectivity of the interviews?

Dr. Melnick: Five different people interview within the group. The same exact questions are asked in the same
manner to each person being interviewed. As to their objectivity, | can personally vouch for the objectivity of my
team.

Question: Does this study address what this conservation plan will do to property taxes?
Dr. Melnick: No, we are not dealing with the tax or governmental revenue side of this. Our focus has been on
the economic development and the development landowner side.

Question: What is the economic impact of the loss of bio-diversity on future economies.

Dr. Melnick: We are not going to be able to quantify that, but that is going to be addressed in Question
number One. There are other areas that have gone through these processes, they have put plans in place and
there are result that will be recorded. So that will be part of what you see. We are not going to say this cost or
added monies to the County. It will be more what changes in the economic patterns or fortunes were stimulated
or oppressed by this.

Old Business:

Report on Board of Supervisors Meeting
Membership Issues:
Discussion:

The County sent a letter to the 14 members that were indicated at the last meeting. Letter from the
Board of Supervisors was handed out showing which members responded that they wish to remain on
the Steering Committee, which members will be removed and the names of new appointees.

Quorum Issue:
Discussion:
We should ask the County to take care of our quorum issue as we are not able to handle this ourselves.

Suggested course of action is that individual members contact the Board of Supervisors with these
concerns and make their sentiments known

Resources to implement plan:
The County Administrator’s office provided a draft of the Open Space Funding Options in response to
the December 4™ directive from the Board of Supervisors.

Katarina Richter opinion:
Ms. Richter’s opinion is that the Steering Committee could ratify all previous decisions on block. David
Steele made the following suggestions before opening the floor for discussion:
1. The Steering Committee can argue with the County Attorney to get them to consider those other
issues and modify their opinion.
2. The Steering Committee can go to the Board with a package to retain legal counsel to argue
with the County Attorney on behalf of the Steering Committee.
3. Maybe there is a mechanism, that the Steering Committee can legally present to the Board of
Supervisors so that the Steering Committee can move forward.
Discussion:

We need to ask the Board to get the Steering Committee down to a number so we can
have a quorum.

Making a change in the status of those in regard to their attendance, would be useful.

We are only here to make an unofficial recommendation to the Board. Does it really
matter if we have a quorum?

The Board should either resolve this issue for us or give us the resources so we can
retain legal counsel and solve this problem for ourselves.

We actually only need a quorum when we are voting on the final recommendation.

Develop meeting schedule beyond February 2nd meeting:




The Steering Committee established a meeting schedule for six months the sixth month being February. The
Ad-Hoc Committee has made the following straw proposal for the following six months. Study sessions were
added between Steering Committee meetings and the meeting were extended to three hours.

Wednesday January 9 6:00 to 9:00 pm
Saturday February 20  6:00 to 9:00 pm
Wednesday March 6 6:00 to 9:00 pm
Saturday March 16 8:30to 11:30 am
Saturday April 6 8:30to 11:30 am
Wednesday April 17 6:00 to 9:00 pm

Wednesday May 1 6:00 to 9:00 pm

Saturday May 18 8:30to 11:30 am
Saturday June 1 8:30to 11:30 am
Wednesday June 19 6:00 to 9:00 pm

Steering Committee Meeting
Study Session

Steering Committee Meeting
Study Session

Steering Committee Meeting
Study Session or Steering Committee
Meeting as needed.
Steering Committee Meeting
Steering Committee Meeting
Steering Committee Meeting
Steering Committee Meeting

July 1, 2002 Steering Committee Preferred Alternatives Recommendation forwarded to the Board of

Supervisors.

Discussion:

Saturday April 6" meeting should be with the Morrison Institute and Wednesday, June 19" should be

the time for adopting our recommendation.

We should focus on whether we want one meeting per month or two meetings per month.

Will we have enough time if we have a study session between Steering Committee meetings to get this

to the Board of Supervisors?

Is there some mechanism for when we have technical questions about when the County is going to give

information?

We should discipline ourselves to fewer meetings and focus on the issues we need to solve.

Role of the Ad-Hoc organizational subcommittee:

Presentation by Ad-Hoc members, Carolyn Campbell and Patty Richardson:
There has been some talk about what the role of the Ad-Hoc Committee might be. The Ad-Hoc Organizational

subcommittee is comprised of Environmentalists, Realtors, Developers and all kinds of people. It is not limited to

any number of people. We don’t make decisions for the Steering Committee. We try to set up some structure

and straw proposals so that there is some direction to the Steering Committee meetings. The recommendations
we make are only that- recommendations, they are not your only options. The meetings are open to all, Steering

Committee member as well as the public. The meeting announcement is posted at the County.

Issues for future meeting agendas and new business:

Jonathan DuHamel chose to defer his proposed agenda item until after the STAT presentation.
The Ad-Hoc Committee should be charged with getting us those four alternatives on paper so that we

can discuss them at a future meeting.

We can ask the STAT provide us with alternatives. Maybe the County should be attending our Steering

Committee meetings as an advisory.

We should be thinking about the minimum number of endangered species.

Questions that the Steering Committee has should be sent to SIMG so STAT is prepared to answer and

address our concerns.

Additional Call to the Public:

I would ask that the membership of the Steering Committee be reopened.
| suggest that the entire Steering Committee be disbanded.

Meeting Adjourn: 9:00pm




SDCP - Steering Committee
Elk’s Lodge - #385

8:30am to 12 noon
Saturday, February 2, 2002

Meeting Notes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, members of the Science and Technical Advisory Team, members of
the public, County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry, Maeveen Behan, David Steele and SIMG staff.

Speakers: Dr. William Shaw, Director of STAT. Paul Fromer, RECON Consultants.

Documents made available to the Steering Committee members at the meeting:

Meeting notes from the January 22, 2002 Ad-Hoc Subcommittee meeting noting the dates and times for
the next three meetings for the Ad-Hoc Subcommittee.

Extra copies of the STAT presentation
Schedule and locations for future meetings.

Copy of correspondence between Paula Wilk, Deputy County Attorney from the office of the County
Attorney and a member of the public.

Extra Agendas

Meeting Commenced at 8:30 am
Meeting commenced with 33 Steering Committee members and 31 members of the general public present.
The total count ended at 47 Steering Committee members, 7 members of the STAT, and 40 members of the
general public.

Introductory Comments and Logistics

David Steele opened up the meeting by announcing the Steering Committee’s intent to ratify en bloc all
previous decisions that were presented to the Steering Committee members in their information packets
per the resolution offered by County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry and advised by County Attorney
Katarina Richter, at the time that a quorum was achieved.

David reiterated that it was also recommended by the Board of Supervisors that staff be directed to
create a resolution that would address the attendance policy to the Steering Committee. The Board of
Supervisors’ recommendation was dismissal for missing three or more meetings.

Ground Rules, as they would apply to this meeting only:
27. Only Steering Committee members can participate in the discussion of issues on the agenda.
28. General public will participate at the Call to the Public.
29. One minute per person per agenda topic.
30. Can only speak a second minute if everyone else has spoken.
31. At appointed time, move to decision making or next topic
32. Start and end on time.
Discussion:

None.
Ground rules should apply to this agenda.

Logistics for the next meeting:

Wednesday, February 20, 2002 from 6pm to 9pm
Sheraton Tucson on Grant

5151 E. Grant Road

Old Business:
Membership Issue: The Board of Supervisors made some changes to the Steering Committee
membership. David presented the new members of the Steering Committee. The changes made by the




Board of Supervisors left 75 Steering Committee members. This makes the quorum requirement 38
Steering Committee members.

Quorum Issue: Established by the transcripts from the January 15th Board of Supervisors meeting. The
Board of Supervisors directed staff to come up with a resolution that would indicate that the Board will
review and consider the comments forwarded by those Steering Committee members in attendance at
any of the Steering Committee meetings; including meetings attended by the quorum of the Steering
Committee.

Issues for future meeting agendas and new business:
Blank index cards were passed around to the Steering Committee members so they could write the
issues they would like to see addressed on future agendas. The Ad-Hoc Subcommittee will use these
cards when assembling agendas for future meetings

Discussion:
Could you clarify the difference between a Steering Committee meeting and a study session?
-A Study session is one in which information is provided to the Steering Committee members and a quorum is
not required, so no vote would be taken and no decisions would be made.
-A meeting is where there is the possibility that decisions will be made.
-The Ad-Hoc would like to recommend that a study session, with sufficient notice, might turn into a meeting.

With respect to the February 20" meeting, it was discussed with Linda Mayro, who is managing the
Cultural and Recreation Team, and the Ranch Team, that those two teams would come to address the
Steering Committee on this date.

There had previously been a concern that the May 18" meeting would conflict with the UA graduation. It
has since been clarified that the UA graduation is on May 11™ and will not cause a conflict for the
Steering Committee.

Guest Speaker Dr. William Shaw:

» The Science and Technical Advisory Team had the general objective of providing the Steering
Committee and the community of Tucson with the kind of information that would be useful in making
intelligent decisions about land use and the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.

» Formed a committee of nine people, selected for their expertise in conservation biology, natural
resources and experience in those topics. Broad representation from resource management
perspective, broad representation from tax-anomy expertise, but they are all conservation biologists.

» RECON; a company with a local office as well as national experience in doing conservation planning, in
large scale and specifically in habitat conservation plans.

» Get all involved on the same level of education regarding Government Species Act, Habitat
Conservation Plan, and all of the general issues, including conservation biology principals, reserve
design principals; proceeded to identify specific goals and define process to accomplish those goals.

» Laid out two basic aspects of the objectives of STAT. One is to provide information incorporating
conservation and biodiversity issues into large scale planning for Pima County. Secondly, plan to assure
the perpetuity of the full spectrum of biological resources that we have in this county.

» Separation of the information needed to obtain a Section Ten Permit. A mechanism for getting some
relief from the Endangered Species restrictions.

» We're going to do a landscape scale; biological community and biological richness emphasis plan for
Pima County. Will lead to qualification for the Section Ten Permit.

» Developed a process to accomplish those objectives that included all the various gathering of
information that’s specific to Pima County, consultation with hundreds of experts in the field of
conservation biology and local biological resources, reviews, and development of this very
comprehensive database with the help of Pima County.

» This is the largest scale conservation plan ever attempted and also the largest scale multi-species
habitat conservation plan that will lead to a Section Ten Permit.



» Species richness level planning, rather than an individual species. Logical, from a conservation
perspective to look at the big picture. In planning for all this biodiversity, we will do the same for the
individual species.

At this point it was noted that a quorum had been achieved.

David read an excerpt from County Attorney, Katarina Richter's December 26" letter:
“...The best way to fix the problem [the problem of not having a quorum] is to have a full quorum of the
committee ratify any action previously taken by less than a quorum of the committee membership. It is my
understanding that thus far, the meetings of the committee have been dealing only with procedural matters for
which ratification should be fairly simple.”
David began to read the list of decisions that have been presented to the Steering Committee members in
meetings and through their information packets.
Discussion:

We've all heard these decisions, we have received the list of decisions in the mail, and we have been

present at the meetings where these decisions were first made, | don’t think we need to go through

them one by one all over again

Motion: Suspend further reading of the specific decisions

Course of Action: Further reading of the specific decisions would be suspended.

Discussion:
We have all seen the correspondence between Peter and the County Attorney’s office | say we let him
speak.
If there are legal issues we should get those to the County Attorney and get a response from the County
Attorney and not take legal advice from the public, but to have the County Attorney review issues
members of the public raise. In the interim the County Attorney has advised us that we can ratify en
bloc.

Motion: En block ratification of all previous decisions would be voted on
Course of Action: All previous decisions were ratified en block by consensus of the 47 Steering
Committee members present.

{Comment by member of the public}: There wasn't a legally posted agenda with the decisions for public review.
By Open Meeting Law, there is a thirty-day time limit in which decisions may be ratified en bloc, but that time
has passed and you cannot ratify these decisions without discussion of each one. These are laws that are
followed by every board, commission and committee in the county.

Paul Fromer, RECON Consultants

» This is a presentation made to a peer review committee in October; reviewing the scientific aspect of the
development of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.

» Section Ten Permit, a permit to incidentally take a listed species, added to the Endangered Species Act
in 1982 for non-federal entities, states, local governments, and private entities to be able to incidentally
take along with conservation measures.

» The non-federal applicant is asking for a permit to incidentally take a species whose presence may
present a problem for either public or private projects. It is a voluntary application. The Fish and Wildlife,
or the Federal Government cannot require you to apply for a Section Ten Permit.

» Section Seven of the Act, is the portion of the Act that’s available to federal entities that must comply
with the Endangered Species Act.

» The issuance of the Section Ten Permit is a federal action requiring review under the National
Environmental Policy Act, requires development of an Environmental Impact Statement or an
Environmental Assessment. Large Habitat Conservation Plans go through the full Environmental Impact
Statement process.

» First: define the impact that will result from the proposed incidental take. Second: Have
measures to monitor, to minimize and mitigate those impacts. Third: Have a set of assurances
that those things will be undertaken as part of the plan. Fourth: Unforeseen circumstances, how to
respond and what are the responsibilities of the applicants versus the responsibilities of the federal



government to deal with changes in either the status of the animal or global climate change. This
guarantees the applicant certain constraints on what the Fish and Wildlife Service can require.
Alternatives of the proposed action, alternatives, which may have lesser impacts to the species, why
didn’t you choose to, move forward with those. As well as any additional measures that the service may
recommend during the development of the plan, which would be necessary to avoid jeopardizing the
continued existence of the species.

Fish and Wildlife Service has a parallel set of criteria that they must find before issuing that Section Ten
Permit. First, that the taking will be incidental, that
there is no direct intentional taking of the listed species.

Second: The applicant will minimize and mitigate any taking that will occur of the species. Third: There
will be adequate funding to implement all of those actions that are incorporated in the Habitat
Conservation Plan. Fourth: Unforeseen circumstances
are documented.

The Service has to make the finding that the incidental take permit, as issued, will not reduce the
likelihood of survival and recovery of a species. Important criterion, not easily defined from a scientific
and objective standpoint, but necessary.

Then any other measures that they require as conditions of the plan. Then a fully developed assurances
document, which is a legal contract between the applicant and all the participants, in particular Fish and
Wildlife Service.

The adopted biological goal of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan tries to embody the desire to go
beyond the Endangered Species Act and while concerned with endangered or threatened species,
looks at the entire range of species, biological resources that occur here in the county and to develop a
plan that will conserve and protect representative aspects of all of the communities for the future
heritage of the community.

Starting point - develop the technical side of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. Create a plan that
will achieve that goal and be useful in providing the background information for the development of an
incidental take permit for those species that we have concluded—they either are listed or will be listed in
the future, that they’re already protected under the Section Ten Permit so that won't effect the orderly
planning and progress of the county.

These standards must be applied to those species that would be proposed as covered. Standards are
more stringent than those of the Fish and Wildlife Service.

We ask for those species for which we can demonstrate real coverage. Information needs can be a
balance of- we've got everything that we know the species might need, within a proposed reserve
system so we really don’t need to collect much more information about it, or if a substantial portion of
the range might not be within the reserve system, then we have adequate information to clearly define
that we will manage and conserve the most important portions of that species range.

Second set of criteria: mitigation and protection standards for the species proposed for listing. First
define minimum habitat needs to assure protection and long-term existence of the species. To assess
the protective status of these habitats, either currently or in a proposed plan to ensure that adequate
protection and management is in place and mitigation will be assured, that there is funding and that
there are legal mechanisms for insuring that mitigation. We develop some levels or thresholds of
minimum protections that we can meet before we apply for a permit for those.

Those are the criteria that STAT has established. Finally monitoring, management and peer review
standards for reviewing all of the information and reviewing all of the future status of these species.
External scientific peer review, the plan for monitoring the status of species must have adequate funding
for management and activities. There must be institutional responsibilities so that we don’t have a plan
that works for the first few years and then because it's no longer in the focus, it disappears.

The disappearance of species, and the disappearance of habitat that will occur over the next fifty years
will be in perpetuity. The management for these species also must be in perpetuity so the plan has to
have that permanence. The plan must be adaptive, able to change with either change in conditions or to
changes in information that we have available, both in the species themselves and changes in the
effectiveness of management practices.

The actual plan area that we focused on excludes the Tohono O’odham Nation. We have collected
biological information from existing data sources throughout the county, but the plan itself proposes
nothing within the Nation lands. The plan area is in east and west Pima County to the east and west of
the Nation.



In our office we have been assisting the STAT as well as working very closely with Pima County staff,
and with the expert review team, which consisted of 30 plus scientists who have participated at one
level or another in helping us develop our information base. In addition, the Ranch Technical Advisory
Team, the Cultural Resources Advisory Team and other issue teams, recreation and others have also
worked with STAT and there have been a number of overlapping subcommittees with an exchange of
information. We will continue to do that; as we get to some of the most important overlapping issues
dealing with how are we going to actually implement management throughout this plan area and in the
conservation land system as it is being developed.
RECON is primarily consultants to the STAT although we certainly are available for meetings like this to
provide information as is required and necessary and useful to the Steering Committee.
The first major task was the development of a reserve design to meet the biological goals. Our next
phase is the development of structures and mechanisms and methods for the implementation of an
adaptive management plan. Finally that will then be folded into the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
as a Section Ten Permit application
The land use planning aspect from the Comprehensive Land Use Plan perspective has taken input from
the biological resources plan, the reserve design, and development of the conservation land use
system, input that into the Comprehensive Land Use Plan and that now will be taken in as part of the
implementation program for the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.
The Steering Committee’s role is to evaluate alternatives that will finally go into the actual Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan Section Ten Permit application, the Habitat Conservation Plan.
There are a number of different elements, the habitat, corridor, riparian conservation, mountain parks,
natural reserves, cultural resources and part of the ranching conservation elements. All of these are
being taken into consideration in the development of the final alternatives that will be proposed.
The biological aspect has to recognize each of these other elements although these elements are part
of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan as opposed to the Habitat Conservation Plan. A number of those
elements are embodied in the Habitat Conservation Plan aspect and reserve design; mountain parks,
the riparian and the natural resources are all part of the Habitat Conservation Plan.
Began process with individual species information for priority vulnerable species. The species that we
wanted to focus on in the planning process. Looked at potential threats and stressors and determined a
level of threat for each one of those such as being threatened by another species or loss of habitat.
Evaluated the existing status of conservation within Pima County, compared to the kinds of threats that
we could see, to come up with a ‘Gap Analysis’ to find the gaps and conservation status for those
species and other vegetation communities and biological features that were in our plan for conservation
when looking at it on a broad scale.
What resulted in the reserve design, and the biologically preferred alternative configuration was to look
for additional conservation measures that would be necessary, in particular those portions of the
landscape which might need to be added to conservation management at one level or another to assure
we are meeting the minimal biological needs of those species.
In the end those will lead to a list of covered species, many or most of the fifty-five species that we
currently have listed.
Priority Vulnerable Species- Started with list that STAT developed of vulnerable species. Evaluated the
priority vulnerable species list. Reviewed STAT’s list and wound up with the 55 species, developed
detailed write-ups, called Species Accounts. Numeric and quantitative data as well as qualitative data
that we needed to use in the development of habitat distribution models for the species. Developed
summary or compendium of available information on those species.
A requirement in the guidelines that the Fish and Wildlife Service has is that you must provide overview
of the available scientific information for the species. We have the basis for that and we will update the
data as we go along and as we receive comments in the public comment period for those documents.
We developed a summary of the number of types of species within each one of the watershed sub-
areas. This was a peripheral task that we did to aid in the development of the biological threats and
stressors analysis that we did early in the process that helped us to develop a structure for moving into
the rest of the process.
The vulnerable species list is composed of four different sets of species.
First: species that were at risk in Pima County and for whom habitat in Pima County is crucial for
their existence. They are endemic species; they occur only in Pima County or species that have
most of their range within Pima County.



Second: species that are at risk in Pima County and elsewhere throughout their range. The majority
of their range may not be in Pima County, but they are threatened elsewhere.
Third: species that are rare in the Pima County but their overall status is unknown, they may or may
not occur in numbers elsewhere.
Fourth: species at risk in Pima County but not at risk overall.

> We focused our attention on list one and two.

» Ciriteria for refining the priority vulnerable species:

The ability to use other species as umbrella species, if we conserved this species, these other
species which have similar needs would be conserved, so we don’t need to keep these on the
list.

If an insignificant number of this species occurs, or there are no known occurrences, in the
planning area, even though there are historic records of it, then that was another criteria for
removing them from the first priority list.

If they’re not likely to occur in the study area or within the planning horizon of fifty-year period
then they could be removed from the list.

If they’re too broadly distributed within the county to help us distinguish, they might occur any
and everywhere in the county, also were culled from the list.

» Species on land managed by federal agencies and on the Tohono O’odham Nation, are a federal
responsibility and there is not any incidental take need for species that only occur on federal lands.
Those are dealt with in Section Seven of the Endangered Species Act.

»  “Short List of priority vulnerable species”

9 mammals (7 bats)

8 birds (6 riparian)

7 reptiles (three aquatic/riparian)
2 frogs (aquatic dependent)
6 fish (aquatic dependent)
16 Invertebrates (mostly snails)
7 plants (2 aquatic or riparian)

Of the 40 non-snail species, 25 are dependent upon or associated with agquatic or riparian ecosystems.

Land Cover Data Assessment: Combination of the vegetation of the county with other land surface information,
urban, agricultural, any other land use, encompasses everything that covers a land surface.

» Compilation of a multitude of GIS layers developed a Land cover map for Pima County using
information gathered. Not financially and physically possible to go out and survey all 55 species and do
a full inventory. We try to predict the distribution of those species on the landscape. We look at
cover/vegetation maps because the species are distributed by their habitat requirements.

Biological Stress Assessment: Establish baseline knowledge of existing/potential threats and stressors to
biological resources using components of past, existing and proposed land/water uses posing the greatest
threats.

» Comprehensive overview of issues and concerns specific to each of the County’s eight watershed Sub-
areas.

» Stressors to biological resources are loss of habitat, alteration or degradation. Habitat fragmentation,
decline in groundwater levels, water quality and in surface flows, character and function. Also human
use and overuse, conversion of vegetative cover, competition and predation by invasive species, and
disease.

» Examples of habitats of concern are streams with perennial and intermittent flow, springs, cienegas,
areas of shallow groundwater and the remaining riparian woodlands. Cave habitats, limestone
dependent plant communities, mine adits used by bats, grasslands low elevation valleys, saguaro,
ironwood and xeroriparian areas as connections to and extensions from existing preserves.

Land Conservation Status: Land use, ownership, and management categories were assigned a value reflective
of their level of existing protection or conservation status.

Reserve Design Overview: The first task to build the exterior of the reserve and the conservation land system
boundaries and management areas. Then we build the interior which pulls from the Biological core, the scientific




management area, the multiple use, recovery management area, and urban/agriculture areas within that reserve
boundary. All these combined to build landscape lineages to connect cores across barriers.

Other considerations are the priority plant communities, hydrological conditions, areas of high
species richness outside the existing reserve system, areas needed to support minimum viable
populations of each priority vulnerable species, and areas identified by the Nature Conservancy as
having regional significance for conservation.

Alternatives: The alternatives that are being looked at are
No Action: The County is required by NEPA-National Environmental Policy Act to have a No action
Alternative. This is used with each alternative as a comparison, what happens to this area, if nothing
is done.

The County can come up with any combination they want. The following are examples of what the County could
say they want covered by the Section Ten Permit:
County projects only, the County can apply for a Section Ten Permit and have it apply to only their
projects and nothing else.
County projects plus in process permits; that would only cover their projects and projects already in
process, but nothing else.
County projects plus in process and future projects, again this would only apply to county projects.
County projects, permits and other entities within the County. This would include all those that
would like to be included and covered by the Section Ten Permit.

Questions from Steering Committee Members:

Question: Will the economic analysis be part of the impact statement and if the conservation plan is amended,
how will that impact your reserve?

Mr. Fromer: The economic analysis will be part of the impact statement. While different boards can update the
conservation plan, assuring its permanence is one of the things that we will include in the application for the
Section Ten Permit.

Question: If a landowner comes across an error in your data regarding his/her land, what is the process for
corrections to the data?

Mr. Fromer: | cannot answer that because that is part of the mechanism that you as the Steering Committee
need to help develop, it's part of the implementing agreement between the County and Fish and Wildlife.
Question: The inaccuracy of the input data needs to be looked at.

Mr. Fromer: We recognize the limitations of the data available. We have made allowances for that, and of
course we welcome any data that can be provided to us from the public or the Steering Committee.

Question: How firm and closed is the list of species?

Mr. Fromer: It is our intent for this to be a living document, this is a process that is not species specific, but
landscape and biodiversity oriented, therefore species that might be potentially listed have already been
addressed, but the permit can be amended to include those.

Question: When and where will scoping meetings be held?

Mr. Fromer: That is out of my jurisdiction, | leave that answer to Maeveen Beham.

Maeveen: We ‘re scheduling now for probably March or April, and we are looking at several different locations,
those have yet to be determined, but they will probably be in a couple of different places, so we’ll get that
information out to you.

Question: In regard to the process followed by the Fish and Wildlife and the process followed by the Habitat
Conservation Plan, do those run separately or simultaneously?

Mr. Fromer: For the most part simultaneous, they both happen at about the same time.

Question: Can we get a copy of this presentation and do we have the opportunity to go to the GIS department
at the county and go through these maps?

David: Yes, we will get this presentation for you and if you put the GIS question on the index card we will
address that as well.

Question: | thought the Steering Committee was going to come up with the preferred alternative that we were
going to submit to the county for review, but it sounds like you already have adopted a preferred alternative and
you're already into the implementation stage.

Mr. Fromer: The list of alternatives that | outlined of potential alternatives, ways of adopting is clearly within the
range of alternatives. The county, because they were required by state law to update the Comprehensive Land




Use Plan, they tried to incorporate the best biological information that they could get within their documents, but
the implementation aspects of how the conservation land use system is implemented and how that fits into the
Section Ten Permit, those are the kinds of alternatives that the Steering Committee will have to look at.
Question: Is there anything between the 8 listed species and the biologically preferred alternative that you can
help us consider?

Mr. Fromer: There is a wide range of alternatives that can be looked at in between those two, again a hybrid
would take two philosophical approaches to conservation, and it would have to look at the landscape approach
versus the species approach and reconcile those two.

Question: How would you predict the Fish and Wildlife Service’s response to an eight species only reserve
design versus the biological preferred reserve design, which doesn’t capture a lot of the habitat of some of the
listed species?

Mr. Fromer: We wanted to take the landscape within Pima County and try to look at it as a functional whole,
then try to assemble a reserve design that responds to the broadest variety of needs within the County without
focusing on any one species. Our assumption being that if we did a landscape conservation reserve design,
that it would capture everything necessary for, if not all, then the vast majority of the species that occur within
the County. In looking at the data | think that we will adequately cover all the species through the conservation
plan and through management of the plan.

Question: What does the fact that a large portion of the land noted here is state land doing to the validity of
your conservation land use system in the eyes of the Fish and Wildlife Service?

Mr. Fromer: It can certainly influence the list of species that they will agree to provide coverage for under the
incidental take provisions of the permit. It may be that the list of species is substantially less if we don’t include
state lands.

Question: Can you help us to come up with a preferred alternative by comparing apples to apples of the 55
species short list and perhaps a shorter list so that we can compare subsets?

Mr. Fromer: From a technical standpoint that is something that we can do. In that direction we will certainly
provide whatever input and advice that we can.

Question: Will you take that direction from us?

Dr. Shaw: That is one of the things | would hope that the Steering Committee would consider is not just
numbers of species as alternatives, or geographical scope such as county lands versus private property. You
ought to consider the implementation; we have a map that we think is defensible from the biological perspective,
but the implications for land use policies range over a whole spectrum from are we going to go out and buy all
the high priority areas, to keep zoning how it is now, and the zoning is our most powerful tool because there is a
range of implementation alternatives that really translate this biology into what the county can live with socially
and economically. | would encourage you to look at those kinds of alternatives rather than numbers of species
and geographical scope.

Question: The last page of your outline lists five alternatives, are these the set of alternatives that the Steering
Committee is expected to be looking at?

Mr. Fromer: That was a set of alternatives that | provided as a starting point for discussions, they don’t have to
be the range of alternatives that you look at, but that is a pretty logical set of alternatives based on the existing
condition.

Question: Your work is geared to coming up with answers as to how one might reasonably decide what
alternative is appropriate.

Mr. Fromer: It's an interplay to a certain extent between the participation of state lands and what we can
actually get coverage for and then what level of permitting, county only, county plus in process, county plus
future, the reserve system that we can guarantee what level of coverage we can match to that level of potential
impact coverage in the permit.

Michael Zimet: Let it be stated that | am unclear as to what the alternatives are.

Question: Is it correct that you only considered the biology aspect? Would you consider this committee ill-
equipped to make a decision or recommendation until they also have the understanding of what the economic
impacts of all these decisions ought to be.

Mr. Fromer: | would agree.

Call to the Public:
Question: Who are the range scientists that are contributing to the data for the areas where cattle are being
considered to be problematic species, and what will be the suggestion to the Steering Committee on how to




implement the management alternative as far as biological cores and land systems on private land and
monitoring for private landowners that don’t want to participate?

Mr. Fromer: We have had communication with the Ranch Team, Dan Robinette and others in the ranching
community at a subcommittee level and so we’ve opened that dialogue and we intend to move forward towards
developing an adapting management plan to incorporate the best range science we can incorporate because
we feel that's a critical element to the plan. We hope that the ranching community and other private large
landowners that have lands that fall within the boundaries that we have identified will cooperate and participate
in management, because they are the land managers. We would like for them to be active participants and
beneficiaries of the information and coordination that will result from the overall process. Those that don’t want
to participate, the Section Ten Permit is voluntary and they can't be forced to participate. So they can't be forced
to manage their lands in a way that is contrary to their plans.

Question: How long did it take you to get to this stage in the land system resources and how long do you
expect it to take to promulgate the adaptive management part?

Mr. Fromer: We’'ve been working for about two years on the conservation land system. We have started
working on adaptive management, we will do as much as we can to fit the timing into the plan, it is our goal to
have the most defensible scientific information incorporated into at least the guidance and the initial stage of
adaptive management accomplished this year.

Question: Do you think you'll have the job well based by June?

Mr. Fromer: | can't guess at that.

Question: Could you address the statistical, modeling and fundamental uncertainties of gap analysis? Due to
this uncertainty, which is entirely geographic and not biological, has it ever been subjected to legal review or
challenge?

Mr. Fromer: | don’'t know that the gap analysis has ever been subject to legal challenge or review. The term
Gap Analysis is a very loose term; it's a methodology that in its broadest aspect has been used by the federal
government in assessing certain needs for conservation. We applied gap analysis to identify the level of the
problem. Our approach was to go beyond that to take in the best available information on the species, revise the
vegetation mapping to the extent that we could revise it and then go beyond what gap analysis does in terms of
resolution and quality of information to do our modeling. There is modeling, a certain amount of methodology
and statistical uncertainty although we haven’t applied statistical modeling to the overall program. We can’t
compare it to scientific methodology but what we can compare it to is what we could accomplish in this period of
time and how much better it is which is substantially and significantly better than what we started with.
Question: | don't see a lot of overlap in what is being recommended in the landscape view critical habitat
versus what would be critical habitat with those six species.

Mr. Fromer: There is a substantial amount of overlap between the two; especially if we look at it in terms of
acreage or square miles. The big areas, like the southern part of the Tucson basin and the far western areas
that are the lower Sonoran desert areas that happen to not have a lot of habitat for our 55 species.

Question: What assurances do you have in place within the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan that will keep
the habitat designhations from being abused?

Mr. Fromer: These assurances are included in the plan and will be included in the implementing agreement as
terms and conditions of the Habitat Conservation Plan.

Meeting Adjourn: 12 noon




SDCP - Steering Committee —Study Session
Sheraton Tucson — 6pm to 8:30pm
Wednesday, February 20, 2002

Meeting Notes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, members of the public, Maeveen Behan, David Steele and SIMG
staff.

Speakers: John Regan, Pima County Geographic Information Systems, (GIS).

Documents made available to the Steering Committee members at the meeting:
Meeting notes from the February 7, 2002 Ad-Hoc Subcommittee meeting.
Extra copies of mailed information packets
Board of Supervisors Agenda Item Summary
Letter from David Steele to Katharina Richter dated February 11, 2002
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee Issues — February 2, 2002
Sonoran Desert Conservation Steering Committee Decision Flow
Requirements for Habitat Conservation Plans
List of Business Community Stakeholders Interviewed by the Morrison Institute
Extra Agendas
Copy of Lucy Vitale’s presentation

Meeting Commenced at 6:00pm
Meeting commenced with 37 Steering Committee members and 8 members of the general public present.

Introductory Comments and Logistics

David Steele opened up the meeting by announcing the logistics for the next Steering Committee
meeting and the next Study Session:
Meeting: Wednesday, March 6, 6pm to 9pm
Pima County Public Works Building
201 North Stone, Conference Room C

Study Session: Saturday, March 16, 8:30am to 11:30am
Casas Adobes Baptist Church
10801 N. La Cholla Blvd.

Ground Rules, as they would apply to this meeting only:
33. Only Steering Committee members can participate in the discussion of issues on the agenda.
34. General public will participate at the Call to the Public.
35. One minute per person per agenda topic.
36. Can only speak a second minute if everyone else has spoken.
37. At appointed time, move to decision making or next topic
38. Start and end on time.
Discussion:

None.
Ground rules should apply to this agenda.

Old Business:
Report on February 5" Board of Supervisors Action: Resolution provided the following three
Directives to the Steering Committee:
1. Regarding attendance: Any member that misses three meetings will be removed from the Steering
Committee.



2. Regarding replacements: Any member of the Steering Committee that is dismissed will not be replaced.

3. Regarding quorum: If the Steering Committee is going to make a recommendation, the Board of
Supervisors will consider the recommendation from the Steering Committee regardless if there is a
guorum or not.

Review of Steering Committee Member Input:

At the February 2" meeting we handed out index cards so the Steering Committee members could write down
issues that they would like to see addressed by the Steering Committee. David compiled a list of these issues
and divided the list by topic. The list was handed out to the Steering Committee members so they could see all
the issues and consider what will be addressed at future meetings.

Discussion: None.

Steering Committee ISsues:
Steering Committee member, Lucy Vitale made a presentation on how she thought the Steering
Committee should proceed towards choosing a preferred alternative. Copies were made and handed
out to the Steering Committee.

Discussion — Overview of available maps and how the Steering Committee can work with them as it
formulates alternatives:

Guest Speaker: John Regan from Pima County Geographic Information Systems Department

Mr. Regan: | have a short presentation and then | will show you the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Map
Guide site. When we get into the map guide site | would like to ask you to be thinking about what other data
layers you want to see on these maps. Right now we are putting the 55 priority vulnerable species on there, but
if there’s other layers that you think would be useful for you, please let me know so that | can get those on there
for you.

» GIS, Geographic Information Systems, is a computer-based technology combining geographic data and
other types of information to produce maps and reports. The maps are the result of analysis and
research.

» The GIS mission is to provide timely and accurate information to decision makers.

» The planning process begins with collecting data, these days there are a lot of digital data available
from other sources, occasionally we still use digitized paper maps inputted into the system. All this goes
into our data management programs. We retrieve that data, apply an analytical program to it, crunch the
numbers and come up with a map and or report that go to the decision makers that take action on these
maps and that action is applied in the real world.

» We break up the data layers and turn them into separate layers rather than trying to represent them as
attributes. By breaking them out into individual layers we can combine them to represent various
scenarios as necessary.

» What we manipulate are the non-spatial attributes that are tied to the spatial features.

» One of the main things we do is called Topological Overlay, where we take different maps and we
combine them topologically where the spatial features are joined and the attributes of those features are
joined, this is what we manipulate. All this does is produce different ways of looking at the same data.

» Another source we have is our Parcel Base. Every parcel of land in the county is mapped and has a
database attached to it. Owner, dimensions, tax code, property taxes, sewer service area, zoning code,
full cash value, improvements, but we can also come up with population estimates. Data has improved
since 1999.

» For the biologist, we provide maps that show all the information we have on the species that inhabit that
area. They take those maps out to the area, add their data to the maps, and bring it back to us where
we input that data into the system, and then various types of analysis can be done with that information.

» We have maps that show archeological sensitivity at a high, medium and low level.

» We use satellite imagery, but we usually use that as background or for regional views to give the viewer
an idea of what is actually on the ground.

» For more detailed work we use Digital-ortho-photography, the one-meter cells, we actually generate
data from these.

» The Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Map Site Guide is at:

http://www.dot.co.pima.az.us/cmo/sdcpmaps/
o There are tips on how to navigate around the site and | recommend that you use these.




o The data cannot be manipulated, but you can view the data so that you can see what has been
happening.
o Presently we have maps for 4 species, we intend to have maps for rest within the next couple of
weeks.
Discussion:
Question: Can you identify location by lat/long?
Mr. Regan: No, not really, but if you know one of the following: parcel code, street, owner, township range
section, you can find a location that way.
Question: Do you have a layer for mines locations and where did the data come from?
Mr. Regan: Yes, we do and | don’t know where that data came from.
Question: Where do we call for further information or to ask questions?
Mr. Reagan: We like to keep one point of contact, so if you call the County Administrators office they will direct
the calls to the proper department.
Question: Do you have a topographical map and what is the resolution?
Mr. Regan: It varies between quads, we go anywhere from ten to forty feet.
Question: How do we identify state trust fund land as opposed to other lands?
Mr. Regan: You go to the layer called: Land Ownership, and there you will see the State Lands.
Question: Do you have an overlay showing motorized recreational zones?
Mr. Regan: No.
Question: Do you have a critical habitat map for the fish in the San Pedro?
Mr. Regan: Presently we don’'t have that.

Steering Committee ISsues:

Presentation by Lucy Vitale: Critical Path of Steering Committee Choosing Preferred Alternative(s).

Lucy: My plan fulfills all the requirements of meeting the objectives of varied groups, adhering to the open
meeting laws, addressing the concerns of the public, in addition to being efficient and cost effective. It
incorporates a time-line that gives us the option of several iterations, before the final adoption. It is my hope
you will accept it as the basis for how we can successfully accomplish our mission. | am asking GIS staff and
the four individuals | have named to accept the plan, as they will bear the brunt of the work.

- Leaders: Environmentalists - Carolyn Campbell, Land developers and builders - Allen Lurie, Ranchers
and rural community - Pat King and the private landowners - Mike Zimet. Key executives of their
stakeholder groups impacted by the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. This entails that those four
stakeholders groups present their individual preferred alternative.

Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Steering Committee Parameters for Preferred Alternative(s).
Immediately after the four initial groups present their plans to the Steering Committee at the same
meeting, the GIS staff will show us the map overlays, color-coded; to show what is in agreement and
what is in divergence. Areas in agreement-- incorporate them into the final alternative. Areas of
disagreement-- begin discussing at that first meeting of what could be as compromises or solutions from
the Steering Committee.

The four individual members are representatives of private groups so they can pay for their own
consultants and advisors such as economists and legal counsel to tell them what they should do; and
because they are private groups they do not have to have public input.

This is the time line we will follow:

o April 6" to May 18" the groups work alone. If they want the Steering Committee to have any
copies of what they are doing they need to send it to us. Otherwise we don’t see anything of
what they are domg until they make their presentation to the Steering Committee.

o After May 18" the Ad-hoc committee together with SIMG will begin to prepare a
composite plan of all the stakeholder presentations and the compromises reached by the
Steering Committee. The Ad-Hoc will present the composite plan to all the Steering
Committee members

o Atthe June 1* meetlng we d|scuss compromises.

o Between June 1* and June 19" the Ad-hoc Committee along with SIMG, will come up with the
final alternative(s) and GIS staff will prepare the final composite map(s).

On June 19" we take the final vote. July 1° SIMG presents our preferred alternative to the Board of Supervisors.

Discussion and development of recommendation to Steering Committee on decision-making flow:




David reviewed the chart showing the Decision Flow that the Ad-Hoc Subcommittee developed. He also
reviewed the checklist showing the requirements for Habitat Conservation Plans.
Discussion:

>

>
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I hope that at we can recommend at the next Steering Committee meeting, that the ‘No Action’
alternative be rejected.

The county is moving ahead with us or without us so it is incumbent upon us to %ive them some sort of
recommendation. So beginning with this meeting and finalizing with the March 6™ meeting, | would hope
that we could move through the first two boxes of this chart and focus our attention on the third box.

| don't think that the first two boxes are very controversial. Let’s just make the recommendation for the
March 6" meeting agenda that we concentrate our efforts on coming up with a recommendation based
on box three, because implementation of the recommendation we make is where we are really going to
see the results of our efforts.

Are the bullets points in the first box different proposed actions from the County and we are supposed to
come up with recommendations for these proposed actions? Are these different alternatives in which
case the No Action Alternative is legally required?

These have been characterized as Alternatives. We have to make a decision on the scope of the plan,
but we also are going to make a decision on the preferred alternative with respect to the design of the
reserve and the implementation issue.

| was told that there would be no decisions made at these meetings, but it is starting to sound as though
we are getting very close to making a decision right now.

There will be no decisions voted on at this meeting, but if there is consensus on a proposed item for the
agenda that comes out of this meeting then that will be noted on the agenda for the next meeting for a
definitive decision.

We are here to get a Section Ten Permit. | would like to suggest that we throw out all this other stuff and
obtain a Section Ten Permit for the entire community.

I would recommend strongly that the funding be examined at the bottom of the first box.

The more | look at this the more | believe the only way this is going to work for anyone is to begin with
focusing our attention in getting the Section Ten Permit for county projects, permits and other entities
within the county.

This is an incredible opportunity for us to plan how our community is going to grow. Fiscally we don’t
know all the money issues, but we can decide a lot of where that money comes from.

We're giving ourselves a little more power than we have, we are simply an advisory committee, here to
make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors, not tell them what to do.

Until we have looked at each alternative and seen what each one entails, we have no business throwing
one out.

Looking at all these alternatives the only one that we are required to have by NEPA is the No Action
Alternative, the other alternatives, we can do whatever we want, but we are required by NEPA to have a
No Action Alternative.

We are not required by anyone to do anything. The County is required by NEPA to have a No Action
Alternative with at least one other alternative, but this Steering Committee has no legal bound to have a
No Action Alternative.

Issues for future meeting agendas and new business:

>

I recommend that the following three issues be on the March 6" agenda:
1. What the Scope of the plan is going to be
2. Which map are we going to approve, 8 or 55 species?
3. How are we going to implement the plan?
I would like to see the Ad-hoc’s Decision Flow chart of as an expanded presentation at the March 6th
Steering Committee meeting that shows only one item per screen.
Any Stakeholder group that wants to make a presentation of alternatives to the Steering Committee
should do so at the April 6" meeting.
Can we get members of the Steering Committee to make presentations to the full Steering Committee
representing the following points of view:
1. Rule out no action, + County Projects permits and other entities within the county. Mike Zimet
2. County projects + in process and future permits. Alan Lurie was going to make this
presentation, but declined after reviewing his schedule.



3. Coverage for either 8 species or 55 species. Jenny Neely agreed to make a presentation for 55
species.

Call to the Public:
No members of the public asked to speak.

Meeting adjourned at 8:10pm




SDCP - Steering Committee
Pima County Public Works Building, Conference Room ‘C’
6:00pm to 9:00 pm

Wednesday, March 6, 2002
Meeting Notes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, Maeveen Behan, Lori Woods-RECON, David Steele and SIMG staff.

Documents made available to the Steering Committee members at the meeting:
Carolyn Campbell’s presentation
Ernie Cohen’s presentation
Lucy Vitale's proposal
Updated Agendas
GIS Powerpoint presentation made by John Regan on February 20"
WEBSITE ADDRESS FOR GIS MAPS AND OVERLAYS:
http://www.dot.co.pima.az.us/cmo/sdcpmaps/

Additional Maps

Meeting Commenced at 6:00 pm
Meeting commenced with 40 Steering Committee members and 16 members of the general public that signed
in, but more were present. David Steele opened up the meeting by introducing himself and reviewing the
agenda. At 8pm there were 54 Steering Committee members present.

Logistics for the next meeting:

Saturday, March 16, 2002

8:30 am to 11:30 am

Casas Adobes Baptist Church—Palo Verde Building
10801 N. La Cholla Blvd

Old Business:
Approval of meeting notes from previous meetings:
Meeting notes previously deferred pursuant to the County Attorney’s letter, as a quorum had been not achieved
to do this.
Discussion:
" December 1* meeting notes approved.
January o meeting notes approved
February 2" meeting notes approved
Correction to the spelling of NE P A
Are the meeting notes from the Study Sessions considered actionable items? If they are then they must
be noticed on the agenda of a future meeting.
Place the meeting notes from the February 20" Study Session as an actionable item on the next
meeting agenda.
A Study Session, as previously discussed, is an opportunity for the Steering Committee to have
information. There’s a need for information so we ought to have our regular scheduled meetings where
we can make decisions and recommendations where we require a quorum and then we’ll have the
study sessions where a quorum won't be required and there won’t be decisions made. However, the
meeting notes for the study session need to be considered.

Board of Supervisors Attendance Policy:

Board of Supervisors’ adopted a resolution on February 5th. Any member that misses more than three
scheduled and noticed meetings of the Committee shall no longer be qualified to serve as a member of the
Committee and any vacancy created by the application of the attendants’ policy shall not be filled. The
attendance policy does not apply to the study sessions and that it be prospective forward from February 5"
Discussion:




| propose that the study sessions not apply. We're going to lose members if we're expected to come
twice a month. Especially now that we're asked to attend study sessions that you've scheduled in the
last month.
Please clarify when the three meeting missed rule begins to apply to our attendance. Is it three
meetings per year, through the entire history of the Steering Committee, or from now until July?
It's not for us but for the Board of Supervisors to determine who is eligible to be on the Steering
Committee and the Board of Supervisors took action and we’ve decided to tell them what our
understanding is of their action. They will tell us whether they agree with it or not. It is appropriate that
we proceed to tell them that we understand that it is prospective in terms of the three meetings and that
it does not apply to study sessions and if they tell us it's different then whatever they tell us governs.
Does anybody object to David Steele expressing the sentiment on behalf of the Steering Committee that
the policy should be prospective from February 5" from the date of enactment and study sessions
should not count in terms of the three missed meetings?
With what the Board has directed us to do by July 1%; what happened at the study session a couple of
weeks ago and what's happening here is a lot of repeat work because we can’'t make any decisions and
I’'m just afraid that we’re not going to have enough meetings. We only have three meetings left after
tonight — official meetings -before we have to report to the Board of Supervisors. Ask the Board of
Supervisors what they want us to do as opposed to giving them a suggestion.
Based upon needed workloads — we can convert the meetings from the study sessions to meetings if
it's needed. The Ad Hoc Committee is recommending that. Obviously we’ll do it with the concurrence
of the Steering Committee.
We appreciate the fact that all these people have invested all this time and we’re not supposed to be
looking for ways to dump people out.
Encourage everybody to come to those meetings and to the extent that we don’t make any decisions at
those meetings you could report to the Steering Committee what happened in those study sessions so
that we don’t waste a lot of time when we do need to make decisions
Course of Action:
David Steele will ask an open ended question from the Board of Supervisors and let them tell the SC
whether or not the study sessions count in the attendance policy. 20 members supported this
action.
Express a sentiment on the part of the Steering Committee that study sessions do not count on the
three meeting policy. 22 members support this action.

Discuss objection by member of the public and clarify Committee’s February 2 action, which was to take formal
action on issues previously considered at times for Committee meetings, but at which less than a quorum was
present:

On February 2" the Steering Committee considered and retroactively approved its previous decisions based
upon counsel from the county attorney. The country attorney asked me to inform you that we could not, based
upon their first interpretation, take an action that was retroactive and that the action that we took on February 2"
was only from that day forward. Given the fact that it was just our government’s process | think it's my view and
others that it's really the same net effect; that the decision that we took on February 2" was from that day
forward. The country attorney said that there was no additional action necessary.

Call to the public:
I hope you incorporate the public’s participation when you make decisions.

Decision-making flow to arrive at a preferred alternative recommendation by July 1%
Introduction — Carolyn Campbell:
At the Ad Hoc Committee meeting and the February 20" study session, we talked about coming up with a
decision making flow so we could actually start to get moving and make some decisions. The county is going to
be moving ahead with us or without us. They have given us a deadline of July 1* to give them a recommended




alternative. If we don’t give them anything or if we don’t come up with something together then we really aren’t
going to have any input. | don’t think that we’'ve wasted our time here for the last three years in order not to
have any input. The biological goal of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan that the county adopted is to
ensure the long-term survival of the full spectrum of plants and animals that are indigenous to Pima County
through sustaining or improving the habitat condition and eco system functions necessary for their survival. It
would behoove us to look at that biological goal and continue to check ourselves against this as we're
developing an alternative. Why do the environmentalists care that we have all the stakeholders there? We can't
have implementation of this plan unless we have all of the stakeholders. A lot of people are represented in this
room; we've got a broad spectrum, we call come up with something together. In talking with some of the folks
here, | don’t think we're really that far apart. Now as far as the charts — this is what we came up with. We
wanted to focus on what we're trying to do and see if we can get past some of these. We've broken it down into
WHAT, WHERE, and HOW.
We're not here to get the county a permit. My purpose is to try to get us past the things that we don’t need to be
stuck in. Another issue discussed at length at the February 20" study session was whether it should be the
threatened and endangered species that Fish and Wild Life Service and the county will have to deal with or
whether we use the STAT method. The Steering Committee should get to the how of the regulatory issues, the
funding issues, and the mitigating ratios. Regarding the maps -- we know that the county is moving — they have
made the decision, apparently because the comprehensive plan to go with the 55 species map, we can come up
with a different recommendation from this committee but | would rather focus on the things that we actually can
have some affect on. I've got a feeling that if we go with the 55 species map we’re going to have more of an
effect, we really should focus on this. I'm not very good at remembering quotes but it's something like God give
me the courage to change the things that | can and not change the things that | cannot, and have the wisdom to
know the difference. We should focus on the things that we as a group can change and have and effect on this
plan and again, we have to do it by July and | hope we’re not going to get stuck in rhetoric and we can start
moving forward.
Questions:
- Perhaps the best thing to do is go parcel to parcel and ask if they want to be part of the plan, State
lands didn’t opt in, Oro Valley didn’t opt in. How do we deal with that?
State trust land is owned by the state, is not going to be developed by the state trust fund, it's going to
be sold. Once it’s sold it comes under whatever the county’s plans are so that if we adopt the Sonoran
Desert conservation plan as soon as that land is out of state hands and is subject to development it then
is subject to whatever restrictions we have adopted.

Scope of the Plan — Discussion and Action
No Action — County Projects Only -At the February 20" study session we talked about these options at length,
and the Ad Hoc Committee talked about them as well. We were looking for individuals to get up and advocate
for the various options here and we found there was a strong sentiment for county projects, DSD permits, and
other entities within the county. We didn’t find anyone specifically that was willing to get up and articulate for the
no action alternative.

County projects, permits and other entities within County — Michael Zimet:

My sense is that we're spending our valuable time on the Steering Committee in order to obtain a Section 10
permit that will benefit all private and government, quasi government development projects undertaken in Pima
County with the proviso that no additional development or building permit fees will be charged to reimburse any
government agencies for the cost of obtaining the Section 10 permit. In the county’s budget Pima County’s
state program goal for the SDCP is to obtain a Section 10 permit under the Endangered Species Act from the
US Fish and Wild Life Service by December 2002. This stated goal means the that Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan needs to produce the documentation required to obtain that permit but it doesn’t say how
many species that permit should cover nor who should benefit from that permit. | cannot support the county’s
far-reaching preferred reserve, which is intended to cover a total of 55 endangered and other species that I'll call
the maximum plan. The fact is that we’re still waiting for the economic analysis on this plan and because of this
fact and many unanswered questions that exist today, the county’s plan is unsupportable. However, | can
support a plan that would do the minimum required to obtain the Section 10 permit for Pima County. The Board
of Supervisors has directed our Steering Committee to come up with our preferred biological reserve in order to
obtain a Section 10 permit but has given us only their plan to work with. This means, in my mind, that we either
accept their plan or come off that benchmark and create our own plan. We don’t have the resources as




individuals to create our own plan in my mind. In order to create our plan | believe that it's imperative that we
have an alternative plan that would do the minimum required to obtain a Section 10 permit that I'll call a
minimum plan. Then we could compare that minimum plan with the county’s maximum plan and hopefully find
sufficient common ground to develop a consensus as to a preferred final plan that will satisfy all stakeholders.
There are some folks who have suggested that the best way to advance their interest is to develop their
interests outside the Steering Committee process. However, | believe that all interest will be best served by
developing alternatives within our existing process since the policy makers will not seriously consider any
alternatives developed outside our process. Accordingly, | simply propose that we request of the Board of
Supervisors and county staff to provide us with the necessary resources and funds to develop a plan that will
provide for minimum compliance with the requirements to obtain the Section 10 permit for Pima County. | now
would like to ask that we poll the Steering Committee tonight to consider and accept this proposal. Thank you
for your courtesy in listening to me and giving serious consideration to my proposal.
Questions:
- If the state lands and the incorporated areas are not willing participants we cannot do this alternative.
I’'m in agreement with Michael's general perspective that we want something that includes, as much as
possible. | would like to move that we spend no further time discussing or considering a no action
alternative or an alternative that considers only county projects on the grounds that neither of those will
get us a Section 10 permit.
In terms of other entities, we have absolute ability to determine what happens to the state lands when
they come out of the trust and we have no need to make a decision as to what happens to the state
lands while they're in trust because they are the best reserve you can have,
Amendment motion to further exclude county projects and in process DSD permits and county projects
plus in process and further DSD permits so that if this amendment is approved in addition to the main
motion we will have approved by default county projects and DSD permits and other entities within Pima
County. If we don't; we've wasted three years of time.
Will this amendment mean that we will shift our attention more towards looking at alternative ways of
getting to a recommendation?
| would like to propose that instead of dealing with motions we come to consensus that this group would
like to pursue a Section Ten Permit that deals with County projects, development services permits and
any other willing entities within Pima County and see if anybody has objections to that.

Course of Action: The Steering Committee will recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the scope of the
Section Ten Permit cover County projects, development service permits and other willing entities within the
County.

Reserve Design Alternatives (Map)

Additional Information is needed before a decision can be made—Ernie Cohen:

Thanks to Mike Zimet for his presentation which has presented a mechanism for agreeing on a Reserve
Design Alternative, ultimately for dealing with our most important issues, which are restriction on use
within the biologically reserve map. The nature of the restrictions on use are the most important issues
that we are going to be dealing with, but the reserve design is also of significance and ask any land
owners whose land is included in the reserve design and any land owner whose land is not included
with the reserve design and | am sure that they will concur that this is a decision that has an impact on
them albeit it is not as important as the decision concerning restriction on use of those within the
design alternatives. What Michael has proposed is that we take the resources that the County has put
into designing the biologically preferred to alternative put them into designing a minimum biological
reserve that would still afford a Section 10 Permit success possibility then look and see where the two
maps agree and disagree and measure then measure the disagreements against a common set of
objectives which hopefully we can develop together to the extent that we can preserve 55 species that
would be wonderful. To the extent that we could protect as much of the property rights of landowners as
possible, that would be wonderful. If the minimum and the biologically preferred alternatives aren’t
terribly different, we may be fighting shadows. We also need to take into account other objectives such
as the economic consequences, because part of the quality of life, which | think we as the
representatives of the wide divergent group of stakeholders and of the public need to take into account,
is how this plan will effect the quality of life today and in the future and there you must have some




economic input it would sending the wrong signal to potential stakeholders and the public if we
foreclose the discussion of which is going to be our preferred map today. We have to make that
decision, and we have to make it quickly and today we have to develop a timetable for making that
decision, and we have to request the resource so that that decision can be made effective. But it is
premature to make that decision today. Although | think we must give ourselves a fairly short time
period because most of our time needs to be spent on the issue of what restrictions there will be on use.
I urge you to take a couple of minutes to read the paper and see why | put forward these arguments and
they have been furthered by the actions we just took on the scope and by Michaels presentation as far
as a possible alternative and also possibly a second alternative which would take into account both the
maximum, the minimum, and a set of objectives which might help us to resolve whatever differences
may appear between the two designs.
Questions:
- The Morrison Institute can’t give us any hard facts and figures. Unless they must know what
the real implementation is going to be associated with the reserve design. So reserve design
doesn’t mean anything financially speaking and that's what the Morrison Institute is going to be
looking at. Unless they know exactly what restrictions within the reserve if there is one, etc.
outside of the reserve. They’re not going to be able to give us any hard facts unless we give
them hard facts and we’re not going to be able to do that by April.
To me they reflect a political map and not a biological map. The Tortolita Mountains for the
most part are in another county. The Indian Nation is a great space. Mexico doesn’t exist and
either neither does Santa Cruz County in terms of species. | think that the biologists have taken
this into account but we don’t know, we don’t see it, we cannot justify it until we see it on a
map.
When you say this can best be accomplished by hearing from stakeholders, are you referring to
stakeholders presenting in April and then we work from them?

Ernie: 1do not believe that it is our role to define who should lead various groups of stakeholders and
who the stakeholders should be. Many of you have accepted that but it’s in the paper that people may
have read. | want to make it clear that I'm talking about inviting stakeholders to come forward with
proposals in April and inviting the various groups who have been studying this process and who have
been working on this process to assist those stakeholders so that they can have the benefit of that
information and use it as they see fit.

I don’t think the discussion of the reserve design is the same as implementation —is what | think
you're talking about — and that’s again kind of the next step. |think what we’re trying to do in
Ernie’s discussion and what Larry Berlin is going to say and Mitch and Jenny, is have some
simple discussions about species —how many species we’re going to look at and then move to
that step.

There’s an awful lot less that could be considered in order to get a Section 10 permit and what
we have in front of us that’s called a preferred biological reserve. | don’'t mean necessarily that
we’re dealing with 8 species or 10 species or 150 species. Whatever the minimum is that will
allow for that Section 10 permit is what I'm trying to have the country bring forward to us.

Comparing the 8 and 55 species maps — Larry Berlin:

How do we reasonably rationally compare the map that's been proposed for the 8 listed species with the
map that’s been proposed for the 55 species including the 8. The answer is that they don’t compare
directly. The way to work with them is through determinations about land use restrictions and
management. Once we determine what the uses will be, the level of use. Then to determine how those
uses will be managed and supervised. The process that | went through was really simply discussion
with Paul Fromer on the science team first or on the RECON team first with Sherry Barrett with Fish and
Wildlife next. The obvious question, and one that a bunch of us who have been working this wanted
answered is what’s the minimum? Give us a baseline, what are the minimum requirements for us to get
a Section 10 permit. And the answer is, that depends upon what species we want it for or it depends on
which land we want it for. And so the ball gets thrown back to us again. You're going to see here again
the circular situation we’'ve gotten into with Morrison and others where everybody wants somebody



else. Give them the data to work with. Skipping sort of to the bottom line is, mechanically, how do we
go forward. The suggestion from both Paul and Sherry was that this an iterative process. We need to
tell them what uses we want to make of particular uses of land or tell them what species we want to
protect or tell them how we want to manage a particular area. They will come back and tell us, yes you
can do these parts of what you want to do but some of these other parts are problematic and in
identifying those issues or conflicts, we then get focused on what we need to resolve. Now there’s
some good news and bad news in all of this for everybody. To the environmentalists | would say be
careful what you wish for. What appears to be the much more inclusive, broader map for the 55 species
actually may provide somewhat less protection for the 8 species that are already listed as threatened
and endangered. The process that RECON went through in developing the 2 maps is one in which for
the 55 species they included, they captured, in their words, any of the habitat that included at least 3 of
the 55 species. Because there weren’t enough species involved and not enough overlap involved to use
that same protocol with the 8 listed species what they did was to go through it on a species by species
basis and to reserve or to map out a reserve of most of the best habitat for each of those species. If you
go into the map of 55 some of that best habitat for those 8 listed species is left out. That causes a
concern for Fish and Wildlife. The selling point, in response to Fish and Wildlife, is although we may
not be preserving in that way, may not be preserving all of the best habitat for those 8, by preserving the
broader landscape and in the configuration that they’ve created for the 55, that it nets out to be better
protection for those 8 species anyway. When | asked Sherry about this morning, her response was that
they just don’t know yet and, here’s the kicker, it's going to depend largely on what uses we want to put
the land to and how it's going to be managed. The statute requires, a direct quote here, “requires that
we mitigate harm to the species to the maximum extent practicable.” That does not include tradeoffs.
So if, for example, there is an area that we would like to set up for use for development on the least
dense zoning that the county has in place at the time, which would be 1 house for 4 acres. That may be
just fine for 54 species but it is not fine for the Pima pineapple cactus. Problems with pets, with
children, with roads, apparently it’'s a very vulnerable species. And for the Pima pineapple cactus, we
will not get the permit for that particular area. However, if we can show that the use of a broader area
will be such that it won’t have the kinds of roads or children or whatever it is that’s going to be so
detrimental to this poor pineapple cactus. Then maybe the best practicable preservation and we’ll get it
anyway. The questions of how many species is ared herring and the question of where to draw the
lines on the map is ared herrings. The issues that matter to us are how can we use the land and how
are we going to manage the land in accordance with those uses. Just as | offer a caveat for
environmentalists whose concern may be heavily balanced to the endangered species, let me offer a
suggestion as well. Luck is the ability to recognize your opportunities. Just cause a piece of land is
going to be included within a reserve, doesn’t mean it can’t be developed. The question becomes, how
do we develop it and how do we manage it for some of the parcels.
Questions:
- If we don’t have sufficient coverage on the 55 - 56 species map for the 8 listed species, what
might make more sense then is to overlap those two maps and include everything in the 8
species map and the larger map. Then we’re covered, we know we’re going to get the Section
10 permit depending on implementation. And if we do anything less then that we don’t know
whether or not we're going to get a Section 10 permit anyway.

Larry: Apparently I've been unclear on one point and left out another. If indeed it's not that we're not
going to get adequate coverage for the 8 on the 55 species map, it’s that the adequacy of the coverage
will depend on the use decisions and on the management decisions. Also, the 8 species map, with only
a few exceptions, doesn’t seem to cut to anybody’s advantage. One of the places —the two maps are
not congruent to each other and one of the places that 8 species goes and creates restrictions that the
55 species does not, is on to a lot of property that in the path of development in the southeastern part of
the valley. Another similar point is that the 8 species map would restrict more private property. The
solutions -1 wish the solutions were as simple as, give us another alternative to measure. It’'s not. The
solutions lie in what both Paul and Sherry describe as the iterative process. Going back and forth we
would like to use the land for these purposes. Can we do it? How would we have to manage it if we do
it that way? We get an answer back. If there’s no conflict, Bingo, that’s in the plan. If there is conflict
then we need to work that one out. How to adjust it and how to resolve it. It’s a back and forth
proposition.



Bill Arnold made the motion that the 55 species be accepted and not the map, but it failed. The motion was
amended by Larry Berlin, but failed again. Gayle Hartman seconded motion; it was voted on and failed. Larry
Berlin made a backup presentation to the motion, the motion was resubmitted and it failed again.

The Eight Species Map—Mitch McClaran:

The blue is the listed species reserve, the green is the biologically preferred reserve, the beige is both
and then the crosshatch is the current reserve. | am not necessarily an advocate for this approach. I'm
an advocate for analyzing this approach compared to others. | am proposing that we take a look at what
areas would be covered, what would be the value of those lands, how could we coordinate uses of those
lands with some other alternative. |think this should be one of the alternatives we send forward to
Morrison in comparison with others. Another would be the STAT team’s approach. With that said that
I'm not necessarily for this approach, but proposing we at least look at it in comparison to others.
That's where I'm coming from. Secondly, I think that these maps are inaccurate, but | don’t think it’'s
impossible to get the data. The blue area is supposed to represent some amalgamation of all 8 currently
listed species. | know that part of this Santa Rita experimental range includes area for the Pima
pineapple cactus. It’'s not shown as being part of the reserve. The blue is missing some coverage. I'm
not saying this to say let’s get rid of these things, I'm saying they're a little inaccurate. We can get the
accurate data. 1also disagree that the brown being both. If you look at the map above it, the biological
preserve is green, so when you put those two together they ought to be something different than beige.
Beige is like everything else except that. I'm confused with what is being displayed as both. If | look at
the map above that says listed species reserve, biologically preferred reserve, and current preserves,
and blue is listed species reserve, green is biologically preferred reserve, and the both is everything in
between. I'm having a hard time thinking that much of the county is covered by both of them together.
Something is amiss here. It's a correctable thing. If we had somebody from RECON to assure us that
these are accurate, | would feel better. It doesn’t negate the approach of asking what would the
distribution of 8 species look like, what proportion of the 55 species is covered by that 8 species. What
proportion of the 8 species are covered in existing reserve and what would it cost. What’s the value of
the lands outside the existing reserves that include the remainder of the distribution of those 8 species.
Let’s just imagine that these are our alternatives; we have alternatives running down and they become
roads. We ask ourselves what proportion or what percent of any species is habitat. The percent of the
species habitat is covered by that alternative. We could have an alternative the STAT team’s alternative.
And then we have 55 species including the 8 we find out what proportion of any one those 55 species is
that habitat accounted for in the reserve design. Now we have that for 55 of these. 8 listed and under
statutory protection, the other 47 of some sort of biological significance to the STAT team members.
Under here we’d want to ask what proportion of that is in existing reserves, what proportion of that is in
some sort of reserve forest service state parks, Santa Rita experimental range, some BLM land and then
not reserved. You do that for each alternative; put the 55 and then the 8. So now you have this table of
all the 55 species, what proportion of that is captured in existing reserves in a design like this and what
proportion of their habitat is captured under a reserve design that looks like this. Then under this non-
reserve, you ask Morrison to assemble value of those lands. How much are they valued today? What's
their property value. That begins to give us the tool to ask the question what would it cost to acquire
easements? What would it cost to reduce densities of development as a tool for deciding where we
might target those types of things. This is a framework for asking what’s the difference between a 55
species plan and an 8 species plan. I'm not advocating that we take any one of these as the one we
want to take, but I'm advocating that we at least compare the 2 and then we go on and talk about land
use within them. Until we put lines on a map we can’t even begin to talk about land use where. I do
think | agree with you everywhere except for the fact that you got to put some lines on a map before you
start talking about what are you allow in certain places. You need to have some place on the map to talk
about. That's all | have to say about 8 species.

Question: Can we also weigh the habitat as to whether it’s exceptionally good habitat or marginal habitat
for each of the species?

Mitch: | was assuming we were only going to look at the most high potential habitat. On that map that
you see blue, | went up and talked to Fromer after our February 2" meeting and asked him, how did you
come up with blue? He said it was the high suitability habitat for those species. | would suggest that



we stick with high suitability habitat across the board rather then mixing those up because then it
becomes 5 dimensional table and | can’t handle that.

Question: Are you suggesting that we can ask the county to come up with another baseline from which
to compare? To use with, if you will, the plan that we have in front of us now. Are you suggesting that
we can ask the county or Fromer or both to come up with something else that we can put along side that
plan?

Mitch: They have already done that. That’'s that blue area. The beauty of what the STAT team has done
for decision making is they’ve assembled all this information into the geographic information data base
and you can ask the questions. What proportions of overlap occur when you put 2 species’
distributions over one another. It’s simple. You just tell them what you want and they should be able to
give it to you —a map like that — they should be able to give it to you in a matter of days.

Question: But you're not saying 16 species.

Mitch: No I'm not saying 16 species. |think the place to start this process is the 8 versus the 55
because the 8 have some statutory significance. They are already listed. And the question is, if you do
8, what proportion of this comes with it? If you do 55, what proportion of this comes with it? And then
the iteration process begins, but until we start something other than 55 --- But they haven’t given us
this. They’ve given us these maps and, frankly, | can’t interpret them. | question their accuracy and
there are simply visual things. It would be nice to see something tabular to go with the visual to look at
proportions of overlap, something numeric in addition to this visual thing which, frankly, to me is really
hard to understand.

Question: It is my understanding that a lot of that data has already been prepared in the priority
vulnerable species assessment and in the process of doing that and there was a gap analysis done by
species and areserve gap analysis where it was in a reserve and where it wasn’t and | would think Dr.
Steidel could help you with that because they did all that and was handed out, many hand outs, many
drafts, to each STAT meeting | attended. A lot of that data is already done and we do have someone
from RECON who can clarify that for you.

Mitch: Let me answer what I've gotten from RECON. Bob is just down the hall from me, Bill Shaw is just
down the hall from me, and Bill Manner. All team members the STAT team and when | asked them to do
that, they had never done an 8 species map until | asked them to do it in January. They’d been focusing
their attention —when they did a STAT map it was where can we get 3 species, the distribution of 3
species to overlap any 3 of the 55. That’s what their design is. Where do you find any 3 of the 55
overlapping in space put that in as part of the reserve. And then when they tried to do connecting areas
of vulnerability they starting adding on to those 3 species overlaps. It didn’t matter if they were listed
species or not. That's new to them. They've never done that analysis, but they have the data to do the
analysis.

Question: Is it fair to summarize what you have been presenting as a pro 8 species exploration is really a
need for more information before we make these decisions?
Mitch: I'll characterize this as an alternative worth investigating.

Question: Why would numbers from inaccurate maps be more accurate?

Mitch: I'm pretty confident about their data, but | think they could clean up their numbers. | don’t know
what makes the Steering Committee think that they have to come up with all the answers. | am
suggesting that we tell them what we want to know. Starting with gross and some other technique other
than purchase, they are the ones that we want to have do that work not us.

The 55 Species Map—Jenny Neeley:

| would like us to look at the listed species reserve boundary that the STAT came up with. I think they
would stand behind that map as well as the biologically preferred reserve map, which we all know they
would stand behind that because we listened to them in February explain how that came to be. Just so
it’s really clear | am going to be advocating that we adopt the 55 Species map tonight. So that we can
start deciding uses. The listed species reserve map is larger than the biologically preferred reserve and



I think it's going to be easier to you folks to note this if you at the maps. The listed species reserve map
includes more lands closer to the built out areas of Tucson and Green Valley. This would come into play
with what Mitch was saying as far as the value of the land. | think that we could expect, for sure, that the
listed species map would result in higher land values. The reason that the listed species reserve is
larger than the biologically preferred reserve is because the listed species reserve would need to take
into account the specific habitat needs of each of the eight species that are threatened or endangered. It
does not look at the landscape at an eco-system level. In contrast the biologically preferred reserve
takes a landscape eco-system approach to the reserve design. Also notice that the biologically
preferred map uses much more, already protected land, meaning existing reserves. The species
specific map also going to be effected if we're going to be looking at land values. The STAT started with
over 200 species to be considered for coverage, through the process they ended up with 55. This type of
design responds to the broadest variety of needs without focusing on any one species and assumes
that a landscape approach would encompass all the habitat needs necessary for the vast majority of
species that occur within the County. This corresponds to the stated biological goal of the County and
the STAT. Using this approach is going to benefit from a conservation perspective because the
ecosystem approach the STAT has taken will protect the integrity the ecosystem. Any land manager will
tell you that ecosystem management rather than species by species management is really the only
meaningful way to ensure long term conservation of species and habitat. What | would like to talk about
now is how listing 55 species on the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan is going to benefit landowners
and other permittees that are going to be covered by the Section Ten Permit, because this is what I think
has escaped a lot of peoples’ attention. The landscape approach is more efficient, because it is able to
encompass the habitats of more species in a smaller area. Since doing it this way does not require that
the entire habitat for each species be protected. Doing more with less is the ultimate definition of
efficiency, as any economist will tell you. Because of this efficiency, it is very logical to assume that the
landscape reserve design will ultimately end up being more economically efficient because
management strategies could potentially also overlap in much the same fashion and instead of
managing species by species basis, the County and landowners can manage on a more holistic fashion,
saving time and money. With the landscape approach there will also be more flexibility in protection
measures, | would imagine. The biggest benefit to covering more species rather than less, to
landowners and others covered by the Section Ten Permit, is that once the landowners have agreed to
terms of the Habitat Conservation Plan and the incidental take permit is issued, the landowner cannot
be required to take additional mitigation measures for any of the species covered under the plan. This
policy is called ‘The No Surprises Policy’; it was added to the Habitat Conservation Plan process in 1994
to provide certainty to applicants so that once the Habitat Conservation Plan was in place the federal
government would not come knocking on their door demanding more mitigation measures or
requirements if unforeseen circumstances should arise. By protecting unlisted species with our Habitat
Conservation Plan we can reduce the likelihood that any additional listings will be needed, and if it
turns out that one of those species takes a turn for the worse, the County and all of those covered under
this permit will have no liability under the Endangered Species Act as long as they are complying with
the terms of the Habitat Conservation Plan, whatever those terms might be. | have to be honest with
you here, Larry Berlin hit the nail on the head when he said that environmentalists need to beware
because from a conservationist perspective there are serious problems with the Habitat Conservation
Plan program overall because for the most part Habitat Conservation Plans that have been implemented
around the country have failed at protecting covered species and their habitats. In fact, many Habitat
Conservation Plan and Multiple Species Conservation Plans, which is what we are working on, have
made the situation worse because they allow a substantial loss of habitat, do not have a clearly stated
biological goal, have inadequate mitigation requirements and have inadequate monitoring programs in
place. So from a conservation perspective, up until now, adding more species to a Habitat Conservation
Plan just spells trouble for those species, especially considering that these plans are in place for
decades at a time. So traditionally conservationists are for less species to be covered not more. What is
different about the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan is that Pima County is committed to creating an
effective Habitat Conservation Plan that does better than the rest, and so far the process that has be
utilized has clearly demonstrated that they are serious about it. The conservation community for the
most part embraces the STAT approach as the most scientifically sound approach we have ever seen
any Habitat Conservation Plan take. The science is not necessarily perfect, but science will never be
perfect. This is the best science available which is mandated under the Endangered Species Act and



therefore, it should be utilized. We are anticipating the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan will have more
clearly defined biological goals, better monitoring systems in place and will utilize better adaptive
management strategies to respond to the information that we get from monitoring. In short, as a
conservationist, | am taking a huge leap of faith that this multi-species conservation plan is going to do
right by the species it covers and it will be more effective than plans in the past. Even though
unfortunately for us, this could eventually lead to more take of imperiled speices, whether they are
endangered right now or they become endangered later. | advocate that we adopt the 55 species map
because it is the best available science, has a higher level of efficiency and will provide more certainty
to the County that Endangered Species Act liability issues won’t come back to haunt them later.

How this plan succeed will be measure by how this plan is managed and what land uses are allowed in
each area of the reserve, not where on the map the reserve lies. Once we adopt a map we then get to
decide what happens in each part of the reserve, whether we allow grazing to continue in some or all of
the reserve or whether we continue to allow housing to be built, whether, frankly anything changes at all
in some areas that are on this map. Those are the things that we need to start deciding. There is no cost
to adopting this map. | am confused by the call for an economic analysis before we adopt a map. If we
adopt a map it doesn’t cost anybody anything. While | understand land use values, | don’t understand
how we can do an economic analysis until we have determined land use. One thing that needs to be
considered besides the 55 species or the 8 species, is the rational for the number of species that are
covered. We have to provide the STAT with some sort of criteria to use to come up with a new map. |
don’t know if we will be able to look at anything but the eight or 55 species map, because I don’t know if
we have time to come up with new criteria. | understand landowners being concerned when their land
shows up on these maps. But just because it is on the map doesn’t mean the land uses are going to
change. That is what we need to get to—deciding what is going to change, if anything, but we need a
map first to determine what uses we decide to keep, ban and manage. There will be a negative impact if
we adopt this map tonight. The most contentious part is coming up when we begin to decide the uses,
the management, etc. if all we do is go round and round debating on whether to use the 8 or the 55
species maps, then the county is going to move ahead, the plan is going to be adopted, uses and
management will be decided and we will still be sitting in this room. So | say let’s use the 55 species
map because, again, it is the best available science and let’s get down to the issues of management and
implementation.

Questions from the Steering Committee :

Question: If | read that map correctly the listed species reserve boundaries 75% or more of Pima County.
Could you clarify the quality of this habitat?

Jenny: That would be a question for the STAT. | wasn’t there the day they came up with this map.

Lori Woods-RECON: The most useful bit of information to take away from these maps is this: The blue
areas are areas that would be incorporated into the eight listed species reserve that would not otherwise
be incorporated into the 55 species. This is high potential habitat.

Question: Would it be possible to get an overlap map using the 8 species?

Jenny: My understanding is that there is not enough overlap with the eight species being considered to
create such a map. So we have to look at all of the habitat for all of the species, but when you put 55
species in there then there is quite a bit of overlap because with 55 species there is more land to
consider, presenting more overlap of habitat.

Question: Please clarify what is meant by landscape.

Jenny: By landscape, | mean on a large level rather than looking at it piece meal. | am using the words
landscape and ecosystem interchangeably, so | hope that clarifies this, if this incorrect then everytime |
said landscape, replace it with ecosystem, because that is what | meant.

Question: Do species follow political lines, for example the Indian lands.

Jenny: There is no way to compel the Tohono O'Odham Nation to participate or even provide us with
information. This plan cannot compel another jurisdiction to participate, so if Marana and Oro Valley
decided not to come on board, there is nothing we can do.

Question: Which of the two, 55 species map or 8 species map, cover more land?



Larry Berlin: The 55 species map reserves 2.9 million acres, the 8 species map, 2.4 million acres. It
appears to be more intrusive even though it’s a half million acres less, because it intrudes more on
private property and the path of growth.

Jenny: So the 55 species map uses more land that has already been preserved and the 8 species map,
while smaller is going to use a lot more land that does not yet have management controls or other
restrictions on it.

If we had an overlay map with the existing roads and improvements we would get a better sense
of the economics involved. Land values vary from location to location even in a small area.

Assigning value to the lands is useless, clearly not all the land in Pima County is going to be or
can be developed, so this may be an exercise in futility.

We need larger scaled maps and maps with overlays so we can examine the routes that are
feasible and practical.

Because a determination has been made regarding the species in my area without anyone going
out there, | feel that this study can include the Tohono O'Odham lands and other places they
have not been to.
Jenny: Any habitat that falls within another nation, or jurisdiction, is not going to make a difference
towards Pima County getting a Section Ten Permit.

Question: Should landowners be compensated if their land is subject to regulations and therefore a
reduction in uses under this 55 species map?

Jenny: While I, as a landowner understand the concerns, | am not effected by the this because my
property does not fall under the reserve. Therefore | may not understand the breath of them as well as a
landowner in the midst of the reserve. But those decisions have yet to be made, so while it may seem
scary that one’s property is in question if we adopt this big map, nothing else has been decided so be
assured that nothing else has been done with this map other than establishing a starting point from
which we can start discussing these issues and other things.

Question: Could you mention again the GIS website that we can go to and look at all of these different
overlays?

David: We have made copies of the GIS presentation and the website address will be given out here and
in the meeting notes so folks can refer to it as needed.

WEBSITE ADDRESS FOR GIS MAPS AND OVERLAYS:
http://www.dot.co.pima.az.us/cmo/sdcpmaps/

Could Larry Berlin please clarify—would the 55 species map be the preferable map requiring at
the end special land use maps for some areas for some species?

Larry Berlin: 1 only referred to the 55 as ‘preferred’ because that is the label it has been given. |
personally don’t assign a preference to it. No matter how we look at it, ecosystem or species by species,
Fish and Wildlife is going to look at species by species and grant the permit species by species. STAT
and RECON got from the 200 to the 55 through an elimination process that left them with the species
that effectively reflected the species in the County. When you slice this down further, to the eight that is
where it becomes marginal and at this point it is too close to call on whether the Fish and Wildlife will
pass on the 55 species map with respect to those eight. That is going to depend on what the land use
levels are and the quality and level of management and supervision. For my money the most practical
thing | have heard tonight is Gerald’s suggestion that we get larger scale maps so we can identify the
areas where we have use issues and management issues and we can bring those questions to the
Science team, find out where there are conflicts that we can work on resolving. To adopt any map
tonight would be paradoxically empty and controversial. The map is meaningless without the use
assignments and the management assignments to go with it. All it will do is create more discussion
than we want. Many among us have had the feeling that the county is cramming a 55 species map down
our throats. Whether that’s so or not, RECON now is working on what the use restrictions, use levels
and management will be. They would like our help and input. This is not predetermined. This is where



both RECON and Fish and Wildlife have said that we can help them steer the outcome of this plan; this
is where we can be most effective.

| would like to see the analysis that Mitch is recommending. Could we have the county maps
that | last saw at the open houses the County is holding?

Why don’t we submit to David a list of the maps that we would like to see?

With all due respect to Jenny’s presentation, using words like banning and grazing restrictions
with ranchers, puts them on the defense.

Jenny: My apologies to any of the members from the ranching community if they got the impression
that | was advocating for grazing restriction. The point of my entire presentation was advocating for the
55 species map as a starting point from which we could begin to make decisions.

David: We discussed previously the cost associated with making color copies of the maps from the
RECON presentation, which is why we provided cd’s for each Steering Committee member so you could
make as many maps, as big or small as you would like. We will certainly work with the GIS department
to get as many of the maps as we can for you to see. The website information that we have handed out
enables you to do all kinds of map overlays.

Moving forward with developing alternatives

Jenny Neeley proposed that the Steering Committee adopt the 55 species map at this meeting.

Ernie Cohen and Larry Berlin seem to be agreement that map selection needs to be concurrent with the
other alternative developments. Stakeholders need to organize themselves, find out what they want and
don’t want in terms of lines on the maps.

Mitch is proposing a flowchart that looks at the distribution of the species within the existing reserves
and within the new reserves.

Perhaps we should try to get a sense of where the Steering Committee members are on these.
Discussion:

You only have two decisions, decide for or against adopting the 55 species map tonight.
We could actually choose 55 species and ignore the map.

It was worth atry to try to deal with the maps tonight. Every map is going to have some sort of
biological core. The one thing that | keep hearing though, is that we have to start moving on
these issues.

It would have been helpful to be able to decide on a map tonight.

I'm ready to talk about the number of species and then everything else | think will fall in line. We
should move now, on 55 species and not the map.

What if we put it in terms of endeavoring to develop a map with the goal of including all 55
species dependent upon on information to be developed on the uses and management

Proposal for Steering Committee Consideration—Lucy Vitale:

At the February meeting the Ad Hoc Committee set up for review and discussion as part of the general
flow of actions and decisions to be taken which Caroline has spoken about. If you refer to your three
page plan, the first page is that one. At the February 20" Steering Committee meetings | presented a
three part strategic plan that will help us achieve our goal of preferred alternatives. A copy of that plan
is before you. In evaluating the merits of this plan keep in mind some of the constraints the Steering
Committee is working under. We have a looming deadline before us, we are a large and diverse group
with differing needs and objectives, we must operate within the Arizona Open Meeting Law guidelines,
and we must at all times try to incorporate the suggestions of the community at large. | believe this plan
fulfils all these requirements with the added benefits of being efficient and cost effective. It is a win win
strategy for all. It also incorporates a timeline which is page three that gives us the option of several
iterations before final adoption. | would again repeat what | said before at the last meeting. Attitude
reflects leadership. As members of the Steering Committee we have been placed in a leadership role.
Let us then act as leaders and work together to help the county in achieving all of the SVCP goals not
just the Section 10 permit. Now in front of you, if you see that your paper that was handed out — that is



my original plan. | started out with four large stakeholders and | named some members simply to say
that it should involve some of the Steering Committee members. When | named the stakeholder groups
I was just trying to identify large stakeholder groups, but there was an objective last time and it seemed
to be mired on that top line. So | changed it, if you look up there you’ll see that | changed it. And by the
way, it’s not just professors who use this, it's also business people. So here are the five, | put five
simply because on an 8-1/2 x 11 it just becomes untidy to use five. You can have as low as two groups
who will then take eight and then 55 or you can go as high as ten, twenty, as many stakeholders who
want to present to us. Then the presentatron would be, if you look at page three, you will see the first
presentations should be on April 6". At the same time that the presentations are being made those
groups are going to present should ask the county GIS to give them color coded maps so that when
they present we can then have up there overlays of all the alternatives and right away we would see
what is in agreement and what is not. If there is agreement we would come down and put it in this
included in this final plan any part that there is agreement on. If there is no agreement we would then
have a discussion like we just did on each plan presented and then maybe have offer them some
solutions or compromises and if there is further agreement we would put it in the final plan. If not we
would go back into the first, second, and third reiterations. On page two are the parameters within we
must all work. The first of it is STAT map of 55 species. Right there and then it tells you work with the
55 species map. If you don’t agree it tells you can go either 55 or 8 or some other number if you want in
between. OK. So that as long as you do you work within all of the parameters of page two. Okay, so |
also wanted to say — here’s page two if you could put it up please that way | can refer to it. If you go to
the fourth from the bottom where it says groups to present reasons, that means valid justification. The
US Fish and Wildlife demands of any aIternatrve plan that we offer that there is valid justification. So for
any of you that want to present on April 6" or a date later you need to give us the valid justification of
what why you’re using that plan and why you’re using the configuration on the different maps. | only
request that when you ask GIS to do your maps to have it color coded so that we come and put them up
with the overlays we can see immediately where the disagreements and agreements occur. And finally,
on the final one, no majority of the Steering Committee membership and any individual group it’'s
because of the Open Meeting laws. If you remember the lawyer told us back in November that no large
group of the Steering Committee membership or a percentage should agree beforehand on one
alternative because that would be presetting the vote. So that’s what | said about the final point. Now
we go to the —do you have any questions, by the way, as I'm presentmg’7 About the first page. If you
go to the third page, which is the timeline, | took it to be March 6" is supposed to be when we would
adopt this plan of how, not what we are going to plan or anything. Just what the process is going to be.
If we decide to adopt it then everybody needs to —whoever wants to present —whatever stakeholder
group wants to present then needs to work because by Aprrl 6" we need to make the presentations.
When | put that it was assumed at the time that March 6" and March 16™ were going to be the RecTAT,
the cultural, the historical, the ranch team, and the mmrng teams were going to present. But now we
have one, the ranch team is going to present on Aprrl 6" so mstead of three hours we will only have two.
So we are already late people. Between April 6" and June 1°'is when we have to have the final plan, the
final discussion and adoption because then SIMG has to take that plan with the GIS Department and
prepare it for our final vote on June 19" so that July 1* we present the Board of Supervisors. Now in
between the gray areas are the times between meetings and what the groups are supposed to do. It
says four groups, but actually ignore that and just as many groups or as few groups as we present to
us. If you have any questions, that’s the plan.

Question and Discussion:

It's up to us to divide ourselves into groups however we see fit and to come up with an
alternative. Each of these groups, should request assistance from perhaps a Fish and Wildlife
person or someone who works with RECON to sit with us and help go through and figure out
how to do this. We may need to fI|p one meeting’ s work because of the change in presentation.
Perhaps we’ll do this on April 17" instead of the 6™
Lucy: April 6" can be some of those members that are ready because they will have a longer time of
discussion and iteration.

We need to ask for the information that tells us what the consequences of these decisions are to
be put in map form simple enough that we can understand it



Lucy: Part of that is that whoever is presenting, going to present, can ask - go and ask the county, ask
RECON. In other words, whoever want, whoever is presenting, that’s part of it, that’s why | broke it up
away from all 75 of us.

My proposal is to accept Lucy’s process that she has presented to us, in concept, and we can
work with it and tweak it as we go along and put it into action. We can make some changes to it
and make some new sugg{lestions. With the expectation that stakeholder groups would organize
themselves by the April 6 n meeting to be able to present not the details, not the final details, but
the framework of their alternatives. So we can identify who the stakeholder groups are.

No, I don’t think that’s the right way to go. Period. Until these group identifies, until they get
organized-- just to say we're going to make them up, and everybody has to come to the table by
the 6" is sort of silly. Who are these stakeholder groups?

If for example you are a developer, you simply get together with Alan Lurie and Chris Sheafe and
whomever else you want to on the committee and then draw from other people who are on the
committee who you think have the same opinion and come up with an alternative.

Call to question. Who disagrees with the proposal to accept this proposal in concept with
refinement as we move forward. Stakeholders can identify themselves between now and April 6"
to be in a position to prevent the framework of their proposal and alternative.

- Disagree, we can’t have a presentation ready by April 6.
Lucy: I started with April 6" but if you're not ready, you don’t have to present April 6". If sheis ready,
she can present and we can discuss it. You can come later.

Issues for future meeting agendas and new business:

Make the April 17" study session a meeting and then we do it by mid-April. Between now and April
6" the stakeholder groups that want to organize themselves and at some point present alternatives,
let David know who you are and he will work with arranging the connections between the Fish and
Wildlife Service, between RECON, and between the other resources needed to develop a
presentation pending county approval. Obviously only the county can commit money. A status
report of support on that process will be made at the April 6" meeting.

Call to the Public:

The Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan website needs to be much more informative with regards to
meeting announcements and agendas.

It would be a good idea to find out what happens if the County is not granted a Section 10 Permit.

Could we receive more information on how the department of Fish and Wildlife tracks these diverse
species?

Meeting Adjourned 11:30 am




SDCP - Steering Committee Study Session
Casas Adobes Baptist Church, Palo Verde Bldg.
Saturday, March 16, 2002 — 8:30am to 11:30am

Meeting Notes

Participants: See attached sign-in sheet, David Steele Maeveen Behan, and SIMG staff.

Speakers: Ted Eyde, President, Gadsden-Sonora Holdings; David Cushman, Cultural Resources
Technical Advisory Team; Randy Gimblett, Chair, Recreation Technical Advisory Team; Pima County
Supervisor Sharon Bronson; Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry.

Documents made available to the Steering Committee members at the meeting:
- Letter from Dr. Melnick, Morrison Institute to David Steele of SIMG
Letter from David Steele to Clerk of the Board Lori Godoshian
Presentation from Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Cultural Resources Technical Advisory Team
Updated Agendas
Comparison of Multi-Species Conservation Plans and Implementing Agreements

Meeting Commenced at 8:30am
Meeting commenced with 37 Steering Committee members and 18 members of the general public. David
Steele opened up the meeting by introducing himself and reviewing the agenda.

Logistics for the next meeting:
Saturday, April 6, 2002

8:30 am to 11:30 am

Tucson Estates Multi-Purpose Room
5900 W. Western Way Circle

Mineral Exploration in Pima County
Introduction—Jonathan DuHamel: Talked about exploration for mineral deposit, mineral wealth and
production.

Had maps that showing the areas of critical habitat for mineral exploration and production in
Pima county. The maps showed areas considered essential by the US Geological Survey, areas
critical according to the local geologists, those that the USGS thinks have hidden mineral
deposits, undiscovered mineral deposits, based on certain evidence and the industrial
minerals, that need to be locally sourced.

Overlay of this map on the biological preserves shows areas of conflict and large areas of no
conflict. The mineral potential of the county is important, provides jobs, taxes, and drives part
of the economy. Also there is a property rights issue.

Jonathan introduced Ted Eyde, President, Gadsden-Sonora Holdings, past president of the
Society for Mining Metallurgy and Exploration, an international society of professionals.

Presentation—Ted Eyde, President, Gadsden-Sonora Holdings: Addressed aggregates and industrial
mineral resources or non-metallics in Pima County.

Aggregates are commonly called sand and gravel. Arizona is the third largest producer of
aggregate in the United States after California and Texas.

Aluminum clay deposits used for bricks and in the manufacture of cement. Ground calcium
carbonates--marble, used for filler extenders in plastics, joint cements, adhesives, swimming
pool plasters, power plant scrubbers, limestone for cleaning and as architectural aggregates
used in fronts and lentils in buildings, ground cover, and animal feed supplements.

Pantano clays near Benson are the only source in the entire State of Arizona of high alumina
clay suitable for making facing bricks and tiles. Alternative source of alumina for Arizona
Portland Cement. Dross is what you get when you melt aluminum.

2000, according to the US Geological Survey
Produced: Value in Millions



59 million tons of sand and gravel 304

8 million tons of crushed stone 48

Evaluation of aggregate resource potential of the Tucson metropolitan area which includes
Marana, Oro Valley, Tortilita, and Green Valley done in 1995, shows that Tucson, Pima
County has some land use constraints built into the county that may cause significant
increases in the cost of construction and public works in the next decade.

There are 70 of these pits, formerly mines, filled with garbage in the washes where they get
plenty of exposure to water and cause a real potential contamination all along the Santa Cruz
River.

All minerals are withdrawn on federally owned lands. There are no operating properties on
the reservation or in the Saguaro National Monument and the San Xavier Indian Reservation.

The sand and gravel deposits and debris that washed down the mountain leave a big fan at
the base of the mountain.

Driving on I-10 toward Phoenix is where the Canada del Oro enters the Santa Cruz River and
there’s a very large pit there that’s owned by Tucson Rock and Sand. That has been mined
for many, many years and it’s near depletion.

Fee land is when the surface and the mineral are owned by the same company or individual. They
own the surface and the minerals as well.

We posted the location of all aggregate deposits on maps of what's called the surface geology
because that’'s what you're really concerned with. Sand and gravel is near surface.

This word litho logic — means layers of the same sand and gravel that you could project. We
located on the ground and then we projected it off and away from the property. Checked the air
photography to locate any large channels that might be there or areas where drainages came
together which were very prime areas to look into. Examine the producing aggregate deposits to
determine whether or not they were suitable to making concrete. Determine the land status and
ownership of the potential aggregate deposits.

The Indian Reservation has significant sand and gravel occurrences on. We're boxed in on the east
principally by the national forest lands, the Sahuaro National Monument East, San Xavier, and
Santa Rita Experimental Range,

The Catalina Foothills were originally called stock raising homestead lands. These were lands that
ranchers could acquire from the federal government in parcels of 640 acres or one square mile.
Except the minerals underneath were not conveyed. So in spite of the fact that they're privately
owned lands, the sand and gravel belongs to the federal government.

After the sand and gravel is gone, they filled these things up with garbage, car batteries with lots of
lead in them, all sorts of biochlorinated phynalic materials, plastics, paper, organic matter of all sorts
which decomposes and forms methane, the Hilton Hotel just before you pass the Pantano Wash is
built on a landfill that was active in 1959. Of course, that emits methane and they actually had to
design a methane drainage area on that. That wasn’t probably the best place that you could do this
but they built the hotel there anyway.

In Arkansas River near Pueblo, Colorado they actually made a deal with the Colorado State Parks
Board after they mined, they filled it with water, stocked it with fish, they installed trails in it,
beautiful area. The same thing is done in Boise, Idaho.

We have 70 landfills along the Santa Cruz many of which are managed by the county. You have a
sewage facility here but the discharge is so high in ammonia nitrogen that aquatic life can'’t live in it.
They fixed that in these other areas. Fortunately they have a little more water to dilute it.

Most of the large aggregate producers such as Vulcan Materials and others have large real estate
departments to develop these lands. Because of the gravel on the bottom of these things, you
could recharge CAP water, you could recharge sewage if it was treated and the ammonia and
nitrogen removed from with.

So there’s a real opportunity in the Tucson area to develop along the Santa Cruz River and make
real parks out of it with running trails along it and things like that. You’d have not conservation you'd



have enhanceservation, which means it would be better afterwards — after it was mined than it was
before.
Discussion and Questions:
Question: What about mine tailings like down there in Green Valley, running that material through your
process? Is that possible? How to you acquire mineral rights on your property.
Ted: Mine tailings are ground very, very fine. You have to have coarser aggregate because it's the aggregate
that contributes the strength to concrete. To acquire mineral rights — for sand on gravel and federally owned
land you get a materials purchase contract, pay the federal government 50 or 75 cents a ton for the material
removed. On state lands for sand and gravel and common materials, you pay approximately 60 cents a ton
royalty for those. But you have a purchase agreement with them. That's the only way that you can acquire
these things on federal or state lands. On private lands then you deal with the owner and you’'d probably pay
him about the same thing or possibly he might sell it to you. Split or state lands are difficult to deal with. | can
only discuss the sand and gravel operations and the aggregate

Question: Calmet leased the state land site near Copper Creek School. Oro Valley has now purchased that to
make a park. They hope some day if they can pass a huge bond. We noticed some really strange looking
things left behind like lime green ponds, or a funny color of water, like neon lime green and there was smoke
that was produced. There was a lot of public pressure to get that Calmet operation shut down. As you pointed
out, it's not compatible with urbanization. What was that that was left behind?

Ted: That was probably their wash water. In sand and gravel operations you usually have three pits. Your first
pit is a settling pond for the coarser materials. The second pit usually gets most of the clay and the third one is
usually clean. In Arizona, if you've ever had a pond in your yard, | will tell you it turns green because that’'s
called algae. That's what grows in it because the nutrients are there and the sunlight is there. It's harmless but
it doesn’t look good. It probably depends on the kind of algae.

Question: Could you tell us the percentage of the area and to what extent the life of those areas are from a
protection standpoint?

Ted: I can't tell you the number of acres in the Tucson area relating to sand and gravel. Itisn't terribly large
because most of them were filled as | said. But it was what it was filled with that was the problem. The rule of
thumb for most sand and gravel operations in Arizona and most other places, they require approximately 80
acres of space to provide for the equipment and to provide for the pit and to provide usually a reserve at least 20
years. So 80 acres is a minimum size that they usually can deal with. Used to be able to get 20 years of life
out of it in the Tucson area. It all depends upon the amount of growth that you have in the area.

Pima County Supervisor Sharon Bronson:
| want to give you just a sense of where the Board is in relation to the economic analysis that needs to
accompany any Environmental Impact Statement permit.

It's on the agenda for Tuesday. What | fully expect is that we will move forward. We have 2 choices.
We actually have all the data. We’ve given it to Morrison in a GIS format, multiple layers, over 600,000
layers, bits of data.

We can do it in-house or we can do it an RFP outside. If we do an RFP that will probably delay us by
45 days to 6 months depending on the responsiveness as we seek that RFP. What | will personally
make is a commitment but understand | have to count to 3. So even if | make the commitment, that's
not the Board making the commitment. If we do make the decision to move forward with an RFP we
will make sure that we appoint 2 people from the Steering Committee to be on the review team that
reviews the RFP so that you will be there and the public would be heard.

Second, several of you have asked and contacted my office and | think other supervisor’s offices
asking that the voluminous material that we produced be made available free of charge. Here’s what
we’re going to do. We're in the process of putting it all on CD so that you can take it and stick it in your
computer at home and look at it. This is where | need your feedback. We want to set up maybe 3 or 4
sites for lending libraries where we will deposit all of the materials that we compiled to date and you or
anybody can go and check out those materials. We're looking at libraries perhaps, or perhaps you
have some better ideas. Then we will try — | can’t make a promise that we’ll be successful — it's really
quite expensive. When | started looking into the cost of reproducing it, the color copies are really very,
very pricey. We may look at in some instances on some documents that you feel are important making



them not available for free as color copies but perhaps as black and white. If you get the copies from
us or from the library, feel free to photocopy them. We’re not going to stand on copyright here. It think
it's important that we all have all the information we need so we can make the best-informed decision.
Let me hear from you your sense of as we move forward we try to put the copies in various locations
where you think or maybe you can tell David and he can let us know afterwards where you would like to
have this stuff available.

| just want to reiterate, the Board is committed to moving forward with the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan, particularly with the Section 10 permit, that's our focus now. We hope it's your
focus. | want to congratulate you for the decisions you made last week. We’re moving forward.

With the economic analysis what we’re going to be doing. Maeveen and staff have prepared for you
the economic analysis that other communities looking at MSCPs have done. The Board is committed to
the conservation plan as a whole, which is much broader in scope than just Section 10 Environmental
Impact Statement permit. We are committed to getting that Environmental Impact Statement permit.
We would have liked to see a recommendation by July 1st, but understand we’re probably looking at
sometime between August and December. By the time you come back to us with recommendations.

What we want to see in terms of the economic analysis is what happens with a no action alternative. |
think you agreed on the 8species alternative and then the 55 species. | think those are 3 good
benchmarks. Certainly it's an interim process and we can look at things in between but | don’t think
that’s going to be very helpful.

| think you want the very maximum coverage of the 55 and then look at the 8, which is probably the
minimum in terms of what’s on the endangered or about to be listed. Category in the end if we do
nothing.

Again, | want to thank all of you. If know this has been a along process and sometimes not a cohesive

process. But thank you all for sticking in and because of you | think we’re going to have a vision for
Pima County that’s going to make us a very, very special place. Thank you

Cultural Resources Technical Advisory Team — David Cushman: Cultural resources staff person with Pima
County talked about the cultural resources element and what has been done over the last 3 years. He reviewed

the process used in collecting information and data then compared the cultural resources data to other kinds of

information that have been collected during the course of the planning for the conservation plan.

The reason why we have a cultural resources element in the conservation plan is because the citizens
of Pima County value their cultural heritage. The county has had a long commitment to preserving
cultural resources really since the early 1970s and starting in the mid 1980s passed land use
regulations that affects rezoning and grading that apply to development and that require protections of
cultural resources.

Archeological sites of prehistoric and historic in age include: historic buildings and structures including
engineered features and bridges, roads, historic landscapes, parks, and streetscapes. Traditional
cultural places which are places important to the cultural practices or beliefs of living communities that
are rooted in the community’s history and culture.

The cultural and historical and technical advisory team, about 26 people, with representatives from
every major federal agency, as well as some state agencies, was created in June of 1999 to assist the
county in developing the cultural resources element for the conservation plan. They're archeologists,
historians, and architects, and experts in historic preservation.

5 support teams on an ad hoc basis to solve particular problems have been working very closely with
the technical advisory team. He then introduced Terry Madusky, a member of one of the technical
support teams. The staff has produced 9 technical reports and 5 other reports have been prepared on
contract to Pima County.

The process began by collecting, compiling and presenting in comprehensive manner the baseline
information about the kinds of resources where information has been collected over the last century.

There are very large sections of eastern Pima County that have never been formally investigated and
which potentially contain large numbers of high value archeological sites. Experts believe that the
highest concentrations of archeological sites are along the riparian areas in proximity to water.



Over the years there have been over 2400 archeological survey investigations. A little over 12% of
eastern Pima County has been inspected. Over 3500 sites, and we’re finding one archeological site
every 84 acres. There are 4000 historic buildings have been recorded, most in the Tucson metro area,
9600 National Register properties. There are 26 historic districts, 13 historic communities, 10 ghost
towns, and 3 historic trails, and 5 traditional cultural places,.

The technical team thought that it was important to tell the county which of the thousands of known
cultural resources were the most important so that these places could be considered for conservation.
PCRs, are places of such extraordinary importance to the history and culture of the citizens of Pima
County that there protection is warranted in the public interest. 70 archeological sites were selected out
of the 3500. They represent about 3000 years of human history in eastern Pima County

3000 known archeological complexes within 29 areas that span about 7000 years. The median size is
over 5000 acres and collectively they cover about 181,000 acres, which is about 7% of eastern Pima
County.

He showed different architectural examples, buildings, houses, and bridges from different eras in
Tucson a Pima County history.

The archeological record is the only record that contains information on human interaction where the
environment over long periods of time. There’s no other source for that information.

Areas with high value natural resources and cultural resources —are places that we should be looking at
for conservation purposes. There are other areas that have very high cultural resource value where the
biological values are low so we’re going to have to figure out other means of protecting those resources.

Cultural resources in Pima County are very old. Every major time period since the end of the ice age is
representative in Pima County. These resources have scientific, educational, recreational, esthetic, and
even spiritual values

Pima County is going to have to develop incentive based programs to encourage private land owners to
work to protect these cultural resources and at the same time reactive land use regulations which
control land use that adversely affects cultural resources.

Conservation will require the cooperative efforts of multiple federal, state, and local government entities
working with private landowners and the public at large in order to achieve common conservation goals.

In summary, there is a need to develop an adaptive management strategy in order to make this work
over to work over the next 30 to 40 years. Conservation is achievable as a long-term large-scale
cooperative effort.

Discussion and Questions:

Question: My problem with rock art is when | investigated the state records or all the best records that are
available on where rock art is all that really is known by anyone is possibly our location. Not even a GPS
location of where the sites are. Nobody has gone in and recorded the rock art sites. GPS locations and these
are being plundered at a phenomenal rate right now. I’'m sort of suggesting that the county come up with a
means of — maybe a volunteer program to record known sites working with the Rock Art Research Association.
Mr. Cushman: As you pointed out, they're being lost now . So that’s an excellent idea. Pima County has been
working with a site steward program to get people on the ground to monitor cultural resources that are on county
land, but it's the kind of thing that needs to be done on other public lands as well and to involve private
landowners who are willing.

Question: Aren’t these areas protected by law?

David: The location of archeological sites in particular are protected under state law because so many of them
have been vandalized and all it takes is one person to do the damage even though thousands of people want to
save something, if one person acts irresponsibly then the resource is lost. What's required is finding the
balance between letting people know about these things and inviting them to participate in protecting them and
keeping some of that information withheld from others. I’'m not entirely sure how we do that but | think that what
you can do is to inspire people to work with the county, in this instance, to protect this place through, for
instance, the site steward program. But what you don’t want to do to broadcast the location of these things
publicly because then you end up losing the resource that you’re trying to save.



Question: When can we expect the development and implementation of recommendations in a form that will
be really useful to us in correlating with the biological in particular setting recommended levels of use or use
restrictions and recommended management structures?

David: We can provide you with this information in a number of different ways. One of the easiest ways, of
course, is to print out large-scale paper maps, which show in even greater detail the information that’s presented
here on these slides. That's something that we can make available to the Steering Committee — and mount
them on boards or give them to you rolled up. That's one way of doing it. The other way of doing it is to put that
kind of information on CDs and make it available to you to see on computer screens, on laptops and things like
that. Whatever your pleasure is but it's important for you to have this information.

Question: Are there no laws to prevent developers from turning archeological sites into golf courses?

David: No, there really aren’t. There are laws that would require that excavations be done and information be
gathered, etc. etc. but that's not conservation. That's just another kind of consumption. Turning archeological
sites into reports that sit on shelves. We're talking about keeping these places in tact and on the ground. There
are a wide variety of things that can be done to facilitate conservation and development at the same time and
those are the kinds of things that we’d be happy to talk about with Marana and the state if they’re interested.

Recreation Technical Advisory Team--Randy Gimblett, Chair: provided background on what has been
done in terms of the recreation task force.

Studying how people move through environments, impact settings, looking at a lot of tourists activities,
continued use, the increase use, recreation use, and the impact associated with those uses on lands,
where people recreate, how long they spend, the kind of activities that they come 