CitY COUNCIL REPORT

Me=TiNG DaTE: October 28, 2002 ITEM NO. { GoaL: Coordinate Planning_ to Balance Infrastructure

SUBJECT State Lands/Arizona Preserve lnitiative
REQUEST Request to:
1. Approve a General Plan amendment to the Ciry of Scottsdale 2001 General
Plan to:
e The Open Space and Recreation element to add open space and a
neighborhood park:

e The Public Services and Facilities element to recognize the potential need
for a school; and
e The Land Use Element to revise the Land Use Map from Commercial,
Resort/Tourism. Suburban Neighborhoods, Rural Neighborhoods.
Developed Open Space - Golf and Neighborhood Park, Open Space,
Culwral/Institutional to Suburban Neighborhoods, Rural Neighborhoods,
Open Space, Resort/Tourism, Neighborhood Center, Commercial, Office,
and Natural Open Space;
2. Adopt Resolution No. 6190 adopting the above General Plan amendment.
4-GP-2002

Key Items for Consideration:

e The proposal promotes the:
- 1998 Arizona Preserve Initiative, and
- 2001 State Land Commissioner’s decision for 13,021 acres suitable for

conservation purposes and 3,543 acres for potential development.

¢ This is a General Plan TorteTrast Lands Goneral Plan Avrerdmert
Amendment ONLY — and does
not include rezoning.

¢ The Planning Commission yL
recommends approval, 5-1.

OWNER Arizona State Land Department
602-542-4621

b e s o mm

APPLICANT Teresa Huish and Bob Cafarella powaciz PEAKED,  E1
CONTACT City of Scottsdale g Y -

480-312-7829 25 g g

Greg Keller .

Arizona State Land Department 7N m e o o 20t Acres

602-542-2646 v IS

M State Trust Land Not Classified ax Open Space, 3,543 acres

LOCATION The 16,600 +/- acres are located generally between Scottsdale Road on the west,

136" Street on the east, Stagecoach Pass on the north, and Happy Valley Road

on the south. (See map on right) APPR OV D
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BACKGROUND

Area Character.

This area of the city is known for its open desert and mountain environment and
proximity to other open space areas like the McDowell Mountain Regional Park
and the Tonto National Forest. It offers many recreational amenities for
equestrians, hikers, cyclists, and golfers, and has long been an area of equestrian
uses and amenities. This area’s development pattern is dominated by master
planned communities and individual housing areas, some built while this area
was still a part of Maricopa County.

Equestrian

The equestrian lifestyle is characteristic of this part of Scottsdale and will
continue to be recognized, particularly in the two square miles of the amendment
area west of Pima Road.

There are a variety of equestrian facilities, both at residential and commercial
scales. The equestrian lifestyle is one that is especially valued in this part of
Scottsdale. Functional trail connections exist and should be maintained through
shared-use trails that provide access to a multitude of non-motorized user groups.
These links informally connect local neighborhoods to a regional shared-use trail
system and other destinations such as the McDowell Sonoran Preserve. Trails
planning is currently being conducted by the City to designate specific location
and types of trails in this part of the community.

Scenic and Vista Corridors

Scenic and vista corridors can help to establish an open character and feel to
major roadways of north Scottsdale. Scenic corridors are designated along Pima
and Scottsdale Roads, and vista corridors are usually located along wash
corridors. These corridors also provide visual links that help to preserve a sense
of openness and also provide important migration, feeding and habitat for
indigenous wildlife. This proposed amendment indicates on the Conceptual
Land Use Map all of the Scenic Corridors currently designated on the General
Plan Open Space map.

Housing Diversity

The application provides housing diversity at the same level as the existing
General Plan. Given the rural nature of the area, the environmental conditions,
and scenic desert of this application area, housing densities will be in a range
from two-acre lots to 1/3-acre lots.

Land Use and Planning for Area.

This area was initially planned by Scottsdale in the mid-1980’s following
annexation from Maricopa County. The Scottsdale Foothills General Plan of
1984 and the Tonto Foothills General Plan of 1986 show a mix of land uses
including: low to medium density residential, commercial, a golf course, a resort,
and open space. This area’s land use designations on the City’s current General
Plan has not changed much since that time. During the 1990’s, the City’s desire
to preserve open space gained momentum.

In 1998, the City of Scottsdale submitted a petition to the State Land Department
to preserve approximately 16,600 acres of State Trust Lands in north Scottsdale

for the permanent open space within the McDow QN TRCy
proposal includes all the land included in that ap

(Continued)
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APPLICANT’S
PROPOSAL

The adopted Desert Foothills Character Area Plan, approved by City Council in
1999, includes nearly 2 square miles of this General Plan application area. The
goals and guidelines discuss maintaining a Rural Desert Character by blending
the built form into the natural desert setting, maintaining connective areas of
desert open space, and by identifying and celebrating the unique desert character
the Desert Foothills area. The guidelines of the Desert Foothills Character Area
plan establish a common vision and direction for area residents and property
owners. This General Plan (4-GP-2002) amendment provides broad land use
residential ranges rather than specific zoning designations for specific parcels.
The guidelines of the Desert Foothills Character Area Plan will be followed if
the area is developed. The Dynamite Foothills area is on the eastern side of the
application area, and all of that area will be natural open space.

In 2001, the State Land Commissioner reclassified 13,021 of the approximately
16,600 acres as “suitable for conservation purposes,” and identified the
remaining 3,543 acres as State Trust Land that can potentially be developed.
The City, property owners, neighbors, and interested parties and the State Land
Department worked together in the 2002 General Plan amendment process to
reflect this decision. The result of that collaboration is this recommended
General Plan Amendment

Goal/Purpose of Request.
This General Plan Amendment:

1) Proposes land uses that fit the character and the environment of the 3,543
acres not reclassified for conservation purposes,

2) Addresses citizen concerns about the future of this land, and;

3) Reflects the State Land Commissioner’s Order by designating the land area
reclassified with deed restrictions (11,391 acres) as open space and the 1,630
acres reclassified as “suitable for conservation purposes,” but not deed
restricted are left unchanged.

The City has a strong commitment to purchase all 16,600 +/- acres included in
the original API application, but cannot make any move to devalue the land held
in Trust by the State Land Department, through zoning or General Plan
amendments. The State Land Department is required under the Growing Smarter
Act of 1998 to plan the land it manages. By working together, the State and the

City can achieve a mutually beneficial solution to potentially conflicting
missions.

¢ Land Use Element: This proposal suggests a deletion of some uses and
rearrangement of other land uses to reconfigure residential land uses (on the
3,543 acres not reclassified as “suitable for conservation purposes”), to
remove the golf course that is currently shown on the map, and to remove
two areas of commercial uses north of the Legend Trails development. The
Conceptual Land Uses map will also designate the 11,391 acres of
“reclassified with deed restriction” per the State Land Commissioner’s Order
land as Natural Open Space. The 1,630 acres reclassified as “suitable for
conservation purposes,” but not deed restricted for use as open space, will
remain the same designations as they currently are on the Conceptual Land
Uses map: Rural Neighborhoods and Open Space. The revised plan will also
include scenic buffers along Pima, Scottsdale, and Dynamite Roads. In

addition, the State Trust Lands note advising of this
(Continued) @ ﬁ
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Amendment will be removed from the Land Use Map. The overall changes
reflect a decrease in the estimated dwelling units for this planning area by
1,612 dwelling units. The exact zoning and dwelling unit count would be
determined through any future rezoning and is beyond the scope of this
General Plan amendment. (See Attachment #1 at Tab “Proposed General
Plan”-June 19, 2002 Proposed Land Use and Land Use Ranges Map and
Table of Changes.)

¢ Open Space and Recreation Element: The Open Space map will be
revised by designating the State Trust Lands that were “reclassified as
suitable for conservation purposes” with deed restrictions as Natural Open
Space. The Parks and Recreation Facilities map will reflect the need for a
neighborhood park in the event of development of this land that is not
currently planned for this area. (See Attachment #1 at Tab “Proposed
General Plan” - Open Space Map and Parks and Recreation Facilities map.)

¢ Public Services and Facilities Element: Due to the land use changes
proposed, a school site will most likely be needed to serve this area in the
event of development of these lands. The potential school need is reflected
on the Conceptual Land Uses map with a “floating” circle designation. The
need for schools, the size and type of schools would be determined in the
event of a development proposal in the future.

* Another revision is the removal of Lone Mountain Road extension through
land reclassified for conservation purposes. This is not a General Plan
Community Mobility Element amendment, however, it will be removed
from General Plan base maps with the approval of this amendment.

Key Issues.

Issue

Approach

Resolution/Status

Preserve ali land in
the Recommended
Study Boundary

Discuss concept throughout Citizen
Involvement Process to reach better
understanding of issue for all
involved.

The City, Community, and State
are interested in this concept.
However, the State Land
Department is required by state
law to plan all the urban land that it
holds in trust. Additional work will
be necessary to achieve full
preservation goals.

Remove Lone
Mountain Road

Review street network and evaluate
the need for this segment of Lone

This segment of Lone Mountain
Road has been removed from the
base map for this amendment.

designations at
Stagecoach Pass
and Pima Road

commercial jocations have been
designated to serve the Scottsdale
area.

:‘::::3:’" through Mountain Road. The Streets Master Plan will need
to include this change.

Remove Review economic vitality and

Commercial evaluate whether adequate

These commercial designations
have been removed.

Consider park
needs for children

Evaluate locations of neighborhood
parks in relation to need for parks.

A neighborhood level park is
proposed as part of this General
Plan amendment, in the event of
development of these lands.

Consider school
needs for children

Identify existing and currently
planned school locations,
enroliment projections, and school
needs based upon existing and
potential development.

See Attachment #1, at Tab “Key Issues & Citizen Commig
the creation of this General Plan amendment. * AR

(Continued)

A school site is proposed as apart
of this General Plan amendment,
in the event of development of
these lands.
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Scottsdale City Council Report 4-GP-2002

Community Impact.

This General Plan Amendment will put in place land use policy that will allow
for the implementation of the preserve objective of preserving land in its natural
form. In the area not reclassified for conservation, appropriate densities are
proposed that present low density development with 4 resort designation, school,
and neighborhood center. For the area deed restricted for open space, the plan
specifies natural open space.

IMPACT ANALYSIS Traffic.
Overview

The change in land use patterns from the current General Plan to the proposed
General Plan amendment reduces the amount of developed land and thus the
amount of traffic will be reduced. In addition, the elimination of new streets east
of Pima Road has a minor impact on future traffic patterns. There will be,
however, a minor increase in traffic on some existing and planned streets as a
result of development of land that is currently unimproved.

Summary
This proposal indicates an impact on traffic as:
e Decrease of future automobile trips by over 60,000 trips per day.
e Slight increase of future traffic volumes on portions of Pima Road,
Scottsdale Road, Legend Trails Parkway, and Stagecoach Pass due to the
elimination of Lone Mountain Parkway east of Pima.

Drainage.

The land that lies within this study area generally consist of braided channels and
a few well-defined major watercourses flowing to the southwest. Some areas are
included within the boundaries of the Rawhide Wash and include AO type flood
hazard areas. These areas can be built in but need special protection measures
for building. Two areas of concern for development are safety and protection of
residents and property; and adverse effects on adjacent property owners. For
these reasons this area must be carefully planned and developed to prevent
adverse consequences such as flooding, erosion, and relocation of flow paths.
These drainage and flood issues can be addressed by dedication of drainage
easements to maintain the floodplain in its natural state. In subdivisions
drainage easements should be platted as tracts. Also, road crossings and culverts
should be designed with consideration for sedimentation, scour, and emergency
access during flood events.

Water/Sewer.

This land lies within the RSB of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve, and was
removed for the City’s master plan. Therefore, the water and wastewater
infrastructure cost for the State Trust Lands is estimated to be $23,774,000 in
present-day dollars. This does not include local water distribution and
wastewater collection systems in individual subdivisions and does not include
existing fee calculations. Some components of the water system would need to
be constructed by the City of Scottsdale. The costs presented in this analysis
could be included in a special development fee zone created by the Scottsdale
City Council specifically for State Trust lands. See Attachment 1, Tab

“Water/Wastewater Analysis” for more information.
AR AW
APPROVE
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OPTIONS AND STAFF
RECOMMENDATION

Economic Evaluation.

An evaluation of the future neighborhood center was conducted to project the
potential direct economic impact from taxes to the City of Scottsdale in 2001
dollars and rates of taxation for a 10-acre commercial property. The total City
Revenues in the 2001 scenario was $365,962. This revenue included property
tax revenue and average annual sales tax for an estimated 87,000 square foot
retail center.

The retail component of the plan would provide services of convenience to the
area and reduce vehicle mileage traveled to services.

Policy implications.

This proposal will;

e Designate 11,391 acres of land as Natural Open Space;

e Designate 1,630 acres of land with the same designations as it currently is .
with Open Space and Rural Neighborhoods;

e Reconfigure residential land uses on 3,543 acres of land to remove a golf
course and 2 areas of commercial designation;

¢ Remove the Lone Mountain Road extension where it currently crosses the
future Preserve area; and

¢ Designate park and school locations.

Community involvement.

Throughout the development of this General Plan Amendment, the City and the
State Land Department worked together to notify citizens, property owners, and
interested parties of the project and to solicit their ideas and advice.

Two mailings were completed with over 11,000 notices sent out to property
owners. Additional notification was sent to other interested parties. An e-mail,
US Mail, telephone, and Internet list was aiso used that includes 181 entries.
Additionally, a listing of school districts; cities, towns, and government agencies
including the Maricopa County Flood District and Maricopa Association of
Govemments; and other interested citizens, property owners, and their
representatives were notified.

A total of 3 community meetings were held in March, April, and May 2002. The
first was an informational meeting; the second was to review a draft of the plan;
and the third was to update the first draft of the plan.

In addition, informal meetings have been held with subdivision homeowners
associations, neighborhood organizations, individual citizens, and telephone
contacts have been made.

Description of Option A:
The City Council may approve this General Plan amendment. As a result, the
City can move forward in its efforts to preserve land for open space.

) g m‘.’ﬁ:
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Scottsdale Planning Commission Report : 4-GP-2002

RESPONSIBLE
DEPT(S)

Description of Option B:

The City Council may deny this General Plan amendment. As a result the
Council may consider directing staff to propose altemative land use concepts
in a separate General Plan amendment. However, this Option would result ina
delay of the efforts to preserve land for open space and could put into jeopardy
the ability to implement the preserve plans.

Recommended Approach:

This request is made jointly by the City of Scottsdale and the Arizona State
Land Department to amend the Scottsdale General Plan Land Use, Open Space
and Recreation, and Public Services and Facilities Elements for approximately
16,600 acres of State Trust Lands. The entire project area is included in the
Recommended Study Boundary of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve and was
the subject of the City’s Arizona Preserve Initiate application in 1998 as well
as the State Land Commissioner’s decision regarding that application in 2001.
This amendment will better reflect the State Land Commissioner’s Order
reclassifying 13,021 acres as suitable for conservation purposes, it will update
the General Plan to reflect changes that have occurred in the community since
previous planning efforts for this area, and will encourage appropriate land
uses that fit the environment and character of the 3,543 acres considered
suitable for development.

Staff recommends approval of this General Plan amendment.

Planning Commission.
At the September 18, 2002 Planning Commission hearing, the Commission
heard comments from three speakers in favor of the proposal with one speaker
card submitted in support of the request but not desiring to speak. In addition,
the Commission discussed:
o The method of purchasing the preserve land to ensure implementation
of the Open Space designations.
How the purchase of the preserve land will be funded.
Whether the Desert Foothills Character Area and Overlay District
would be followed with this General Plan Amendment. This request
1s for land use policy changes and does not change the Character Area
or Zoning Overlay District. If a development proposal were
submitted, the Guidelines and the Overlay District would be
considered.
e Jomax should be designated with a 2-mile scenic setback extending
from Scottsdale Road to just east of Pima Road.
e A concern that equestrian development is not being protected and the
area’s character will change with non-equestrian development.

The Planning Commission recommended approval, 5-1.
Proposed Next Steps:

Any new development applications will be evaluated for conformance with the
land use designations made in this General Plan amendment.

Planning and Development Services Department
Current Planning Services &p p% @ %if gxf

(Continued)
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Scottsdale City Council Report 4-GP-2002

STAFF CONTACT(S)  Kira Wauwie AICP
Project Coordination Manager

480-312-7061
E-mail: kwauwie@gci.scottsdale.az.us

APPROVED BY

Nz /
12/C2.

Date

4

anager, Planning & Development Services Department

{f;iﬁaw/ Solofo= .
d Gawf Date

Deputy City Manager

ATTACHMENTS 1. General Plan Amendment document
General Plan
. Proposed General Plan Amendments
Citizen Involvement
Key Issues & Citizen Comment
Area Character
Traffic Impact Analysis
Drainage Information
Water/Wastewater Analysis
Economic Evaluation
. Summary
tate Land Commissioners Order No. 078 - 2001/2002
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State Land Department/
City of Scottsdale

Joint Planning Effort
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State Land Department/
City of Scottsdale

Joint Planning Effort

&t v oy Bx (Gerieral Plan Amsndment area
{Stote Trust Lands under State Land Comunlssioner's
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Parcels

dufac = dwelling unit(s) per acrg

Rural Neighborhoods

Suburban Neighborhaods
{HEEEA Urban Nesghhothoods

% psived-Use Neighborheods

HEUEE ResorisfTourism
B commerciat

Offise

Employinent
;. .” Nalural Open Space
% Developed Open Space {Parks)

{€}  Developed Open Space (Golf Courses}

BT Cutrallinstitattonal or Pullic Use

“}’}'t Low lntensity Resort
sie 10 ba dotermines

Neighbothood Center
{park, ik, olfice)
sito Ja be determinnd

i HE b 1i, 3
T
@ site 10 bo deternnned

iS4

State Teust Land Classificd as Open Space,
But nol limied lo Open Space

{HERY  mopowelt Sonoran Preserve {as of 4/2002)
o — o City Qoundary

* mile

August 30, 2002

CAVE CREEK RD.
Towgr ot

Carefregs
STAGECOACH PASS m“

Town of

CAREFREE HWY.

DOVE VALLEY RD.

LONE MOUNTAIN RD.

«
)
)
+
s
Lend Uses Jor sicas c.m;dg}

the Scoltssa'c xtipisiats

DlX“_ETA DR. tDURdary A1 ReYIsolY i

.
DYNAMITE BLVDWWM__j

1,

JOMAX RD.

HAPPY VALLEY RD.

PINNACLE PEAKRD. | Gl ..

64th ST.
HAYDEN RO.

EXHIBIT #2

Hy
B

PIMA RD.

96th ST.

104th ST.
110th ST.
112th ST.

‘McDowell
. Mountain
‘Regional
“Park.

144th ST,



State Lands/City Major General Plan amendment (4-GP-2002)
Land Uses Changes and Dwelling Unit Ranges (see August 30 Draft Proposed Land

Uses and Parcels map)
Parcel | Acres Current GP Current GP | GP Category Estimated
Category From | Estimated To : Dwelling
Dwelling Units*
Units
A 470 Commercial, 642 du & Rural 390
Suburban, and 35 acres (1/2-1 du/ac.)
Rural Commercial
B 35 Suburban 65 Suburban 65
(1-2 du/fac.)
C 195 Suburban and 318 Suburban 608
Rural (24 du/ac.)
D 28 Rural 23 Suburban 52
(1-2 du/ac.)
E 118 Open Space — 25 Rural and Open | 25
Limited Use Space -
(1/5 du/ac.)
F 208 Rural 138 Suburban 389
(1-2 du/ac.)
G 84 Rural 37 Rural 70
(1/2-1 du/ac.)
H 251 Commercial, 404 du & Rural and Open | 53
Suburban, Rural | 15 acres Space
Commercial (1/5 dv/ac.)
I 66 Suburban, Rural | 128 Suburban 206
(2-4 du/ac.)
J 170 Commercial, 371 du, 10 Suburban 318
Suburban, acres (1-2 du/ac.)
Developed Open | Commercial,
Space, Rural & 30 ac. Park
K 76 Suburban 456 Resort/Tourism | 573
rooms/casitas
L 550 Suburban, Rural, | 534 du and/or | Suburban 1716
Developed Open | rooms/casitas, | (2-4 du/ac.)
Space, Golf Course
Resort/Tourism ,
M 40 Suburban, 64 du and/or | Neighborhood na
Developed Open | rooms/casitas, | Center
Space, Golf Course
Resort/Tourism
N 600 Rural and Open | 126 Rural and Open | 126
Space Space
(1/5 du/ac.)
0 560 Rural and Open | 121 Rural and Open | 118
Space Space
(1/5 du/ac.)
P 201 Rural and Open | 36 Suburban 376
Space (1-2 du/ac.)

August 30, 2002




Q 100 Rural 17 Rural 83
(1/2-1 du/ac.)
R 20 Rural 4 Rural 4
(1/5 du/ac.)
S 160 Rural 34 Rural 46
(1/5-1/3 du/ac.)
T 20 Rural 4 Rural 9
(1/3-1/2 du/ac.)
U 151 Rural 32 Rural 66
(1/3-1/2 du/ac.)
Vv 100 Rural 21 Rural 83
(1/2-1 du/ac.)
w 160 Rural 34 Rural 34
(1/5 du/ac.)
X 133 Rural 28 Rural 110
{1/2-1 du/ac.)
Y 370 Cultural/ 162 du & Rural 307
Institutional and | School or (1/2-1 du/ac.)
Rural other -
Institution
y4 146 Cultural/ 90 du & Suburban 273
Institutional and | School or (1-2 du/ac.):
Rural other
Institution
AA 50 Rural 42 Suburban 156
(2-4 du/ac.)
BB 20 Rural 17 Rural 4
(1/5 du/ac.)
CcC 11,391 Suburban, Rural, | 3,882 du & Natural Open 0
Resort/Tourism, | resort Space
Natural Open rooms/casitas
Space
Totals 16,473 7855 units* 6261* units
acres

* Dwelling Units are estimates of the number of dwelling units that may be accommodated within
each parcel. Exact zoning and dwelling unit count will be determined through any future rezoning
and is beyond the scope of this General Plan amendment. The total numbers of proposed
dwelling units should be considered a maximum,.

August 30, 2002




4-GP-2002
State Lands/City of Scottsdale General Plan Amendment

Introduction

Case 4-GP-2002 is a joint request by the City of Scottsdale and the Arizona State Land
Department to amend the Scottsdale General Plan Land Use, Open Space and Recreation,
and Public Services and Facilities Elements. The project area includes approximately
16,600 acres of State Trusts Lands that were the subject of the City’s Arizona Preserve
Initiative application in 1998 and the State Land Commissioner’s decision regarding that
application in 2001. The entire 16,600 +/- acres is included within the City’s
Recommended Study Boundary of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve, which identifies
lands the City intends to acquire for permanent open space in the McDowell Sonoran
Preserve.

Case 4-GP-2002 is a General Plan amendment only — it does not include a concurrent
rezoning.

. State Trust Lands General Plan Amendment
Location

The 16,600 +/- acres are located
generally between Scottsdale Road
on the west, 136™ Street on the east,
Stagecoach Pass on the north, and
Happy Valley Road on the south. LONE MOUNTAIN RD.
(see map on right)

STAGECOACH PASS -

CAREFREE HWY.

————

DYNANTEBLYD. "
's

Background

- In 1998, the City of Scottsdale PINNACLE PEAK RD, nl el g
submitted a petition to the State Land g 5 ey T
Department to preserve ~Z 2] g ot 5
approximately 16,600 acres of State % g ] £
Trust Lands in north Scottsdale. This .
land, if acquired by the city will be N 55 Somerat Pon Amendment e boundaries
placed in the McDowell Sonoran N State TrustLand Ciassified as Open Space
Preserve as permanent open space. - but not Hmited 10 Open Spaes -

In 2001, the State Land

Commissioner responded to this application by reclassifying 13,021 of the approximately
16,600 acres as “suijtable for conservation purposes,” and identifying the remaining 3,543
acres as State Trust Land that can potentially be developed.

The City was in the midst of public hearings on the General Plan update, following a
two-year public input and involvement process, when the State Land Commissioner’s
decision was announced. In fact, the remote Planning Commission hearing had already
been held. The City did not feel that adequate public review and discussion could occur
to reflect the State Land Commissioner’s decision in the updated General Plan. It was

1
ATTACHMENT #1



decided, then, that the City and the State Land Department would work together in the
2002 General Plan amendment process to reflect this decision. Since that time, the City
and the State Land Department have worked together to: 1) plan land uses that fit the
character and the environment of the 3,543 acres not reclassified; 2) to address citizen
concerns about the future of this land, and; 3) to reflect the State Land Commissioner’s
Order by designating the land area reclassified with deed restrictions (11,391 acres) as
open space.

The City has a strong commitment to purchase all 16,600 +/- acres included in the
original application, but cannot make any move to devalue the land held in Trust by the
State Land Department, through zoning or General Plan amendments. The State Land
Department is required under the Growing Smarter Act of 1998 to plan the land it
manages. By working together, the State and the City can achieve a mutually beneficial
solution to potentially conflicting missions.



Existing General Plan

This area was initially planned by Scottsdale in the mid-1980’s following annexation
from Maricopa County. The Scottsdale Foothills General Plan of 1984 and the Tonto
Foothills General Plan of 1986 show a mix of land uses including: low to medium density
residential, commercial, a golf course, a resort, and open space. The land use designations
on the City’s current General Plan for this area have not changed much since that time.
The following elements will be changed with the approval of this application:

e Land Use Element: The Conceptual Land Uses map currently shows Rural
Residential, Suburban Residential, Resort, Golf Course, Commercial, Park,
Cultural/Institutional or Public Use, and Natural Open Space for this proposal
area. This proposal suggests a deletion of some uses and rearrangement of other
land uses. The map will be revised to reconfigure residential land uses (on the
3,543 acres not reclassified as “suitable for conservation purposes”), to remove
the golf course that is currently shown on the map, and to remove two areas of
commercial uses north of the Legend Trails development. The Land Use map will
also designate the 11,391 acres of land reclassified with deed restriction (per the
State Land Commissioner’s Order) land as Natural Open Space where it is
currently designated low density residential, resort, and natural open space. The
1,630 acres reclassified as “suitable for conservation purposes,” but not deed
restricted for use as open space, will remain the same designations as they
currently are: Rural Neighborhoods and Open Space. The revised plan will also
include scenic buffers along Pima, Scottsdale, and Dynamite Roads. (see “June 19
Draft Land Use and Land Use Ranges map” in next section.)

¢ In addition to the Conceptual Land Uses map changes, the following text from the
Land Use Element, Land Use Descriptions will be removed:

“STATE TRUST LANDS UNDER STATE LAND COMMISSIONER’S
ORDER #078/2001-2002. On August 30, 2001, the State Land
Commissioner reclassified approximately 11,390 acres as suitable for
conservation with a deed restriction on the land to ensure that these lands
would be conserved by the property purchaser. An additional 1,630 acres
were reclassified as suitable for conservation, however, no deed restriction
has been placed on these lands. Approximately 3,543 acres was not
reclassified by the State Land Commissioner. The City of Scottsdale and the
State Land Department will partner to process a general plan amendment
during 2002 for the land not reclassified by the Land Commissioner.”

¢ Open Space and Recreation Element: The Open Space map currently shows the

proposal area as “State Trust Lands Reclassified for Conservation”, “State Trust
Lands Reclassified, but not limited to Conservation”, and as part of the
“Recommended Study Boundary of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve.” The map
will be revised to reflect the State Land Commissioner’s Order #078/2001-2002
by designating the State Trust Lands that were “reclassified as suitable for
conservation purposes” with deed restrictions as Natural Open Space. (see Draft
revised Open Space map in next section.) The Parks and Recreation Facilities
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map currently does not show a neighborhood park in this area, the revised map
will reflect the need for a neighborhood park in the event of the development of
these lands. (see Draft revised Parks and Recreation Facilities map in next
section.)

e Public Services and Facilities Element: The Public Buildings and Facilities
section of this element discusses coordinating with the School Districts that serve
Scottsdale to plan for school sites and facilities. Due to the land use changes
proposed, a school site will most likely be needed to serve this area in the event of
development of these lands. Although there is no map to revise, it should be noted
that the City/State application recognizes that a school may be needed and will
reflect it with a “floating” circle designation on the revised Conceptual Land Uses
map. The General Plan’s reference maps include a Schools and School Districts
map that currently shows a potential service area for this school. Need for
schools, the size of the schools, and the type of schools would be determined in
the event of a development proposal in the future.

e All the base maps for the General Plan now show Lone Mountain Road extending
northeast, through the land reclassified for conservation purposes, from Pima
Road connecting with Desert Mountain Parkway. This is not a General Plan
Community Mobility Element amendment, however, it will be removed from
General Plan base maps with the approval of this amendment.

Character Area and Neighborhood Plans

The adopted Desert Foothills Character Area Plan includes nearly 2 square miles of this
General Plan application area. The goals and guidelines of the Character Area Plan
discuss maintaining a Rural Desert Character for the Desert Foothills area by blending
the built form into the natural desert setting, maintaining connective areas of desert open
space, and by identifying and celebrating the unique desert character experienced in the
Desert Foothills area. The guidelines of the Desert Foothills Character Area plan
establish a common vision and direction for area residents and property owners. The
intent is to illustrate preferred building alternatives in the area that preserve the
dominance of the natural desert setting and maintain a low-scale openness to the
neighborhoods. This General Plan amendment provides broad land use residential ranges
rather than specific zoning designations for specific parcels. The guidelines of the Desert
Foothills Character Area Plan will be followed if the area is developed.

The adopted Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan also includes several square miles
of this General Plan application area. These lands, however, are those that were
reclassified as “suitable for conservation purposes” and will be designated Natural Open
Space or remain the same land use designations through this application.

There are no neighborhood plans for this area. The City and State have worked closely
with the existing residents near the area to ensure compatibility of uses.

2
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Desert Foothills Character Area Study - Summary

The Desert Foothills Study

The Desert Foothills Character Area is one of the City’s first
Character studies to be undertaken using the recommendations
of the CityShape 2020 process. CityShape 2020 recommended

the city rcorganize its long rang planning approach to recognize

and respond 1o the diversity in the environmental features and
physical form found within the city. A new three level
planning approach was established to reflect this philosophy.
Although each level is distinctive, it is important that they
relate to onc another to form a viable and sustainable
communily. ‘The three levels consist of; a citywide approach,
characler areas and neighborhoods.

The Desert Foothills study includes an eight square mile area
generally located between Dixileta Road, Jomax Road, the
cily’s western boundary and 96th Streel.

From a planning perspective one of the defining elements of
the study arca is the fractured land ownership pattern, typically
ranging in size from onc to {ive acres. This fracture land
ownetship paltem is a result of the federal government selling
approximately 2.5 acre parcels of land to veterans after World
War I and homesteading in the 1930s to early 1940s. In

\
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subscquent decades, there was a tremendous twenty-onc month outreach program.,
amount of lot splitting activity which caused

further fracturing in the land owncership Desert Foothills Character Plan
pattern in the arca. The Character Plan paints the “big picture” or the vision [or the study arca, The
Desert Foothills vision is based on the common desire 1o maintain a “Ruoral Desert”
Today, this fracture land ownership has characler. The emphasis of such character is focused on maintaining the
contributed to: dominance of the lush upper Sonoran desert while balancing the qualitics of the
+ a rich assortment of custom and diverse rural lifestyle.

semi-cuslom homes including

Western Ranch, Pueblo, Santa Fe Three common goals were identified through the evolution of the public outreach

and Mission; , program.

* a diversity in lifestyles from
cquesirian (which range in scale
from residential to comnmercial) to
thoso who moved here to enjoy a
“desert retreat” in a remote selting
within the city; and

« minimally improved infrastructure
system duc to the piccemeal
development patiern occurring in the
area,

Public Outreach

A broad-based public outreach program was
designed to maximize the citizen
involvement throughout the evolution of the
study. This outreach program included a mail
questionnaire, open houscs, neighborhood
discussions, a half day workshop and a
working group composed of representatives
from various home and property owner
associations. The Character Arca and
Implementation Plans were derived from this

Commuunity Planning Page 3



Desert Foothills Character Area Study - Summary

"The first goal and strategics foeus on the common desire to be
“carctakers” and maintain the dominance of the Sonoran desert
by blending any futurc development inlo (he natural desert
sclting by usiny desert-sensitive colors, building materials and
the sensitive placement ol buildings.

The second goal and stralcgics promote the common desire to
link natural arcas of descrt open space through scenic and vista
corridors lo maintain a scnse of openness. In addition, a
continuous trail nctwork is promoled which connects the local
neighborhoods to one analher and a regional trail system
Icading to futurc mountain and desest preserves.

The third goal focuscs on the creation of some unifying
clements that reflect the rustic, rural identity of the area.

The Desert Foothills Iimplementation Plan

The Implementation Plan is the companion document to the
Characler Plan. The Implcmentation Plan outlines how the
vision within the Characier Plan can be altained.

The techniques ouwtlined in the Implementation Plan illustrates
mechanisms thal can be used to help affect change, and thus,
preserve the character of the arca,

The Design Guidelines define how the land uses occurring
within the study arca can be more sensitively integrated into
the natural desert environment. These design guidelines are
not regulatory, therefore, they are not enforceable as law.
However, they do cstablish the foundation to propose a zoning
overlay within the unsubdivided arcas within the study area to

help further preserve the area’s characler, -

The Action Plan identifies city based work itcms that will be
initiated with the City Council approval of both the Character
Area and Implementation Plans. These work items include:

* the development of new street standards for scenic
corridors and local colleclors;

» the development of a zoning overlay district for the
unsubdivided areas within the Deserl Foothills study
area;

» the creation of a neighborhood trail system that
connects local neighborhoods to onc another and
other coniinuous areas of open spacc;

* the development of new design standards for the
sensitive integration of public active and passive
recreation facilities; and

= the development of entry features thal convey the
unique qualities of the Desert Foothills arca.

Each of these city based work items are cqually as inportant in
preserving and celebrating the Rural Desert character of the
Desert Foothills area. It is important (o note that cach of these

“work items must also be.weighted against existing cily

departmental work loads in order to define appropriate
timelines for completion. In addition, fulure cily funding may
also be required to help achicve some of these
recommendations.

Page 4
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Dynami Foothills Character Area - 3/21/2000 Charac - Plan
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Dynamite Foothills Character Area

RURAL DESERT CHARACTER

Because of the Dynamite Foothills” remote location, its
isolation from urban centers of the Valley, and its
cnvironmental fcatures and constraints, the vision for this area
is that of a Rural Desert character. Key to achieving this
character is the clement of openness. Rural Desert character
relies on creating this feeling of openness through natural
undisturbed desert, minimal impact of development, open view
corridors, low building heights, and maintaining the natural
descrt vegetation.

ferested p ‘ :
and input trom prcvious’ smdnesfo *th
. G B L s

chnracter for the Dynamite Footlull ;
:which will result ina unique desert '

'fforts of thg McDowell Sonoran l’reserve
“omiiission to provide open space.

STRATEGIES

The following strategies are examples of what may be done o
enhance and preserve the Rural Desert character desired for the
Dynamite Foothills area. The Dynamite Foothills Character
Plan contains all the strategies in more depth (beginning on
page 5).

Rural Desert Character Strategies:

*  Existing allowable densities (under current zoning and
General Plan designations) are appropriate Lor all but a
few areas of the character arca as identilied on the map
on page 13 of the Character Plan.

*  Use infrastructure to enhance the character through
minimizing street widths, using alternatives to asphalt
roads, street alignments that respond 1o the natural
terrain, ribbon curbs, minimal street lighting, a trail
system rather than a sidewalk network, appropriate use
of color and textures which blend with the natural
environment.

*  Use site planning techniques which minimize.the visual
impact of devetopment and promole a Rural Desert
character through strategic use of building envelopes,

Page”
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3/21/2000 Charac - Plan

GL

cncouraging the use of native or desert landscaping, *  An orderly development pattern extending from
flag lots, mcaningful open space, avoiding solid walls, existing development is encouraged and any
and working wilh the environment and the terrain in development that negatively impacts the city’s ability to
forming building design and site layout. provide and maintain infrastructure and scrvices is
*  Use of native, desert vegetation in streetscapes. discouraged.

*  Consideration of a larger Scenic Corridor along
Dynamite Boulevard to provide a more open feel and a

larger open view corridor. Open Space Strategies:

*  Provision of multiple street and trail access into and Open space is critical to provide the fecling of openness
through residential neighborhoods. Gated communities which defines Rural Desert character and should be
which restrict access are discouraged. provided as a visual, recreation, or character enhancing

*  Transition development adjacent to conservation areas amenity.
or the McDowell Sonoran Preserve by using *  Open space will sustain natural {lora and fauna, and
appropriate setbacks, building scale, building massing, will include connections through paths and trail
and open space. ' sysiems.

*  Parks should be neighborhood or specialty parks which
serve the nearby residents of the Dynamitc Foothills

Topographic Development Diversity Strategies: area and emphasize the unique Sonoran Desert

*  Residential uses will use site planning, open space, environment.
building massing and construction techniques which *  Encourage open spaces throughout development
preserve Rural Desert character throughout the area. projects and on the perimeter of projcets, where

*  Non-residential uses will be considered if they are low- appropriate, to promote an open spacc (ransition {rom
scale, low-intensity, and similar in character to : development to development, Lo ensure open space
residential development. connections and a feel of openness throughout the arca.

*  Uscs like golf courses, low intensity resorts, and non- *  Designate and sign appropriate public aceess 1o the
commercial cquestrian uses will be considered if they McDowell Sonoran Preserve and other conservation/
have minimal visual impact and preserve the Rural preservation areas.

Desett characler of the Dynamite Foothills area.

The complete strategies begin on page 13 of the Dynamite
Foothills Character area plan.

Comprehensive Planning Page3



Dynarnite Foothills Character Area

12

GUIDELINES

Design and Performance Guidelines are contained in a
companion document to the Character Plan titled
“Implementation Program”, The guidelines detail how the
vision of a Rural Desert Character can be attained, They are
presented fivst through a summary/matrix of the guideline
concepts. Next through specific areas of detail including land
uscs, streets, strcelscape, open space corridors, water and
wastewaler systems, other infrastructure, and annexation, Also
indexed arc those guidelines that are suggestions and
encouragement for property developers to follow but which the
City cannot include in a review process because of the City
Charter or other legal restrictions, as well as those guidelines
which could be considered for inclusion in new regulation, but
would remain guidelines until the City Council or Planning
Commission directed the development of new regulation,

Dynamite Foothills Timeline

Buckground Report 1197
Goal Selling 1/97-2197
Strategics and Guidclines 2/97-5197

Policy 5/97-6/97

Recommended Character Plan 6/97-2/98

Growing Smarter Hiatus 3/98 - 2/99
- Recommended Character Plan 12/99

City Council Approval - 300

Implementation ongoing

Dynamite Foothills Character Plan Public Process

Over 3000 invitations were mailed and distribuicd for open
houses in January, May, and November 1997, February 1998,
and January 2000.

Two citizen questionnaires (1993 and 1997) provided input
from approximately 330 citizens.

Several press releases were issued during the process.

At least 12 newspaper articles have appcared in the Scottsdale
Tribune, Arizona Republic and the Sonoran News.

A Scottsdale Pride water bill insert was distributed in April
1997 and February 2000.

Six fact sheets regarding the background information, thi
survey, and the goals and sirategics of the Plan were preparcd
and mailed, each time to approximately 850 pcople on the
mailing list.

The Winter 1997 VisionCheck newslelter focusing on the
Dynamite Foothills was mailed to 786 citizens.

Thirteen advertised/noticed Planning Commission study
sessions were held.

Eight advertised/noticed meetings with other City Boards and
Commissions were held, including: Parks and Recreation
Commission, the McDowelf Sonoran Preserve Commission,
the Transportation Commission, the Development Review
Board, the Environmental Quality Board and (he Public Arts
Committee.

City Council Study Sessions were held in June and November
1997,

Meetings with CityShape 2020 Stcering Commitice members,
Coalition of Pinnacle Peak representatives, the Chamber of
Commerce, the AZ Best Realty, and members of (he Greater
Pinnacle Peak Homeowners Association were held.

- Four Planning Commission public hearings were held, in Junc

and October 1997 and February 2000,

Two City Council public hearings were held in November 1997
and March 2000.

Two dialogue sessions with interestcd stakcholders lollowing
the public hearings for additional input in December 1997,
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State Land Department/
City of Scottsdale

Joint Planning Effort

= wu wx % General Plan Amendment area
{Siale Trust Lands undar Siate Land Commlssioner's
b omn ol G £078-200172002)

E::} Desert Foothills and Dynamite Foothills Characler Area Plans
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Land Uses Changes and Dwelling Unit Ranges (see June 19 Draft Proposed Land
Uses and Parcels map, rev. August 27)

Parcel | Approximate | Current GP Current GP | GP Category | Proposed GP
Acres Category Estimated To Estimated
From Dwelling Dwelling
Units* Units*
A 470 Commercial, 642 du & Rural 390
Suburban, and | 35 acres (1/2~1 du/ac.)
Rural Commercial
B 35 Suburban 65 Suburban 65
. (1-2 du/ac.) .
C 195 Suburban and 318 . Suburban 608
Rural (2-4 du/ac.)
D 28 Rural 23 Suburban 52
(1-2 du/ac.)
E 118 Open Space ~ 25 Rural and Open | 25
Limited Use Space
(1/5 du/ac.)
F 208 Rural 138 Suburban 389
: (i-2 du/ac.)
G 84 Rural 37 Rural 70
(1/2-1 du/ac.)
H 251 Commercial, 404 du & Rural and Open | 53
Suburban, Rural | 15 acres Space
Commercial (1/5 du/ac.)
I 66 Suburban, Rural | 128 Suburban 206
(2-4 du/ac.)
] 170 Commerdial, 372 du, 10 Suburban 318
Suburban, acres (1-2 du/ac.)
Developed Open { Commercial &
Space, Rural 30 ac. Park
K 76 Suburban 456 Resort/Tourism | 573
rooms/casitas
L 550 Suburban, 534 du and/or | Suburban 1716
Rural, rooms/casitas, | (2-4 du/ac.)
Developed Open | Goif Course
‘Space,
Resort/Tourism
M 40 Suburban, 64 du and/or | Neighborhood na
Developed Open | rooms/casitas, | Center (10
Space, Golf Course acres
Resort/Tourism Commercial, 5
acres Office, 25
acres Park)
N 600 Rural and Open | 126 Rural and Open | 126
Space : Space
g (1/5 du/ac.)




0 560 Rural and Open | 121 Rural and Open | 118
Space Space
(1/5 du/ac.)
P 201 Rural and Open | 36 Suburban 376
Space (1-2 du du/ac.)
Q 100 Rural 17 Rural 83
(1/2-1du/ac.)
R 20 Rural 4 Rural 4
(1/5 du/ac.)
S 160 Rural 34 Rural 46
(1/5-1/3 du/ac.)
T 20 Rural 4 Rural 9
(1/3-1/2 du/ac.)
U 151 Rural 32 Rural 66
(1/3-1/2 du/ac.)
Vv 100 Rurai 21 Rural 83
(1/2-1 du/fac.)
W 160 Rural 34 Rural 34
(1/5 du/ac.)
X 133 Rural 28 Rural 110
(1/2-1 du/ac.)
Y 370 Cultural/ 162 du & Rural 307
Institutional and | School or (1/2-1 du/ac.)
Rural other
Institution
z 146 Cultural/ 90 du & Suburban 273
Institutional and | School or (1-2 du/ac.)
Rural other
Institution
AA 50 Rural 42 Suburban 156
(2-4 du/ac.)
BB 20 Rural 17 Rural 4
(1/5 du/ac.)
cC 11,391 Suburban, 3,882 du & Natural Open 0
Rural, resort Space
Resort/Tourism, | rooms/casitas
Natural Open
Space
Totals 16,473 acres 7855* units 6261* units

* Dwelling Units of Current and Proposed General Plan are estimates of the

number of dwelling units that may be accommodated within each parcel given the

land use designation. Acres contained in each parcel are also estimates.

Exact zoning and dwelling unit count would be determined through any future
rezoning and is beyond the scope of this General Plan amendment. The total
numbers of proposed dwelling units should be considered 2 maximum.
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Land Use Element Text Amendment:
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Citizen Notification and Public Involvement Program

The City of Scottsdale and the State Land Department are committed to citizen
notification and public involvement and recognize that public participation is an
important component of successful planning and community building. To ensure that this
planning process includes early and ongoing dialogue, the following Citizen Review Plan
has been used:

Contacts and Mailing Lists

Using the City’s Land Information System (LIS), a mailing list of all property owners in
Scottsdale north of the Deer Valley Road alignment was compiled. This list serves as the
master list for mailouts, letters, newsletters, postcards, and the like. The first mailout for a
March 21 community meeting included over 11,000 names. After deleting returned mail
and other duplicates, the mail list currently includes approximately 8,300 names.

In addition to the LIS list, we have compiled an additional notification list from the sign
in sheets of each community meeting. At these meetings, attendees were asked to sign in
on meeting attendance sheets and also to indicate their preferred method for notification:
US Mail, electronic mail, or telephone, or by citizen initiative in seeking Internet
information. There are approximately 181 entries on this mail list.

Finally, the City maintains a notification listing of parties interested in the planning
process and that may be affected by the application. These include School Districts, the
cities of Phoenix, Tempe, Glendale, and Mesa, the towns of Carefree, Cave Creek, and
Fountain Hills, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Maricopa County and
‘the Maricopa County Flood District, AZ State Departments of Commerce and of
Transportation, Maricopa Association of Governments, public utilities and water
companies, Arizona State University, the US Bureau of Reclamation and Department of
Energy, as well as interested citizens, property owners, and their representatives. These
parties have been notified throughout this public process.

Community Meetings
Each community meeting was announced through postcard mailings to the above
referenced mailing list and in media updates, as well as City Council updates.

March 21, 2002, 6-7:30 p.m., Legend Trail Community Center, 34575 N. Legend Trail
Parkway, Scottsdale
* The first community meeting was held to make people aware that this process was
underway.

April 25, 2002, 6-7:30 p.m., Bellsera Community Center, 7350 Pontebella Drive,
Scottsdale

* This meeting presented a draft of the proposed General Plan amendment and was
a workshop format to allow for dialogue and comment.

1
ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT C



May 16, 2002, 6-7:30 p.m., La Mirada Community Center, 8950 E. Pinnacle Peak Road,
Scottsdale
* This meeting presented an updated draft of the proposed General Plan
amendment, which reflected as best possible the citizen’s comments and
suggestions.

City and State Land Department staff have attended neighborhood and community
association meetings to discuss the planning process and draft plans. Informal meetings
have already been held with the Sincuidados homeowners association and with the
Coalition of Pinnacle Peak. Meetings with individual citizens and telephone contacts
have also been held.

In addition, the McDowell Sonoran Preserve Commission, the Planning Commission, and
the Transportation Commission have been given periodic status updates regarding the
process. B

Information Availability

Information about this planning process and application is available through community
meetings, the city’s Internet website (www.ci.scottsdale.az.us/communityplan/StateLand-
Scottsdale), through a newsletter created for this process, and through one on one
contacts with the principals involved.

At the first community meeting on March 21, newsletters were distributed to the
attendees. Several people asked for packets of newsletters so they could distribute them.
These have been provided as paper copies and as electronic copies. The newsletter is also
on the city’s Internet site. (see March 2002 newsletter)

Contact information sheets were provided at the community meetings, listing City
Planning and Preservation and the State Land Department staff contacts, addresses,
telephone numbers, and email addresses.

Public Hearings

Planning Commission First Hearing, August 21, 2002, Sonoran Sky Elementary School
Planning Commission Action Hearing, September 18, 2002, City Hall Kiva

City Council Hearing, October 28-31, 2002, City Hall Kiva



Dear Citizen:

In the months ahead the City of Scottsdale and the State Land Department will work together to decide
land uses of 3,543 acres of State Trust Land. We’d like your input and ideas during this process. If you
have questions or comments about this planning process or its meeting schedule, please contact us:

by mail:

Teresa Huish Bob Cafarella Greg Keller

City of Scottsdale Planning City of Scottsdale Preservation State Land Department
7447 E. Indian School Rd., Ste.105 7447 E. Indian School Rd., Ste. 300 1616 West Adams
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 Scottsdale, AZ 85251 Phoenix, AZ 85007
by email:

thuish@ci.scottsdale.az.us rcafarella@ci.scottsdale.az.us gkeller@lnd.state.az.us
by phone: ~

480-312-7829 480-312-2577 602-542-2646

——"-———_———-_—_———-—————a—_—.—.—_——_.-.—-.———-——_-..-._-————-—_-_—-——_

State/City Planning process meeting dates and dates to remember (some are tentative - please call
to confirm):

March 21, 2002 Community Open House

Legend Trail Community Center

34575 N. Legend Trail Parkway, Scottsdale
April 25, 2002 Neighborhood Meeting

Bellasera Community Center

7350 Ponte Bella Dr., Scottsdale

May 16, 2002 Neighborhood Meeting
La Mirada Community Center
8450 E. Pinnacle Peak Rd, Scottsdale
August 21, 2002 Planning Commission Remote Public Hearing
location tbd
September 18, 2002 Planning Commission Public Hearing
City Hall Kiva, 3939 Drinkwater Blvd.
October 28, 2002 City Council Public Hearing

City Hall Kiva, 3939 Drinkwater Blvd.

our web site addresses are:
http:/www.ci.scottsdale.az.us/communityplan/Statef and-Scottsdale/
http://www.cLscottsdale.az.us/preserve/ 3

http://www.land.state.az.us



Let’s Keep in Touch

How would vou like us to communicate with vou about this joint planning effort?
How should we let vou knew when there are community events and hearings?

Circle your Choice(s):

1.US Mail 2. e-mail 3. Phone 4. I’ll look it up on the web site 5. Don’t bother

— ey o — — — — — — — —— — —v — — — — — — T ——— — — — — — T T C— — —— — — — — —— —— —— — — —

Please fill out and return to any staff member.

1. If you chose “US Mail” above, please give us your mailing address:

Name

Street

City, State

Zip Code

2. If you chose “e-mail” above, please e-mail us or write your e-mail address:

3. If you chose “phone” above, write your phone number:

4. I you chose “I’ll look it up on the web site” above, our web site addresses are:
http://www.ci.scottsdale.az.us/communityplan/StateLand-Scottsdale/
http://www.land.state.az.us/

5. If you chose “Don’t bother” above, we’ll let you take the initiative to communicate with us in the
future.



You arei vited to an [E=e =

OPEN HOUSE

March 21,2002 6-7:30 p.m.

Legend Trail Community Center
34575 N. Legend Trail Parkway

(east of Pima Road on the south side of

Road

Pima

Legend Trail

Legend Trail Parkway)

Desert Rxdge
Drivee

+ Leqend Trail Community Center
34575 N Lagend Tradl Parkway

Please come to learn about a joint planning effort between the State Land
Department and the city of Scottsdale. For the next few months the State and the
City will work together to decide land uses of 3,543 acres of State Trust Land.
State and City staff will be there to answer questions and listen to your ideas.

For more information visit the city’s web site
at www.ci.scottsdale.az.us/preserve or call
Michelle Schossow at (480) 312-7705.

p)
y;

GITY
OF
SCOTISDALE




You arei vited to an Y——
OPEN HOUSE/
WORKSHOP

April 25,2002 6-7:30 p.m.

N

‘\ Bellasera Community Center
7350 Pontebelia Dr.

Scottsdale Rd.

o

Dixileta Dr.

r.

Bellasera Community Center
7350 Pontebella Dr. (east of Scottsdale Road on the north side of Pontebella Dr.)

Please come to provide input to the joint planning effort between the State Land
Department and the city of Scottsdale. The State and the City are working
together to decide land uses of 3,543 acres of State Trust Land and need your

input. State and City staff will present preliminary ideas and will work with you
to find the best options.

For more information visit the city’s web site el'“
at www.ci.scottsdale.az.us/preserve or call “F
Michelle Schossow at (480) 312-7705.

Tatiena



You are i rited to an —
Neighborhood Meeting

je

Pima Ad,

La Mirada Community Center

May 16, 2002 6-7:30 p.m. e pona | g B0 PSR Pe s
La Mirada Community Center

8450 E. Pinnacle Peak Road

(northeast corner of Pima and Pinnacle Peak Roads, behind the La Mirada shopping center)

The State and the City are working together to decide land uses of 3,543 acres of
State Trust Land. We’ve heard your comments and concerns. Please come to a
neighborhood meeting to give feedback about the latest proposals for this joint
planning effort between the State Land Department and the city of Scottsdale.

. . .. . . o
For more information visit the city’s web site at: i
http://www.ci.scottsdale.az.us/communityplan/Statel.and- M
Scottsdale/ or call Michelle Schossow at (480) 312-7705.

.......



You Need To Know ...

In 1998, the City submitted a petition to the State Land Department to preserve 16,600 acres of State Trust
Lands in north Scottsdale. In 2001, the State Land Commissioner responded to this application by reclassify-
ing 13,021 of the 16,600 acres for conservation purposes (open space) and identifying the remaining 3,543 as
State Trust Land that can potentially be developed. The City has a strong commitment to purchase all 16,600
acres included in the original application, but cannot make any move to devalue the land owned by the State
Land Trust through zoning or General Plan amendments. In the months ahead, the City and the State Land
Department will work together to plan land uses that fit the character and the environment of the 3,543+ acres
(see map below), and to achieve a mutually beneficial

solution.

In Arizona, the State Land Trust is the largest, single
property owner, controlling approximately 9.3 million
acres, managed by the State Land Department. This land,
called State Trust land, was granted by the federal govern-
ment in 1863 when the Territory of Arizona was estab- ‘ . v
lished and in 1912 when Arizona first became a state. The S g T
sole purpose of the land is to be held in trust and then sold '
or leased to support public education and several public
beneficiaries.

PINNACLE PEAKRO.

The State Land Trust is also the largest, single property
owner in the city of Scottsdale. The City has a strong
interest in acquiring for the McDowell Sonoran Preserve A £ 16,600 acres of State Trust Land in epplication
some of the State Trust Land within its boundaries. And | W Planning Area 3,543 Acres

) A . X R mewr State Trust Land Classitied as Open Space
while the State continues to work with Scottsdale’s desire £ State Trust Land Classified as Open Space,

. . . N but not jimited to Open Space

for preservation, it must continue to support the Trust’s 8w McDowell Sonoran Preserve (as of 03/2002)
beneficiaries. The city’s General Plan Land Use map now
shows a mix of land uses including: low to medium
density residential, commercial, a golf course, a resort, and open space.

48th ST/
TATUM BLVD.
SCOTTSDALEIRD.

We look forward to your participation in this planning effort!

You are invited to a series of meetings to learn about and provide input on the joint planning effort between
the State Land Department and the city of Scottsdale. See schedule on back page for meeting dates and times.

Newsletter Table of Contents
»  Frequently Asked Questions and Answers
» The planning process for State Trust Lands
= History of the city’s preservation efforts
» insert about the General Plan major
amendment process
»  Community input meating dates
> State Land Department and City of Scotts-
dale Contacts

McDowell Sonoran Preserve Quick Facts

Planned Preserve 36,400 acres
City Owned 10,526 acres
State Trust Lands (Open Space) 16,100 acres

as of March 2002

10



Questions and Answers

What are State Trust Lands?

When the Territory of Arizona was established and again
at the time of Statehood, the Federal government granted
the State a large amount of land within Arizona to be held
in trust and then be sold or leased to support public
education and 13 other public institution benficiaries.

What is the State’s responsibility regarding these
lands?

Under Federal and State constitutional law, the State is
required to sell or lease State Trust Lands and the natural
products derived from them based on their highest and
best use.

What is the API?

The Arizona Preserve Initiative (API) was passed into law
in 1996 whereby eligible communities can petition the
State Land Commissioner to reclassify certain State Trust
Land as “Suitable for Conservation Purposes”.

What does “Reclassified as Suitable for Conserva-
tion”” mean?

When an API petition is eligible and meets the criteria of
the API state law, the State Land Commissioner may
reclassify Iand as suitable for conservation purposes. It is
important to note that when land is sold or leased for
conservation purposes under API, it must be valued at its
highest and best use.

Why is the City considering planning uses for this
land when the community is committed to preserving
it?

There are a number of considerations:

«  First, the City does not own the land and the State is
required by state law to plan all the urban land that it
holds in trust. :

«  Second, much of this land was planned many year:

ago. There has been strong suggestion by citizens that

the plan for this land needs to be updated to reflect
the significant changes that have occurred in the
community since the previous planning effort.

+ Third, following the State Land Commissioner’s
decision about Scottsdale’s API application on
August 30, 2001, there was not enough time in the
General Plan amendment process to complete a
comprehensive planning effort, with adequate public
input. The City and State agreed to a joint process
during 2002 to examine appropriate land uses and
receive public input on proposals.

10.

11.

11

Why not just show this land as open space since t
is the community’s vision?

The Growing Smarter Act of 1998 does not allow 2
community to show land as open space unless it also

- rezones the land to at least one home per acre, or rect

the land owner’s permission to show their land as op
space. Here, it is doubtful that the State would agree

show this land as open space since its legal mandate

optimize the economic return on the land based on it:
highest and best use.

Why is the City partnering with the State on this
planning effort?

The City wants to ensure that an appropriate Jand use
is developed that is consistent with existing and proje
trends in the area; and that citizens are provided max
mum opportunity to participate in the process. The St
as the property owner, could choose to determine the
uses and submit a plan to the city for approval on its

Who determines the appropriate land use?

The City and the State have agreed to work together
through a public process to determine what 1and uses
appropriate for this land.

How will community input be sought?
Open houses and public meetings will be conducted ¢
schedule on back page) to solicit community input ar
comment. Citizens will be invited to submit suggestic
to State and City staff during the process.

What is the process to plan the land?

The planning process will follow the application and
planning process established by the City for all land
proposals. In this case the City will be wearing two
separate and distinct hats: one as planning consultant
working with the State and the other as project coord
tion and review, evaluating the proposal for adherenc
the City’s policies and regulations. This proposal is a
major general plan amendment because of the size of
property and will follow a six month process as outli
in the insert fact sheet. Community meetings will be !
over the next few months. The first Planning Commi
public hearing will be held in August, followed by or
September. The City Council will hold their public
hearing in October.

Who makes the final decision in this process?
The City Council will make a decision about the proj
at a public hearing in October 2002. The City Counc
may approve the General Plan amendment, then the &
Land Commissioner may revise or reject the Counci
amendment.



The Planning Process and Preservation Efforts

The City is comumitted to acquiring all of the land in
the 1998 API petition as permanent open space and

placing this land in the McDowell Sonoran Preserve.

The State Land Department however, is required
under the Growing Smarter Act of 1998 to plan the
land it manages. The 3,543 acres that this process
will be looking at was initially planned in the mid-
1980°s (Scottsdale Foothills General Plan, 1984,
Tonto Foothills General Plan, 1986). The land use
designations currently shown for this land on the
City’s General Plan have not changed since that
time. The primary reason for this joint planning
effort is to determine the appropriate land uses and
to show open space where land has been deed
restricted for conservation puposes in the State Land
Commissioner’s reclassification order.

The City’s strong interest in the preservation of this
land must be kept separate from the State’s require-
ment to plan the land, and its mission to enhance
land value and optimize the economic return for the
Trust’s beneficiaries. The City will need to compete
in the open market for this land if and when it is
auctioned. If the City is not the successful bidder,
the City Council will need to consider more aggres-
sive actions to preserve this land.

Historyv of Scottsdale’s Preservation Efforts
1990 Scottsdale citizens initiate the preservation

of Scottsdale’s McDowell Mountains and
Sonoran Desert to be called the McDowell
Sonoran Preserve,

BELL RD/FRANK LLOY
WRIGHT BLVD.

SHEABLVD.. ... ..

48th ST/
TATUM BLYD.

well Sonoran Preserve Status

McDowelt Sonoran Preserve (as of 3/2002)
State Trust Land Reclassified as Open Space
State Trust Lands Reclassified, but not limited to Open Space
Land within Preserve boundary Protected by Zoning
R ded Study B dary (RSB) of the
McDowei!l Sonoran Preserve

=)

1995  Scottsdale citizens vote to create a two-tenths of one percent sales tax for land acquisition for the McDowell
Sonoran Preserve. The Preserve Boundary consists of 16,460 acres of mountain and related desert land.

1998  Scottsdale City Council adds an additional 19,940 acres to the McDowell Sonoran Preserve’s boundary. The total
area proposed for inclusion in the McDowell Sonoran Preserve is 36,400 acres. Nearly 17,000 acres of this

expanded area is State Trust land.

1998  Voters ratify the addition of the 19,940 acres, extending the boundary of the McDowell Soncran Preserve.

1998  City submits Arizona Preserve Initiative (API) petition to the State Land Department 10 preserve 16,600 acres of

State Trust Lands.

2001 State Land Commissioner Mike Anable announces decision to “reclassify” 13,021 acres of State Trust land as
suitable for conservation purposes under the API. As a result of that decision, the land is available for Scottsdale
to bid on at public auction for inclusion in the McDowell Sonoran Preserve.
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Your Input Is Needed ...

Open House Neighborhood Meeting Neighborhood Meeting
March 21, 2002, 6-7:30 p.m. April 25, 2002, 6-7:30 p.m. May 16, 2002, 6-7:30 p.m.
Legend Trail Community Center Bellasera Community Center La Mirada Community Center
34575 N. Legend Trail Pkwy. 7350 Ponte Bella Dr. 8450 E. Pinnacle Peak Rd.

(northeast corner of Pima and
Pinnacle Peak Roads, behind
La Mirada shopping center)

Joint Planning Effort Contacts ...

State L.and Department:

City Staff Contacts:

Web Information:

Greg Keller, Project Manager (602) 542-2646 phone
gkeller@Ind.state.az.us (602) 542-2590 fax
Teresa Huish, Senior Planner (480) 312-7829 phone
thuish @ci.scottsdale.az.us (480) 312-7088 fax

Robert Cafarella, Preservation Director (480) 312-2577 phone
rcafarella@ci.scottsdale.az.us (480) 312-2455 fax

City of Scottsdale Preservation: www.ci.scottsdale.az.us/preserve/
State Land Department: www.land.state.az.us/
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The 1998 and 2000 Growing
Smarter Acts defined major General
Plan amendments and dictated a
specific review process. In February
2001, Scottsdate City Council
defined the criteria for major amend-
ments to the General Plan.

The major amendment process
allows amendments to be heard at a
single City Council public hearing
per calendar year. The city of
Scottsdale General Plan amendment
process for larger sized amendments
(which includes major amend-
ments), requires a six monih
process. The Planning Commission
holds two hearings prior to the
annual City Council hearing for
major General Plan amendments.

Criteria for major

amendments

* some changes in land use calegory

» land use change of certain acreage

* exemption for complying with
character area guidelines

* waterfwastewater infrastructure

* criteria can be found at

.cl.scottsdale gz, -

aiplan

For more information about the
General Plan, contact the City's
Planning division at (480} 312-
7705, email us at

] ale.az.ys or
visit us at 7447 E. [ndian School
Road, Suite 105.

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT

Why do we have u General Plun? Does it thamge?
Arizona law requires cities to guide the physical
development of their community by adopting a
comprehensive, long-range General Plan. The
Plan should be an expression of community
goals and designed to be a flexible and dynamic
policy document.

When the General Plan is said to represent long-
term goals and policies, theres a natural pre-
sumption that the Plan, as adopted, will be
applied in its entirety with little or no change
over that period of time. This is simply unman-
ageable in a community such as Scottsdale, and
such rigid application would not be responsive
to the natural changes and unforeseen opportu-
nities that arise.

It is expected that, over lime, requests will be
made to change the General Plan. These
requests are typically for changes in land use
designations on specific parcels, but may be to
amend street patterns or the location or type of

‘public services and facilities.

In order to make responsible long-range deci-
sions, issues need to be periodically reviewed in
light of new or emerging circumstances.

What did CtyShape 2020 recommend regarding Seneral
Plun thanges?

The 1995-96 CityShape 2020 citizen-review of
our General Plan recommended six guiding
principles for long-range decision making
regarding Scottsdale’s future physical form.
CityShape 2020 also recommended that the
goals of “character and quality” underscore all
decisions about growth and development.
Therefore, it is recommended that all requests to
amend the General Plan be measured by how
well they achieve the Guiding Principles and
how effectively they promote the achievement of
the goals of character and quality.
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How do the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Differ?
There is often a confusion between the General
Plan and the Zoning Ordinance. The General
Plan establishes development policies and
expectations, while the Zoning Ordinance is
used to implement those policies and expecta-
tions.

Because a desired zoning change is often the
motivation-for a General Plan amendment
request, it can be difficult to separate the two
processes. Site plans, which are developed for
zoning requests, are an easily understandable
way of communicating the development propos-
al for the site. The concepts, long-term impacts,
and broad community goals of the General Plan
can be seen as less tangible and their impacts
more difficult to quantify.

Even so, the General Plan process is very impor-
tant in that it reflects the need to predict and
plan for the community’s growth and develop-
ment. The policies in the General Plan establish
guidance on community-wide planning issues
and provide direction for future zoning actions.
In addition, decisions regarding major capital
investments are based on the General Plan —
such as installing water and sewer lines, making
street designs functional, and locating public
facilities so that they will best serve future users.

In order to promote a productive dialogue on
future planning issues, a process for formally
reviewing requested changes to the General Plan
has been developed. The elements of this
process are 1) broadening staff input on General
Plan requests, 2) elevating the dialogue on
General Plan requests in the public hearing
process, and 3) establishing guidelines for
neighborhood involvement in General Plan
requests.



“ What 1l Scottsdale be tom? rou}?_

1) Broaden staff input on General Plan amendment
requests.

Community Planning staff will work closely with current
Planning stafl to prepare and present requests for General Plan
amendment requests. Other appropriate staff are prepared and
available 1o address key issues at public hearings.

2) Elevate the dialogue on General Plan requests in the
public hearing process to address community-wide issues.
General Plan requests are presented separately from, and prior
to, related zoning cases at public hearings to promote a more
focused discussion on the broader community planning issues.
Both, however, may still appear on the same agenda. The
Planning Commission and/or City Council may choose to hear
the cases together, but separate votes are taken on the General
Plan amendment and the rezoning.

3) Establishing guidelines for neighborhood involvement in
General Plan requests.

Neighborhood involvement has been, and continues to be, a
fundamental expectation of development and redevelopment
activities in Scottsdale. Those projects that incorporate neigh-
borhood input will usually benefit from that involvement -
sometimes through mutua! agreement on concerns and issues,
and sometimes through the identification of key points of dis-
agreement on which the public hearings will focus. Including
neighbors early in the process also allows them to be a part of
the development planning for the project, rather than asking
neighbors to accept and embrace a plan that is already devel-
oped.

All sides in this neighborhood dialogue have a responsibility for
its success. Applicants should solicit, accept and consider
neighborhood input and should communicate changes to the
project. Neighbors should be active and invoived in helping to
identify solutions to concerns about the proposed project while
maintaining a focus on both local and community-wide impacts
of the proposal. Public hearings often measure the success of
both sides in meeting these responsibilities.

The following guidelines were developed to encourage a pro-
ductive interaction between neighbors and applicants:

1) The applicant will meet with current Planning staff for a
pre-application meeting, General Plan guidelines and standards
and planning expectations will be discussed and the applicant
will be given initial feedback on the proposed development.

2) The applicant will meet with staff at a “pre-submittal meet-
ing” to discuss any revisions to the initial plans and the appli-
cant’s plan for neighborhood involvement. This plan should
include at least the following information:

o Definition of who will be contacted as a “neighbor” of the
project ‘

e The number and type of meetings to be held.

o Expected time frame for meetings.

o Additional contacts to be made - for example by fliers, door
hangers letters, open houses, contacts with area homeowner
associations, etc.

e Any other outreach and communication efforts.

3) Processing of General Plan Amendment applications will
normally be six months for amendment requests of parcels larg-
er than 15 acres, and three months for amendment requests 15
acres or smaller in size. Processing will begin with conclusion
of the pre-submittal conference and discussion of the plans for
neighborhood notification and involvement.

4) Planning Commission and City Council may choose to
expedite cases which have a substantial economic impact,
which represent unique opportunities for sustainable economic
development, and who can demonstrate that delaying the
request would result in the loss of the opportunity.

5) It is encouraged that neighbors be contacted at least twice
prior to public hearing of the request, but applicants are
advised to maintain contact with neighbors during the process
and make as many contacts are warranted to achieve productive
neighborhood involvement.

6) The applicant will prepare submit a written report summa-

rizing neighborhood involvement that includes, at a minimurm,

the following information:

¢ Number and location of neighbors contacted

o Dates and types of contact

& Summary of topics discussed (what information was
presented by the applicant, what issues were raised by the
neighborhood

o Steps taken to keep neighbors informed and involved

7) This report shall be submitted at least one week prior to the
public hearing so that it can be included in the planning com-
raission of City Council packet. Any subsequent activity may
be presented verbally at the hearing.
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Strategic Planning is dedicated to integrating the community vision into the
general plan - city-wide, character area, and neighborhood plans - through
ongoing public and organizational dialogue and involvement.

Scottsdale Visioning

Generai Plan

The City of Scotisdale 2001 General
Plan was approved by the citizens of
Scotisdale.

Charatter Planning

Neighborhood Planning

Specific Planning
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Effort.
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e Frequently Asked Questions and Answers

e The Planning Process for State Trust Lands g:gagg'l:g&?oran Preserve Facts
History of the City’s Preservation Efforts Planned Preserve 36,400 acres
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Key Issues (identified through community outreach efforts)

¢ The community is interested in the City of Scottsdale preserving all of the
land indicated in the Recommended Study Boundary (RSB) of the McDowell
Sonoran Preserve. The Scottsdale City Council has expressed its ongoing
commitment to the purchase of all the land within the RSB. The State Land
Department simultaneously supports the City’s desire for preservation, and its
constitutionally mandated charge to support the Land Trust’s beneficiaries. At the
same time, the State is required by state law to plan all the urban land that it holds
in trust. The City and the State will continue to work together toward mutually
beneficial solutions to potentially conflicting missions.

« Remove Lone Mountain Road extension where it connects to Desert
Mountain through the future Preserve area. The Lone Mountain Road
extension has been removed from the base map for this application process. Lone
Mountain Road is not a designated citywide or regional roadway on the current
Mobility Systems map of the Community Mobility Element of the General Plan.
In the future, when the Streets Master Plan is completed, Lone Mountain Road
will not connect to Desert Mountain through the Preserve area.

« Remove Commercial designations at Stagecoach Pass and Pima. The
commercial designations at Stagecoach Pass and Pima Road and at Legend Trail
Parkway north of the Legend Trail development have been removed. A
neighborhood center with a small amount of commercial and office land use may
be needed in the future if this area develops. This is shown on the proposed plan
as a “floating” circle with location and specifics to be determined.

« Consider park needs for children. Should development occur, a park may be
needed to provide recreation opportunities for neighborhood children. A
neighborhood level park is shown on the proposed Conceptual Land Use map as
part of the neighborhood center circle, and on the Parks and Recreation Facilities
map, location and specifics to be determined.

« Consider school needs for children. If this area develops, the Cave Creek
Unified School District will need to locate a school somewhere nearby to
accommodate the school children from the development. This is shown on the
proposed plan as a “floating” circle with location and specifics to be determined.

1 ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT D



COMMUNITY COMMENTS
STATE LAND/CITY OF SCOTTSDALE OPEN HOUSE
MARCH 21, 2002/LEGEND TRAILS

If the Council still plans on buying the 3,XXX acres, what would stop them from
doing so?

Reclassify it all for preservation. No Lone Mountain Parkway!

Thanks for this meeting! It helped to clarify many issues for me. 1am a
concerned citizen who will support all efforts to purchase and retain the remaining
3,543 acres as open land. Thanks!

We want to preserve the quiet, the animal habitat, and the night darkness we
currently enjoy, which is why we moved here. Therefore, please do pot sell,
zone, or use any of the 3,543 acres not reclassified for commercial use. Left open
space is preferable. Residential, min. 1 ac. is next best alternative.

I would appreciate receiving notice of future meetings involving land planning in
north Scottsdale. Thank you.

Please preserve all of the land. And get rid of the Lone Mountain Parkway.
Preserve it ALL! No Lone Mt. Parkway!

Please preserve all available acreage for the land trust. Please do not extend Lone
Mountain Road thru the proposed Land Trust.

I am strongly opposed to any plan for the 3,500 acres other than being part of the
total Preserve.

We would like to see Scottsdale purchase land in question — add to other open
space. With the development on east Cave Creek Road, the completion of Lone
Mountain parkway would be a real asset.

No commercial at or near Stagecoach Pass — Pima Road intersection. Land
should be preserve or residential. Extend Lone Mountain Road from Pima to
Cave Creek to relieve inter-Scottsdale traffic through Carefree.

Save the Preserve

Recommend preserving all land south of Legend Trail and east of Pima. Also
suggest widening Pima ASAP w/desert median similar to area near DC Ranch —
turning lanes a must!



Not in favor of a Lone Mountain extension through Preserve land. Can’t believe
it is necessary.

With the planned development (Scottsdale National) what are the plans for
Dynamite Road to accommodate the additional traffic which will occur as a result
of the increase in population in this area?

Pima Road, all the way from 101 to Cave Creek Road has become a major
north/south artery and is both dangerous to drive and crowded. It is most difficult
to get or from Dixileta, Lone Mountain, Legend Trail Parkway and Stagecoach
Pass driving most of the day. Are there any immediate plans to upgrade it and put
in traffic control signals? I don’t think we can wait 5-10 years to do an upgrade.
The area of the road around DC Ranch and Grayhawk is already beyond capacity
at times of the day. . ‘

Current zoning residential 1-5 acre, 1-3 acre, and 1-1 is even best!

“Highest and best use...” does not necessarily have a $ sign attached to it. The
proceeds from the sale of state lands do not add one dollar to the education
budget. This is simply an accounting scam, as corresponding amounts are
diverted to the general fund. No one is fooled. The residents of Carefree are
happy to drive 8-12 miles south for their commercial needs; that is why we are up
here. Please, please, please do NOT put a-commercial complex at the intersection
of Pima Road and Stagecoach Pass. '

Change the General Plan! Please make all land in the preserve that is in the 3,543
acres that can potentially be developed be classified as low density use. Please
allow City of Scottsdale to purchase at lowest possible bid.

I would like to see all of the property on Parcel A to be preserved for nature and
the environment. I’m against any commercial building along the northeast part of
Dynamite and Pima, through Cave Creek Road and Pima. If they build along this
area — it would eliminate all that this city is known for. I understand that it has to
be fair. 1 acre minimum custom homes would be suitable but damaging to our
environment. Thank you for your time. It is vital to Scottsdale to purchase this
land AS.AP. ‘

I would still like to preserve parcel A for wildlife and growth (plant life), and for
the NE part of Dynamite and Pima through Cave Creek Road and Pima. T would
like to see that area without commercial property. I would also like to see the
City of Scottsdale purchase the 13,021 acres of State Trust land.



We just moved here 6 weeks ago from Ft. Lauderdale, FL. and wanted to find out
what was happening in the community — particularly the preservation of the desert
and natural habitat. Thought this was a more formal — sit down meeting with
presentations and questions and answer session. We will take home handouts and
read about the issues to become more informed.

My husband and I own a home facing 40 acres of Parcel “A”. If Parcel “A” was
sold to City of Scottsdale we would ideally like to see all 3,543 acres preserved
for conservation purposes. If Parcel “A” is purchased by a homebuilder I would
still like to preserve a portion as open space. Ideally, it would not be sold to
developers. We especially do not want commercial property.

Preserve the land around Legend Trail. Take Lone Mountain Parkway out of the
preserve.

Preserve the land round L. Trail. Take Lone Parkway out of the Preserve.

Could the general plan show (be changed to include) open space buffers around
existing neighborboods (i.e. west side of Legend Trail) — this would be an
amenity for any developer building residential nearby, as well as for existing
residents? Need to remove commercial pockets. Need to remove Lone Mountain
Parkway. Trails plan appears to show a connection going straight north along
Pima north of Cave Creek Road. I think this is wrong, that’s gated private land —
maybe plan needs to be adjusted/

Thanks for taking the time on 3/21 to meet with us! Input for your consideration:

» Please consider a northwest preserve access area. Somewhere near
Legends. The preliminary planned access areas by Dynamite are too far
south for those of us located near Stagecoach Pass/Hayden area.

e Please plan a park — even a simple, non-lighted park for kids in northern
area of city. From where I live there is no park even within close driving
distance. We typically take our children to Tatum Ranch to play!

Keep up the great work!

1)The conceptual land use map shows a proposed road going north from the end
of Alma School to Brown’s Ranch, and then turning east to the Scottsdale
boundary. This road should be removed from the plan. It cuts through mostly
Preserve land and so serves no valid purpose.

2)There is also shown a road starting at Pima and Lone Mountain and curving
porth to join up with Stagecoach. At least the northern half of this road should be
removed because it passes through future Preserve land. As long as the density of
development in the area is held down to the currently planned levels, this road
should not be needed.



3) There are currently several areas around section 10 near Pima and Lone
Mountain that are planned as suburban. This high density is not appropriate for
this area and its surrounds. These areas should be reclassified as rural.

* If the State won’t put the land around LT [Legend Trail] in the preserve then we
MUST buy it. Lone Mtn Pkwy needs to be taken out of the General Plan.

Summary of March 21, 2002 Open House Community Comments
Preserve all of the land

The City should buy it for preservation

Preserve south and east of Legend Trail

Remove Lone Mountain

Remove that portion of Lone Mountain within the reclassified area
Keep Lone Mountain -
No commercial

No commercial @ Stagecoach Pass

No commercial along Pima Road

No commercial, prefer open space or residential

Low density uses okay

Residential only would be good

Rural neighborhood designation, not suburban

Include a park

Open space buffers for existing neighborhoods

Access to the Preserve from the northwest side

Remove all roads in the Preserve from the base map



COMMUNITY COMMENTS
STATE LAND/CITY OF SCOTTSDALE OPEN HOUSE
April 25, 2002/Bellasera Community Center

Well done, very useful but need more time and space

Would like to see appreciation for the horse owners “community” in north
Scottsdale. Open space or trails would be appreciated (not trails like along cactus
rd, these are dangerous along main roads for equestrian and vehicles) how about a
desert corridor to ride from Scottsdale Rd. & Jomax going NE up to the largest
portion.

Please Please Please as you plan this preserve and it’s acreage, we as Scottsdale
citizens urge you to take away any commercial zoning to allow only rural
neighborhoods (no suburban) and remove any and all possxble roads through any
part of this preserve. Thank you

It is wonderful what Scottsdale has done so far. Keep as much of the land open as
possible. Meeting was well presented

Designate all land immediately north, west, and south of Legend trails as rural
neighborhood - low density, Abandon extension of Lone Mountain east of Pima
rd. Question “will the new waterlines being installed on Pima rd provide any
water to 3,400 acres “not suitable for conservation™ if it is developed.
Curmudgeons on the Planning department staff who cannot support council policy
decisions need to “get with the program or retire”

Please consider these items in your preservation of these many acres: take away
any roads within the preserve, should be rural neighborhood only, take away
commercial zoning.

Keep the State Land for open area no more building on any State Land

Low-density housing (1-5 acres/house), general use parks — athletic fields, bike
trails, horse trails, hiking trails etc. Where will our children play - school
facilities extremely limited? Maintenance of rural neighborhoods — essential if
“quality of character” are to be preserved.

No parks with fields and lights. You don’t need a resort if there is no desert.
Tourists come to see desert. No golf courses — gross calls for a lot of water use in
this climate — causes allergies — asthma. No office or commercial — too much is
empty now.

In the proposed plan for the 3500 acres, it would seem to be more logical to make
the suburban (orange) into rural (yellow) due to both wash considerations and
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surrounding rural areas. Those areas are Scottsdale Rd., Happy Valley, Pima
(lowest loft block) and lone Mt. Rd and Pima (area near legend trail.)

There should be a map showing which beneficiaries are related to all of the
property being planned.

How soon can Lone Mountain Parkway south from Cave Creek and Stage Coach
Pass east from Pima rd. be De-classified to 2 lanes each from 4 lanes each?

All the state land from Happy Valley to Jomax along Scottsdale Rd. should be
zoned rural neighborhood like the piece to the north scenic drive as defined by
county started at power line corridor.

Suburban destination of 1 to 8 du/ac is way too high for any of this area and is not
compatible with adjacent land uses and zoning except at Legend Trails. Densities
should not be so broad. Same is true of rural which is zoned < ¥ du/acre.

Land use should be very low density residential with horse privileges compatible
with sections to west of Pima (north of Dynamite) and surrounding 2 sections
south of Dynamite. Do not extend Lone Mountain, compromises land reclassified
for conservation. No commercial or industrial uses, in compatible with Low
density residential and adjacent low density land uses.

Would like to see the Jomax, Scottsdale rd., Happy Valley Rd., Hayden plot a
rural neighborhood rather than suburban neighborhood. Also feel it is important
to have nice horse trails crossing that plot all the way to the Mc Dowell’s. Thank
you for offering us the opportunity to comment.

No Parks except desert parks, No commercial, bigger setbacks on scenic rds,
preserve land north of Happy Valley East of Scottsdale Rd. Very low density 1
home per 2 acres, no schools

Foothills academy? Tuition. No more golf courses because it seems they are
losing too much money now. No commercial developments along Pima —a
regional “day” park and designated trails would be nice as a buffer for
neighborhoods.

We are here representing a group of property owners who still have a strong
interest in seeing section 36 (s.e. corner of Hayden & Dynamite) purchased and
preserved as that vital links between the Mc Dowell Sonoran and Phoenix
preserves. It is a wild life corridor containing the Rawhide wash as well as
Hohokam artifacts.

The area north of Legend Trail is designated as suburban. It should be designated
as rural to maintain the value of Legend Trail properties

7



Change proposed land use north and west of Legend trails “rural” not “suburban”
like legend trails.

We would like to know how Scottsdale will work with Phoenix to protect land
that is State Land right on Phoenix/Scottsdale boundaries. Are the cities working
together? Does Phoenix share Scottsdale’s concern for preservation of open
space?

As to the subject areas I strongly urge a policy which, removes any roads upon /
through the preserve areas, maintains only a rural overlay feeling only rural
neighborhoods, permits no commercial presence of any kind.

Why are most of the lands designated as “not suitable for preservation” right
along the Pima rd corridor? Long term — why not preserve all of this area for the
enjoyment of tourists, current and future citizens? Visionaries in the early 1900’s
had enough foresight to preserve South Mtn so that many enjoy today. All are
welcome, not just those who can “afford” to be there.

There does not appear to be any open space between the south boundary of
Legend Trails and the proposed suburban neighborhoods. What kind of resort is
shown south of Legend Trails?

Keep access open to preserve for non-motorized use. Horse trailer parking and
access. Mountain bike parking — Greasewood flats “community” use and
amenities for horses — bikes — hikers to have a beer — coffee — bite to eat. Be sure
trail access is not lost.

Good process to keep residents involved, well presented. Post info on websites.

I really appreciate the opportunity provided by staff to receive this updated
information. Staff must be well commended for their sincere message effort to
maximize the preservation of “open space” Scottsdale has lost too much in the
last decade. I commend the recognition and sincere effort to work cooperatively
with the State Land commission. Scottsdale must recognize this as a last chance
effort for preservation ,

Table Work Charts Comments:

Dynamite South

Rural Neighborhood

Leave as open space

If resort (timeshare thing) Boutique hotel?

Problem w/resorts — people that get there want something (jeep, hot air balloons,
roller coaster, etc.) 8 X

Maybe bed & Breakfast



Sedona — enchantment out in wilderness ( nice resort upscale)

Trail — horses, mountain bikes, hiking

Accessible, usable area (already no motorized allowed)

Work in concert equestrian ranches, Access preserve, places to park and
experience it.

For access not want to loose access to Rawhide wash

nicely built into landscape

Along Scottsdale Rd most likely best commercial if have to build something
(setback low lighting)

Hiiton hd bldg buffer along rd

Commercial node/off Kierland commons concept

All houses no resort

Neighborhood magnet bring people together -

For those access bike paths (area all welcome mt and have fun together)
Community oriented access bike / horse trails and not only for cars
Buildings controlled like summit lighting low level blend in

Solar energy, thicker walls energy conservation

Not all need open some access some useful bldg as long innovative (ex,
something with the most western town.

Lots work at home

Business / hoteling / biz office thing

Rent sp. / conf rm / office suites

Scottsdale Rd/Jomax residential density too high in all areas.

April 25, 2002 Community Meeting Public Comment Summary:

Preserve all land/Keep land open

Preserve southwesternmost section

Preserve Section 36 (Hayden/Dynamite/Pima/Jomax)
Open Space buffer on south end of Legend Trail
Open Space and trails for horses

Low density with horse privileges

Access to the Preserve for horses & mountain bikes
No Commercial

No schools

Rural Neighborhoods only

Maintain Rural Neighborhoods

Rural Neighborhoods surrounding Legend Trails
Rural Neighborhoods for southwesternmost section
Rural Neighborhoods from Happy Valley to Jomax along Scottsdale Rd.
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Low density Housing (1-5 acre lots) (2 acre lots)
General Use Parks (and trails)

No park lights or fields

No parks except desert parks

No golf courses

No resort if desert is not preserved

Rural not Suburban

Rural and Suburban range is too broad

Remove all roads through Preserve

Remove Lone Mountain

De-classify Lone Mountain and Stagecoach Pass to 2 lanes
Show a map with beneficiaries of State Land

10



COMMUNITY COMMENTS
STATE LAND/CITY OF SCOTTSDALE OPEN HOUSE
May 16, 2002/La Mirada Community Center

Please keep the area in question as rural as possible. Protect as much as you can
of this land. No commercial please

What would be necessary before this density in the western most “postage stamp”
could be downsized to that of the current density to the east? This was an
excellent information meeting,.

' I am encouraged to see that you are planning for the required commercial
services, parks and schools, within the area for the amount of residential you are
planning. The same should be done for employment uses. Although some
indicate they are “willing to drive a long way” for their services that additional
traffic and air pollution is not being fair to others.

Please preserve all 16,600 acres! And until then (with the 3,000 acres still in
jeopardy)

o Keep out commercial development

o Keep out any new roads

o Keep rural neighborhoods and lowest density
Thank you Arizona needs this 16,600 pristine sonoran desert

Reference: preserve remaining 3,000 of the 16,600 acres: My family, community
organization and I urge that:

o No roads be permitted

o Zoning not be changed

o No commercial activities be permitted in, at, or next to the preserve land
SAVE ARIZONA FOR OUR CHILDREN AND THEIRS!!

Most assuredly, we strongly support the entire 16,600 acre preserve — Arizona and
Scottsdale citizens urge this all to be protected. Meanwhile, if we must speak of
the 3,000 + acres with in that preserve, the 2* strongest urge is that

o 1o roads are allowed with in that preserve,

o no commercial development is allowed — none!

o There is no density increase or changing of low density, thank you

Please see to it that the 16,600 acre preserve be protected
Please see that no roads are allowed with in that preserve;
o also no roads with in the preserve and no development.
o also no commercial developments should be aliowed
o also that there is no changing of low density

1



o Please see attachment regarding fire risk in state lands adjacent to pima pipelines
[Do not have the attachment referenced]

* Keep the neighborhoods rural, make them horse friendly and keep trails, can you
take away commercial zoning? Lower residential density — take some burden off
the school system problem

May 16, 2002 Community Meeting Public Comment Summary:

Please preserve all 16,600 acres

Preserve remaining 3,000 of the 16,600 acres

Protect as much as you can of this land.

No commercial please.

No density increase or changing of low density

Keep Rural Neighborhoods and lowest density

Keep the area in question as rural as possible.

Keep the neighborhoods rural, make them horse friendly and keep trails

Lower residential density - take some burden off the school system problem

Put rural designation on western most “postage stamp” [square mile from Scottsdale to
Hayden, Happy Valley to Jomax]

Good to plan for the required commercial services, parks and schools, within the area

Plan for employment uses.

Additional traffic and air pollution from driving a long way to services is not being fair to
others. :

Keep out any new roads

No roads should be permitted in the Preserve

No Zoning change

Save Arizona for our children and theirs!!!

“Please see attachment regarding fire risk in State Lands adjacent to Pima pipelines”

[attachment is not attached]
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Area Character

‘This area of the city is known for its open desert and mountain environment and
proximity to other open space areas like the McDowell Mountain Regional Park and the
Tonto National Forest. It offers many recreational amenities for equestrians, hikers,
cyclists, and golfers, and has long been an area of equestrian uses and amenities. This
area’s development pattern is dominated by master planned communities and individual
housing areas, some built while this area was still a part of Maricopa County.

1 ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT E



Equestrian Orientation

Equestrian activity is one of the dominant lifestyles enjoyed by residents in the area.
There are a variety of equestrian facilities, both at residential and commercial scales. The
equestrian lifestyle is one that is especially valued in this part of Scottsdale and will
continue to be encouraged, particularly in the two (2) square mile portion of the General
Plan amendment area west of Pima Road. This area currently possesses a mix of
equestrian and traditional residential uses. Functional connections exist and should be
maintained through shared-use trails that provide access to a multitude of non-motorized
user groups. These links informally connect local neighborhoods to a regional shared-use
trail system and other destinations such as the McDowell Sonoran Preserve.

In addition to the informal tradition of equestrian uses in this part of Scottsdale, the
Desert Foothills Character Area Plan acknowledges and encourages equestrian character.
The lush desert vegetation and rural lifestyle are key elements that have attracted many
residents and property owners to this area of the city. The Rural Desert Character
designated for the Desert Foothills area naturally includes equestrian uses. Sensitive
integration of equestrian facilities into the natural desert setting and adjacent
neighborhoods is crucial in maintaining the visual dominance of the Sonoran Desert in
the area. Specifically, Goal 2, Strategy 3 discusses seeking “opportunities to
accommodate low-impact equestrian oriented parks, trailheads and other recreational
amenities ...”". The Implementation Plan presents location criteria, setting. land use
relationships. and physical character of both private equestrian residences, and ranches,
stables, and other major equestrian facilities.

Below is a map of a potential trail system. The City’s Parks Division is in the process of
updating the City's Trails Master Plan, but in the interim the City uses this map.
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The following comments related to trails and equestrian interests come from participants
of the April 25, 2002 community workshop held at the Bellasera Community center:

“Would like to see appreciation for the horse owners ‘community’ in north Scottsdale.
Open space or trails would be appreciated (not trails like along cactus rd, these are
dangerous along main roads for equestrian and vehicles). How about a desert corridor to
ride from Scottsdale Rd. & Jomax going NE up to the largest portion.”

“Land use should be very low density residential with horse privileges compatible with
sections to west of Pima (north of Dynamite) and surrounding 2 sections south of
Dynamite...”

“Keep access open to preserve for non-motorized use. Horse trailer parking and access.
" Mountain bike parking — Greasewood flats “community” use and amenities for horses —
bikes — hikers to have a beer — coffee — bite to eat. Be sure trail access is not lost.”

Scenic and Vista Corridors

This proposed amendment indicates on the Conceptual Land Uses map all of the Scenic
Corridors currently designated on the General Plan Open Space map (Scottsdale and
Pima Roads, and Dynamite Boulevard). The State L.and Commissioner committed to
provide and preserve the Scenic Corridors along Pima and Scottsdale Roads in Order
#078/2001-2002. In addition, the State has agreed to include the Scenic Corridor along
Dynamite Boulevard. Scenic and vista corridors can help to establish an open character
and feel to these major roadways of north Scottsdale. Scenic and vista corridors (usually
washes) also provide visual links that help to preserve a sense of openness and also
provide important migration, feeding and habitat for indigenous wildlife.

Housing Diversity

The amendment reconfigures land uses for the 16,600 +/- acres of State Trust Land
included in the City of Scottsdale’s Arizona Preserve Initiative petition. There will be
more open space designated on the map and different densities in other portions of the
project area. The key areas for development are the 3,543 acres not reclassified as
suitable for conservation purposes in the State Land Commissioner’s Order. The
application provides housing diversity at the same level as the existing General Plan.
Given the rural nature, the environmental conditions, and scenic desert of this application
area, housing densities will be in a range from two-acre lots to 1/3-acre lots.



Transportation/Traffic Impact Analysis
Prepared by City of Scottsdale Transportation Department

Overview

The proposed application will impact future traffic by effecting a change in land use patterns and
a change in the future street network. The change in land use patterns from the current General
Plan to the State Land proposal essentially reduces the amount of developed land, which in turn
reduces land use types that produce future automobile trips. The change in the future street
network, which eliminates any new streets east of Pima Rd, north of Dynamite, has a minor
impact on future traffic patterns. The analysis suggests an overall reduction in traffic under the
proposal, with a minor increase in traffic on some existing and planned streets.

Land Use Change Impacts
The change in land use will result in Table 1: Trip Generation
fewer vehicle trips generated and GP Only . [GP+StateLands
therefore a reduction in traffic volumes R Weekday [l .. 7| Weekday
on nearly all of the streets in this northern LYY Trip Endy IAZ Trip Ends
. - . 505 3,757 505 3,757
section of tl}e City. Table 1 detaz}s future 524 9.826 524 9.826
trip generation by Traffic Analysis Zone 1039 14,562 1039 14,562
(TAZ) for the study area. Table 1 shows 1042 5,804 1042 5,804
b ber of ) i dtob 1043 14,202 1043 14,202
the number o al{to tnp§ estimated to be 1044 4213 1044 4213
generated assuming build-out per the 1045 1,258 1045 1,258
General Plan, as well as the number of i% ?:?‘1' im 2’2‘;
auto trips estimated to be generated ) 1048 62.340 1048 62.340
assuming the proposed changes under this 1049 24,998 1049 24,998
application. The TAZ’s with significant 1330 3:-23 1820 3523 ‘
Y 1051 1,281 1051 1,281
changes are highlighted and also shown 1082 191,951 1052 191,051
on Fig. 1. (next page) 1055 5616 1055 5,616
1056 25,465 1056 25,465
The change in land use, as proposed, it By hyedd 1";?056
reduces the number of estimated daily 1060 66.915 1060 66,915
auto trips in this northern section of the 1061 7272 1061 7272
City by 63,878 trips per day. The bulk of 1062 14,657 1062 14,657
the trip reductions are realized by the land 1063 8173 1063 e
P - 8 y 1064 18,876 1064 18,876
use changes in two TAZ’s, 1053B and 1065 - 13,915 1065 13,915
1054B as shown on Fig 1. This reduction 1644 11,329 1644 11,329
in trips reduces projected traffic volumes igzg 123’;;76: :22: 128"(;’76:
on many of the streets in this area, while 1701 9,621 1701 9,621
some remain unchanged and a few 1712 5,761 1712 5,761
increase (see Fig 2.). o 28,782 28,782
o
Street Network Change Impacts - 1110538
The proposed land use changes indicate iggiﬁ
an overall reduction in traffic, however 054
due to changes in the street network, a " 1059A
small increase in traffic is expected on a 10598
Grand Total

few streets. The proposed application
removes any new streets east of Pima
Road, north of Dynamite Boulevard. The
impact of this change is a slight increase in long range traffic projections on a few street segments
including: Pima Road (north of Lone Mountain), Scottsdale Road (just south of Stagecoach Pass

1 ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT F



Road and just south of Westland), Stagecoach Pass Road (Scottsdaie to Lone Mountain) Lone
Mountain (just south of Cave Creek Road) and Legend Trails Parkway. (see Fig 2) The increase
in volume ranges from 2000 cars per day to 6000 cars per day. This increase is likely due to the
elimination of Lone Mountain Parkway south of Stagecoach Pass Road. The increase in traffic is
not expected to impact the function of these roads as currently planned or built.

Fig. 1: Traffic Analvsis Zones

1644
| —— tesB
1053 &
10548
- 053¢
§ 1658
b=
St 148 | 668
1054 A
ng 508 - 1058 o
404z .| 1047 }1es0 | 1ot U
1
1055 |.
o {087
" 1061
1056 | 1058 1062

T 1
Note: TAZ's with significant reductions in future auto trips highlighted.

Summary

Analysis of the proposal indicates an impact on traffic in the following ways:

o Decrease in future auto trip generation by over 60,000 trips per day.

* A general decrease in future traffic volumes for most of the street network in the study area.

e A slight increase in future traffic volumes on portions of Pima Road, Scottsdale Road,
Legend Trails Parkway. and Stagecoach Pass, due to the elimination of Lone Mountain

Parkway east of Pima Road.

¢ Volume changes are not expected to alter planned or existing street classifications.
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Fig. 2: Change in Traffic Volumes
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The City of Scottsdale and the State Land Department also contracted with Parsons/
Brinkerhoff to examine the traffic impacts in this study area. Of particular importance
was examining scenarios with Lone Mountain Parkway removed east of Pima Road and
the impacts on the surrounding street system. The Maricopa Association of Governments
(MAG) EMME?2 travel demand model was used to project traffic volumes. Five traffic
analysis zones (TAZs) were created by dividing existsing MAG TAZs.

The model included four scenarios:

1) Base case with buildout consistent with the current General Plan leaving in Lone
Mountain Parkway.

2) Base case, with buildout consistent with the current General Plan removing Lone
Mountain Parkway.

3) Plan alternative case using the proposed General Plan amendment with Lone
Mountain Parkway.

4) Plan alternative case using the proposed General Plan amendment removing Lone
Mountain Parkway. -

This report has slightly different trip generation (reduction of 55,000 vs. 60,000) numbers
and traffic volume numbers from the traffic analysis prepared by City of Scottsdale staff.
The differences are due to two things: simple methodology (using different calculation
models) and timing of the draft plans used for analysis. The dwelling unit counts have
been revised throughout the process and that has affected the final figures. The
conclusions are essentially the same, however. Both analyses indicated that there may be
localized increase of traffic on specific roadways, but the streets will not be at capacity in
either case, and the removal of Lone Mountain Parkway east of Pima Road is a secondary
traffic decision that does not substantially alter traffic capacity in the area.

The following pages contain the consultant’s final report.



City of Scottsdale
L.one Mountain Road Traffic Study

The purpose of this study was {o assess the transportation system impacts of a
Lone Mountain Road extension east of Pima Road and alternative uses on
approximately 3,500 acres of adjacent land now owned by the State Land
depariment.

Figure 1: STUDY AREA




Current Conditions

Current traffic volumes in the area are indicated in Figure 2. The roadways in the
study area are currently not above capacity.

Figure 2: 2000 Traffic Counts (volume in thousands)
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Travel Demand Modeling

The MAG EMME? travel demand model was used to project the traffic volumes
on two networks: one with and one without the Lone Mountain connection, and
two land use alternatives; a Basecase alternative with land built out consistent
with the current General Plan and a Plan alternative with land use developed
consistent with the State Land Depariment plan.

Trip Generations

The study area was divided into five traffic analysis zones (TAZs) which served
as the basis for housing and emplioyment figures for each land use alternative.
As indicated in Figure 3, the Plan alternative showed an increase in housing in
the area east of Pima Road and below Legend Trails, TAZ C, but all other zones
in the study area maintained or lost density.

The entire MAG area was modeled in the analysis. For all TAZs outside the study
area, MAG adopted 2020 socioeconomic projections were used.

Figure 3: Trip Generation




Networks
The mode! network included all roadways built out consistent current city plans,

as indicated in Figure 4. For roadways outside the study area, the MAG 2020
network was used.

Figure 4: NUMBER OF LANES
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Model Results

The impacts of removing the Lone Mountain Road connection are more
significant than the impacts of the land use changes. Figure 5 summarizes the
results of the four scenarios combining the alternatives.

The differences in the roadway volumes produced by the alternative land uses
remain fairly localized along Pima Road near Westland. However, in all four
scenarios, Pima Road south of Westland is near capacity. The lane volumes, as
indicated in Figure 6, are 8,000 or higher along most of this stretch.

The Plan land use alternative shows slightly lower volume on Pima Road north of
Lone Mountain Road. Because Pima Road is at capacity in all scenarios,
volumes added to the roadway by proximate development displace longer trips,
increasing the volumes on the paralle! Scottsdale Road.

The Lone Mountain roadway connection to the east of Pima Road affects

volumes along the northern section of Pima Road, reducing traffic from this and
other connecting roadways such as Westland and Cave Creek Road.

Figure 5: Model Results — Traffic Volume in Thousands

Volumes (1,000s)
Scenario1  Scenmario2  Scenaric3  Scenario 4
Basecase Basecase StlandPlan Stland Plan

Lanes LoneMntin Lone MntOut Lone Mntin

i Digileta ol Lo R

“Lone Mnt . ‘Westland - - _

‘ - Stagecoach. :
. Cavé Creek i
- ‘Dynamite «Dixileta - LI 6L £ -, 36
coft: - Dixileta ~  LoneMnt ~ -° 8} : <42} 37
Scotisdale . Lone Mnt Westland 6l A8y 71 IR 48
Scottsdale . Westland Carefree Hwy 6 ~40) C - -A0] . 371 - 46
Scottsdale  Carefree Hwy Cave Cfeek 4 T 40f Y. 42 40 ’ 42
FLone Mnt  Scottsdale  Pima 4 20f 10 16 8
Lone Mnt  Pima Stagecoach 4 16 na 16 na
Lone Mnt  Stagecoach Cave Creek 2 20 T 14 20 14
Westland  Scottsdale Pima 4 26 32 20 26
rLegend Pima Stagecoach 4 12 20 16 17
Stagecoach Pima Legend Trails 2 6 8 6 ‘ 10
Stagecoach Legend Trails Lone Mnt 2 6 14 6 14
Cave Creek Scottsdale Pima 4 31 34 28 28
Cave Creek Pima Desert Mnt 4 37 40 37 40
Cave Creek Desert Mnt  Lone Mnt 4 22 26 20 24




Figure 6: Lane Volume in Thousands

Lane Volumes (1,000s) |
Scenario 1. Scenario2  Scenario 3 Scenario 4.
Basecase Basecase; Stland Plan: Stland Plan

On Road Lanes LoneMntin Lone Mnt Outi Lone Mntin Lone Mnt Out

Pima 7. “Jom _ Dynamite - 8.5
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Conclusion

Under the assumptions applied to the modeling assignments in this analysis, the
impacts of both the Lone Mountain Road connection from Stagecoach to Pima
Roads and the State Land Plan land use alternative are minor and localized.
There are some minor changes to traffic volumes in the vicinity of Cave Creek
Road and Stagecoach, which could raise concerns in the Town of Carefree, but
which are readily addressed through improved traffic controls. There are also
shifts in north-south travel to Scottsdale Road under the more intense land use
scenario, but none of the cases generates major impacts to the regional roadway
system. The decision to extend Lone Mountain Road east of Pima Road should
not be made on the basis of the traffic volume impacts on the roadway system
alone.

Pima Road itself is the controlling link in the area. Pima Road will be above
capacity in any case based on anticipated land use plans. This will call for the
addition of lanes or a strictly enforced access management plan to accommodate
future volumes on the roadway. The analysis assumed no increase in the
number of lanes on Pima Road so the effect of adding lanes to address
congestion is not known.

With this in mind, the Lone Mountain Extension is a secondary traffic decision
that does not materially affect the way the roadway system operates. The key
decision will be how or if access to the area is desirable as Lone Mountain Road
will effectively serve only as an access to a currently inaccessible area.
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Appendix

Model Outputs
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Volume in Thousands
Scenario 1;: BASECASE LAND USE / CONNECTION IN
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Volume in Thousands
Scenario 2: BASE LAND USE / CONNECTION QUT
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Volume in Thousands
Scenario 3: STATE LAND PLAN / CONNECTION IN
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Volume in Thousands
Scenario 4: STATE LAND PLAN / CONNECTION OUT
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Drainage and Flood Hazards
Prepared by City of Scottsdale Drainage Planning

Braided channels and a few well-defined major watercourses flowing generally to the
southwest typify the natural drainage pattern within the General Plan Amendment area.

Special flood hazard areas have been mapped by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) and identified as alluvial fan flood hazard areas. This designation is
identified by the symbol “AO” on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). This
designation requires special protection measures for building within the AO zones, as
well as requires the purchase of flood insurance for any home with a federally insured
mortgage.

Looking east to the McDowell Mountains, with Rawhide Wash in the foreground.

Portions of the Rawhide Wash, an alluvial fan. lie within the study area. It encompasses
approximately 4.3 square miles, extending southeasterly from about Dixeleta and 96"
Street, eventually emptying into the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation retention basins north
of the CAP, within the City of Phoenix. During a storm event. flow depths within this
AO zone could vary from one to two feet with flow velocities from three to eight feet per
second. (It only takes a depth of six inches to knock someone off his or her feet, and two
feet of water to float a vehicle.)

ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT G
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Teresa Huish, City of Scottsdale

THRU: Gordon Taylor, Planning Section Manager ‘l\W/

&N -
FROM: Greg Keller, Project Manager

RE: Scottsdale General Plan Amendment: Water Calculations

The intent of this memorandum is to briefly detail how water demand relates to the proposed
densities for the north Scottsdale State Trust land. The water demand for each parcel was
calculated using the average water demand factors from the City’s Integrated water Master Plarn,

as provided by Scott Anderson. The State Trust lands that were reclassified as suitable for con-  °
servation with deed restrictions by the State Land Commissioner were assumed to have a density
of 1 dwelling unit per 40 acres. The average water demand factor utilized to calculate the water
demand for the preserve area with deed restrictions was .042 ac-ft/ac/yr.

ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT H



There are two primary concerns in the planning and design of any development on an
alluvial fan. The first concern is the safety and protection of the residents and property on
the fan area. The second concem involves any adverse effects to adjacent property
owners, which could be created, either upstream or downstream, by improper
development on the fan.

Therefore, developing on an alluvial fan must be carefully planned, designed and
constructed in accordance with FEMA and COS regulations so that hazards inherent in
this practice can be mitigated or eliminated. Hazards are associated with the following
flow characteristics of alluvial fans:

Flash flooding and large peak discharges,

Transport of debris (i.e., rocks, branches, logs, weeds, trash),

Erosion and scour,

Transport and deposition of large sediment loads,

Steep slopes and shallow high velocity flows, R

Unpredictable distribution of flow, and the potential relocation of the flow

paths anywhere on the fan (the characteristic that makes it alluvial fan type
flooding).

In addition to the alluvial fan characteristics of Rawhide Wash, there are several well-
defined major watercourses within the study boundary. Particular watercourses are
currently under study by the Flood Control District of Maricopa County in conjunction
with FEMA and could be mapped as AE or A zones in the future. Development within a
designated floodway will be prohibited. Due to the high velocities and large flows
special care will be needed in defining lot layouts.

A drainage easement must be dedicated to the city for the floodplain of watercourses of a
particular size (as specified in the city’s floodplain ordinance) and the floodplain
maintained in its natural state. Within a subdivision, it is preferred that a tract is
dedicated as the drainage easement. On both subdivisions and commercials plans
drainage easement maintenance will need to be clearly specified.

Road crossings and culvert designs associated with these watercourses should consider
sediment transport and scour, as well as emergency access during a flood event.
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Water And Wastewater Infrastructure Requirements
Prepared by Ciry of Scottsdale Water Resources Department

General

This analysis addresses water and wastewater infrastructure needs for the State Trust
lands that have been proposed for purchase and preservation by the City of Scottsdale.
These lands, which are currently administered by the Arizona State Land Department,
were classified in 2001 into three categories in the State Land Commissioner’s Order
(#078/2001-2002), responding to the City of Scottsdale Arizona Preserve Initiative
petition (1998).

For use in the water resources analysis, the three categories are:

¢ Restricted — Reclassified as suitable for conservation purposes, deed restricted.

o Unrestricted — Reclassified as suitable for conservation purposed, but not deed

restricted, and

e Not Reclassified - May be suitable for development.
This analysis addresses water and wastewater development costs for those lands that are
potentially developable, the Unrestricted and Not Reclassified categories. These State
Trust lands comprise the study area for this report and are shown in Figure 1.
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The last time this area was included in the Water Resources Master Plan was 1997. At
the direction of the Scottsdale City Council, subsequent master plans have not included
any State Trust lands within the Recommended Study Boundary for the McDowell
Sonoran Preserve or the Arizona Preserve Initiative. :

Demand Estimates

Demand estimates are based on land uses proposed in the general plan amendment.
These proposed land uses differ from the existing general pian. The demand factors used
to calculate water demand are the factors used in the Water Resources Master Plan,
September 2001. The water demand factors by land use category can be found in Table
A.3-2 of the Integrated Water Master Plan. The wastewater flow is calculated using
factors found in Table 3-6 of the Wastewater System Master Plan. The total water
demand and wastewater flow for the study area are 4,039 acre-feet per year and 1.47

million gallons per day respectively. Details for these calculations are presented in Table
1 N

Water Supply

The source of water supply for ail new development within the study area is the Central
Arizona Project (CAP). Generally, for any development within Scottsdale, the City
purchases additional CAP water rights to serve new customers. The Water Resources
Development Fee is the mechanism by which a new resident or homebuilder pays for
their required water supply.

Arizona State Land Department received an allocation of CAP water for use on State
owned land within the City of Scottsdale. The total allocation of the State CAP supply
that is presently available is 3,900 acre-feet per year. Scottsdale City Ordinance requires
that a Credit Agreement must be signed to reimburse the State for the value of that water
right. The State would be paid quarterly as each new resident or homebuilder pays the
Water Resources Development Fee. The current value of CAP water rights, as calculated
in the Water, Sewer and Water Resources Development Fees 2002 Comprehensive
Biennial Review, is $1348 per acre-foot per year.



Table 1: State Trust Land Water Demand and Wastewater Generation Calculations

General
Plan Water| Waterwater]
Parcel General Plan Land|Modeling| Dwelling Usagel Generation
Number|Acres| Use Designation |Category Units] Population _(gpm)
1 55 [Rural 12 4 111 7]
1B 35 jRural 13 65) 159 10
2 60 |Rural 12 121 8
3 120 [Rural 12 10 242 16
4 100 [Suburban 14 31 759 50
5 95 [Suburban 14 29 721 47
6 65 {Rural 12 131 9
7 170 |Rural 12 141 343 23
8 28 [Suburban 13 52 127 8
9 118 |Rural, Open Space 10 25 60
10 118 {Suburban 13 221 537 3
11 90 |Suburban 13 168 409 2
118 25 |Suburban 12 21 50
12 251 jRural, Open Space 10 53 128
13 26 [Suburban 14 81 197 1
14 170 |Suburban 13 318 773 51
14B 40 |Suburban 14 125 3 20
15 76 {Resort/Tourism 18 573 61
16 90 [Suburban 14 281 68 45
17 40 [Neighborhood Center 0 0 O
25 Parkk 43 0 O
10 Commeroiael‘ 21 0 4
5 Offic 31 0 3
18 460 [Suburban 14 1435 3491 229
188 40 JSuburban 12 33 5
19 600 |Rural, Open Space 10 126 30 20
20 560 |Rural, Open Space 10 118 28 19
21" 348" |Rural* 1 108" 262 17"
22 99 |Rural i3 185 45 30
23 100 [Rural 12 83 20 13
24 42 iSuburban 13 79 191 13
25 60 {Suburban 13 112 27 18
26 20 |Rural 10 4 1
27 35 |Rural 10 7 1
28 125 jRural 10 39 6
29 20 |Rural 11 9 1
30 131 |Rural 11 58 14 9
31 100 |Rural 12 83 20 13
32 160 |Rural 10 3 5
33 133 [Rural 12 1 2 18
34 20 [Rural 1 1
35 150 |Rural 12 12 30 20
36 110 [Suburban 12 N 22 15
37 70 [Suburban 13 131 31 21
38 50 |Suburban 14 15 37 25
39 76 [Suburban 13 14 34 23
40 110 |Rural 12 9 15
41 20 |Rurai 10 1
42  {11,391|Natural Open Space 41 O
Total 6353 14,0 994

* this parcel not part of General Plan amendment, however is included in water allocation



Off-site Water Infrastructure Needs
Existing water transmission lines have not been sized to serve these State Trust land
-parcels. Additional water lines would have to be installed to provide adequate water
supply to the study area. An additional 12-inch water line would be required to be
constructed along the Pima Road alignment, or another available corridor, from the Water
Campus, at Hualapai Drive, to Reservoir #42 on the northwest comer of Jomax and Pima
Road. An additional 8-inch waterline is required to be constructed along the Pima Road
alignment, or another available corridor, from booster pump station #42, at this same
location, to approximately Lone Mountain Road. Additional pumps would also be
required at booster pump station #55B (the Water Campus), at booster pump station #126
at Los Gatos Road and Pima, and at booster pump station Site #42. Quantities and costs
are presented in Table 2. The costs in the table are based on unit cost found in Table D.2-
3 of the Integrated Water Master Plan.

The cost of water treatment at the CAP Water Treatment Plant is presented in Table 2 and
is based on the cost of a planned 25 million gallons per day expansion. This expansion is
planned to be completed by 2008. The cost of the expansion is documented in Table E.2-
6 of the Integrated Water Master Plan. The cost used in this analysis is estimated to be
$36,400,000, which includes a prorated share of those components with capacity for both
the existing and future plant capacities. The water treatment costs for the State Trust
lands could be higher if the required capacity is not included in the planned expansion of
the CAP Water Treatment Plant.

On-site Water Infrastructure Needs

The water distribution system required to serve individual subdivisions developed within
the study area will be similar to any other new development in Scottsdale. Therefore
those water distribution costs are not a part of this report. Depending on the layout of the
development, a minimum of three-booster pump stations would also be required to
maintain adequate pressure and flow for domestic water supply and fire protection.
Addition water storage will also be required. A 1.7 million gallon tank should be
constructed at or near the highest elevation possible at approximately Stagecoach Pass
and 96 Street. Although the cost of this infrastructure is dependant on the configuration
of the development, an estimate of the cost of the booster pump stations and the storage
tank is presented in Table 2.

Off-site Wastewater Infrastructure Needs

The wastewater collection system that would serve the study area was constructed in the
1980’s and 1990’s. For the most part, this system has sufficient capacity for development
of the State Trust lands. A short segment of sewer along Pima Road would require
additional capacity and a new relief sewer would need to be constructed. The cost for
this segment of sewer is presented in Table 2.

The cost of wastewater treatment at the Water Campus is presented in Table 2 and 1s
based on the cost of the next planned expansion of 4 million gallons per day. The cost of



the expansion is documented in the Scottsdale City Council approved 2002 CIP Budget.
The cost used in this analysis is estimated to be $29,500,000, which includes expansion
of both the water reclamation plan and the advanced water treatment process. This
expansion is planned to be completed by 2005. At least two additional expansions are
planned through build-out of the system.

On-site Wastewater Infrastructure Needs

As is the case with the water distribution system, the wastewater collection system
required to serve individual subdivisions developed within the study area will be similar
to any other new development in Scottsdale. Therefore, those on-site wastewater
collection costs are not a part of this report.

Summary

The water and wastewater infrastructure cost for the State Trust lands is estimated to be
$23,774,000. The costs presented in this report are in present day dollars and should be
adjusted over time. The cost does not include cost of local water distribution and
wastewater collection systems to serve individual subdivisions within the State Trust
lands. The items presented in Table 2 are not a part of the planned infrastructure outlined
in the Water Resources Master Plan, September 2001. Costs presented are also not
included in the existing water, water resources Or sewer development fee calculations.
Although all infrastructure listed is required for development of the State Trust lands,
some components, such as water and wastewater treatment plants, would be constructed
by the City of Scottsdale. It is likely that the costs presented in this analysis would be
included in a special development fee zone created by the Scottsdale City Council
specifically for State Trust lands.



Table 2: Water & Wastewater Infrastructure Cost

Length
Pipe Size [(Feet Cost

Off-Site Water Line Description

Pima Road, Water Campus to Jomax 12" 29,040{$1,888,000
Pima Road, Jomax to Dynamite 8" 5,280 [$216,000
Pirma Road, Dynamite to Dixeleta 8" 5,280 [$216,000
Pima Road, Dixileta to Lone Mountain Rd. |8" 5,280 1$2186,000
Capacity
Off-Site Pump Description Quanti m Cost
Additional Pumps Site #55B 2 ,800 $110,000
Additional Pumps Site #126 2 ,800 110,000
Additional Pumps Site #42A 1 ,400 80,000
Capacity
On-Site Pump Description . lQuanti m Cost -
Zone 9 to 10 BPS $ 1,466,000

Zone 10 to 11 BPS
Zone 11 to 12 BPS

$ 1,057,000
$ 320,000

Cost
$5,244,000

Water Treatment Plant Description
CAP WTP Expansion

Cost
$1,870,000

On-SiteTank Description
Water Storage Tank

0f-Site Sewer Line Descrigtion i Cost

Pima Road, Via Dona to Dixileta $169,000

pacity
astewater Treatment Description Quantity rca‘m gd) Cost
%ater Campus Expansion 1 1.5 10,812,000
ote: Costs of pipe, new booster pump stations, storage tank and WTP
xpansion are from the Water Resources Master Plan, September 2001. Cost

t additional pumps from City of Scottsdale Water Operations purchase records.
ater Campus cost is from the 2002 CIP.




Economic Evaluation

If needed in the future a neighborhood center (retail, office and a neighborhood park) will
be built in this area to provide services and convenience and to reduce vehicle miles
traveled to services. The exact location will be determined if development takes place. If
developed, the economic effect of this center will provide sales tax and property tax
revenue to the city. It will also allow residents of the area to shop at this center rather
than travel outside of the area to shop or get services.

Direct Economic Impact from taxes to the City of Scottsdale in 2001 dollars and
rates of taxation for a 10-acre commercial property:

435,600 square feet (10 acres)

30% NAOS (Natural Area Open Space)

0.2 FAR (floor area ratio) = 87,120 square feet

87,000 sq. ft. retail center if newly constructed and operating in 200 1—, in 2001 dollars.

Average annual sales tax revenue to city at 1.2% rate = $340,117
Based on CY 2001 averages for retail in area)

Average property tax revenue to the city at 2001 rate = $25,845
(Based on 2001 property tax rate of $1.1525 for City of Scottsdale for using similar
buildings/use in area)

Total City Revenues in 2001 Scenario . $365,962

1 ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT |



Summary )

This request is made jointly by the City of Scottsdale and the Arizona State Land
Department to amend the Scottsdale General Plan Land Use, Open Space and Recreation,
and Public Services and Facilities Elements for approximately 16,600 acres of State Trust
Lands. The entire project area is included in the Recommended Study Boundary of the
McDowell Sonoran Preserve and was the subject of the City’s Arizona Preserve Initiative
application in 1998 and the State Land Commissioner’s decision regarding that
application in 2001. This amendment will better reflect the State Land Commissioner’s
Order reclassifying 13,021 acres as suitable for conservation purposes, it will update the
General Plan to reflect changes that have occurred in the community since previous
planning efforts for this area, and will encourage appropriate land uses that fit the
environment and character of the 3,543 acres considered suitable for development.

1 ATTACHMENT #1-EXHIBIT J
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STATE LAND DEPARTMENT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
BEFORE THE STATE LAND COMMISSIONER

IN THE MATTER OF CLASSIFICATION OF ) ORDER NO. 078-2001/2002
STATE TRUST LANDS AS SUITABLE FOR )

CONSERVATION PURPOSES UNDER A.R.S. ) COMMISSIONER’S ORDER
§ 37-312 FOR THE TRUST LAND DESCRIBED ) CLASSIFYING CERTAIN

AS: ) STATE TRUST LAND AS
) SUITABLE FOR
) CONSERVATION PURPOSES
(SEE ATTACHMENT A, B & C) ) AND
)  DENYING CLASSIFICATION
) OF CERTAIN OTHER
) STATE TRUST LAND
PROJECT NAME: MC DOWELL, ) AS SUITABLE FOR
SONORAN PRESERVE } CONSERVATION PURPOSES
)
FILE NO. 35-104682 )
)
PETITIONER: CITY OF SCOTTSDALE )
)

The records of the Arizona State Land Department reflect:

1. On January 7, 1999, the City of Scottsdale submitted a petition (File No.
35-104682) to the State Land Commissioner to nominate certain State Trust land as
described in the petition as suitable for conservation purposes.

2. On October 16, 2000, the Commissioner designated the State Trust land
described in State Land Commissioner’s Order No. 014-00/01 as being under

consideration for classification as suitable for conservation purposes in accordance with
A.R.S. § 37-312.

BACKGROUND

A.R.S. § 37-312, Subsection H, contains 8 provisions which must be considered
by the Commissioner before he takes action on the classification of the subject State
Trust land as suitable for conservation purposes.

ATTACHMENT #2
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FINDINGS OF FACT

1.  THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSULT WITH THE GOVERNING
BODY OF ANY AFFECTED CITY, TOWN OR COUNTY, AND THE LOCAL
PLANNING AUTHORITIES.

The local government, the City of Scottsdale, is the petitioner. The State

- Land Departiment has consulted with city staff during the API petition
review process. Other jurisdictions/agencies have submitted letters to the
Land Department indicating their general support of the petition.

2. THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSIDER RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE CONSERVATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

a.

The Conservation Advisory Committee is charged with providing
information and advice to the Department as to the suitabilility of
reclassification for conservation of petitioned lands relative to
certain criteria in A.A.C. R12-5-2502. '

On May 29, 2001, the Conservation Advisory Committee met and
considered the public record and facts as presented to them in a
written report. At this meeting, they voted to recommend to the
Commissioner that the lands under petition be reclassified as
suitable for conservation purposes.

The Commissioner has considered the Conservation Advisory
Committee’s recommendation.

3. THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSIDER ALL EVIDENCE AND
TESTIMONY THAT ARE SUBMITTED AT THE HEARING UNDERA.R.S. § 37-312,

SUBSECTION F.

a.

On February 15, 2001, at 6:00 p.m., a legally noticed public

" hearing was held at the Desert Canyon Middle School in North
- Scottsdale concerning the requested reclass. Over 1,500 people

were in attendance.




W 60 S O v e W N =

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23
24
25
26
27
28

Order No. 078-2001/2002

Classifying State Trust Land For Conservation Purposes and to
Deny Classification of other State Trust Land as Suitable for
Conservation Purposes

Page 3

At this hearing, representatives of the petitioner, as well as 74
other people, appeared and presented testimony. While the
overwhelming oral testimony was in favor of reclassification, a
large contingency of off-road enthusiasts were present at the
hearing, many of whom spoke in opposition and voiced concerns
regarding the potential closure of the lands to motorized vehicles.

After the hearing, the public record remained open for a period
of 30-days during which numerous letters, e-mails and petitions
were received. While the majority are in favor of reclassification,
the Department has also received opposing correspondence from
off-road enthusiasts, and from individuals who oppose the City’s

plans to acquire their fee property, and from other interested
parties.

The Commissioner has considered all of the evidence and
testimony received at the hearing and all of the correspondence
received after the hearing.

4, THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSIDER THE PHYSICAL AND
ECONOMIC IMPACTS THAT THE RECLASSIFICATION WOULD HAVE ON
OTHER LANDS OWNED OR CONTROLLED BY THE CURRENT LESSEE AND
THE PHYSICAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON THE LOCAL COMMUNITY.

a.

There are no long-term leases on the land. There are, however,

existing right-of-way leases, but those represent pre-existing rights

which will not be affected by reclassification. There are also
existing Special Land Use Permits, but they do net carry any long-

term rights and can be canceled with 30-day notice.

The City of Scottsdale stated in its petition that a reclassification
would: support the City’s and the State’s tourism industry;
improve the quality of life and property values in the northeast
Metro Area; maintain the ecological value of the land; and
encourage business development opportunities and expansion.
Aside from oral testimony, no studies or reports quantifying this
claim were submitted, however, the Commissioner finds that the
general applicability of the claim is probable.
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5. THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSIDER THE EXISTENCE OF
ANY HOLDING LEASE ON THE LANDS.

There is no holding lease on the land.

6. THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSIDER THE EXISTENCE OF
ANY PLANNING PERMIT ISSUED BY THE COMMISSIONER, UNDER THE
URBAN LANDS ACT.

There is no planning permit on the land.

T THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSIDER THE AMOUNT OF
PROGRESS ON ANY DEVELOPMENT PLANS BEING COMPLETED FOR THE
LANDS UNDER THE URBAN LANDS ACT.

There are no development plans being completed under the Urban Lands
Act. In compliance with the Growing Smarter legislation, however, the
State Land Department is preparing a Conceptual Plan for the Trust
lands within the City of Scottsdale. The City of Scottsdale is also in the

process of updating their General Plan in conformance with ARS § 9-
461.05.

8. THE COMMISSIONER SHALL EVALUATE THE MINERAL
POTENTIAL OF THE LAND.

Geologic data suggests no potential for locatable minerals, no potential
for oil or gas, and no potential source material suitable for aggregate
production. Values for the existing granite boulders and decomposed
granite, however, should be considered in the appraisal of this property
prior to disposition.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the eight statutory considerations that must be addressed by the

Commissioner, the Commissioner has reviewed and considered the following
information:
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Input was received from the following Land Department
Divisions/Sections: Range, Water Rights, Agriculture, Real Estate and
Minerals. Each report and map is included in File No. 35-104682.

The State Land Department’s water rights report raised the issue of the
3,900 acre-feet of CAP M&I water that the State Land Department

- transferred to the City of Scottsdale for use on State Trust lands within
‘Scottsdale’s service area. This allocation is a very valuable Trust

resource.

Responses to the State Land Department’s request for comment were
received from the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office, Arizona
Department of Game and Fish, Arizona Department of Transportation,
Arizona Department of Agriculture and the Arizona State Museum.
These letters are in File No. 35-104682.

Cave Creek Unified Schools submitted to the Department on July 16,
2001, a demographic, land use, and enrollment analysis for a 20-year
period. Based on the report’s findings, the District will need three new

elementary schools by the year 2020. This analysis is in File No. 35-
104682.

CONCLUSIONS

In order to justify reclassifying lands and selling or leasing them under
the API, the Commissioner is required to show how such a
reclassification would benefit the Trust. The Commissioner must
consider that such sales or leases may limit the number of potential
bidders, and thereby reduce potential income to the Trust. While it can
be shown that land immediately adjoining secured open space sells at a
premium, the enhancement of value of land further from the open space
edge is more difficult to illustrate. In order to show that the land further
from the open space edge would also benefit from the reclassification, it
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would be prudent for the Commissioner to plan the adjacent potential
land uses consistent with the character in surrounding areas, thereby
ensuring that when these lands are sold or leased, they reflect the
enhancement from the adjacent open space.

Acknowledging Scottsdale’s stated desire to secure all of the 16,600 acres
as open space, and given the Commissioner’s duty to garner the true
value for the land, the Commissioner should cooperate with Scottsdale
leadership through the State’s conceptual planning and the City’s General
Plan to adequately identify suitable land uses in the areas adjacent to the
land identified in Attachment A, even though these areas may be
eventually purchased or leased for conservation. In this way, the true
value to the Trust can be realized. By reclassifying these acres,
Scottsdale may apply to the State Parks Board for matching funds.

Based on the information available, a majority of the petitioned land
meet the criteria of A.R.S. § 37-312. They provide open space,
demonstrate unique scenic beauty, are covered with significant vegetation
worthy of protection, provide good wildlife habitat and corridors leading
into the Forest, have unique rock outcropping and geologic features, and
provide high recreational values. The Trust would benefit by
reclassifying these areas. For these reasons, it would be in the best
interest of the Trust to ensure the conservation of certain lands, and it
may require that a conservation patent restriction be attached to a sale
to ensure that these lands are conserved by the eventual purchaser.
These lands are identified in Attachment A.

Additional lands have characteristics tbat warrant reclassification
pursuant to the API. It would also appear not to be in the best interest
of the Trust to patent restrict these parcels, which could limit bidding.
The Commissioner again should cooperate with Scottsdale leaders to
illustrate acceptable land uses on these properties, even though
Scottsdale’s stated goal is to acquire this land for comservation. The
benefit to Scottsdale by reclassifying these lands is that they may seek
matching grant funds through the State Parks Board to help fund the
acquisition. The lands in this category are found in Attachment B.
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Some features that clearly do not qualify for API reclassification, but are
highly desired by the City of Scottsdale for conservation purposes, i.e.
power line corridors and scenic corridors, may be incorporated into the
draft conceptual plan and City General Plan. In addition, a dispesition
strategy should be developed in cooperation with Scottsdale to insure

other areas are conserved. The lands in this category are identified in
Attachment C.

The approximate 3,543 acres described in Attachment C include land that
has been disturbed, is adjacent to existing or platted development, does
not provide an integral open space connection within the preserve, or
does not possess significant conservation values.

The State’s Conceptual Plan will complement the areas reclassified as
suitable for conservation. Incorporated into that plan will be such
provisions as a scenic corridor buffer along Pima and Scottsdale Roads
and that power line and wash corridors be used for open space and trail

systems. Additional open space areas may be accommodated through
sound planning practices.

The State Land Department retains the right to authorize other

- compatible uses of the land.

Per Commissioner’s Order No. 061-95/96, new applications will not be
accepted for land in TSN, RSE in Attachment C, until further Order of
the State Land Commissioner.

ORDER

For the foregoing reasons, it is in the best interest of the Trust o reclassify those
lands described in Attachments A and B (approximately 13,021 acres) as suitable for
comservation purposes, and to deny reclassification of those lands described in
Attachment C (approximately 3,543 acres) that are determined not suitable for
conservation. Lands in Attachment A may be sold with deed restrictions, and land in
Attachment B may be sold without deed restrictions.
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Therefore, IT IS THE ORDER OF THE STATE LAND COMMISSIONER that
the approximate 13,021 acre parcel of State Trust land described in both Attachments
A and B, are reclassified as SUITABLE FOR CONSERVATION PURPOSES, and that
the approximate 3,543 acres described in Attachment C are denied reclassification.

This Order is subject to amendment based on the City of Scottsdale’s willingness
to work with the State Land Department to accommodate an enhancement of land
values in order to legally justify the extent of the reclassified acres.

No existing lease shall be canceled or modified as a result of this action.
Renewals of existing leases shall be pursuant to A.R.S. § 37-291.

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 37-215 and Arizona Administrative Code (AAC) R12-5-
202, if you are directly and adversely affected by this Order, you may request a hearing
within thirty (30) days of the date it was mailed to you. A request for a hearing must
be in writing and must state the specific action or actions of the Department which are
the basis of the hearing request, and the statute, rule, or other legal basis entitling you
to a hearing. Send your request to the State.Land Department, Attention: Director
Operations Division, 1616 West Adams, Phoenix, AZ 35007. Pursuant to A.A.C.R12-
5-202(H), if you do not timely file a request for a hearing, the order of the
Commissioner shall be final and not subject to further review.

GIVEN under my hand and the official seal of the Arizona State Land

Department this 30 day of August , 2001,
MICHAEL E. ANABLE

(SEAL) : State Land Commissioner,

By:

Copy of the foregoing mailed\
delivered this 30  day of
August ,2001 to:
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Conservation Advisory Committee
Anne Coe

Art DeCabooter

Wes Gullett, Chairman
Cynthia Henry

Eneas Kane

. Interested Parties ‘ -
Maria Baier '
Ken Quartermain
Joe Ewan
Jim Klinker
Katherine Behr
Doc Lane
Sue Hilderbrand, Arizona State Parks
Brian Marshall
Arizona Trail Riders

Crned W
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ATTACHMENT A
Land reclassified as suitable for conservation with possible patent restrictions:

LOTS 2, THRU 4, SWNW, SECTION 1, 151.54 ACRES;
LOTS 1 & 2, S2NE, M&B THRU LOT 3, SENW, NESW, N2SE, SECTION 2, 291.50

ACRES, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE $§ EAST, MARICOPA COUNTY,
ARIZONA.

LOTS 1 THRU 4, S2N2, S2, SECTION 1, 640.32 ACRES;

LOTS 1 THRU 4, S2N2, S2, SECTION 2, 640.48 ACRES;

LOTS 1 THRU 4, S2N2, S2, SECTION 3, 640.16 ACRES; -

LOTS 1 THRU 4, S2N2, S2, SECTION 4, 640.64 ACRES;

LOT 1 & 2, S2NE, SE, M&B THRU LOTS 3, S2NW, SECTION 5, 371.12 ACRES;

NE, N2SE, SESE, M&B THRU N2SW, SWSE, SECTION 8, 320.00 ACRES;

ALL, SECTION 9, 640.00 ACRES;

ALL, SECTION 10, 640.00 ACRES;

ALL, SECTION 11, 640.00 ACRES;

ALL, SECTION 12, 640.00 ACRES;

ALL, SECTION 13, 640.00 ACRES;

ALL, SECTION 14, 640.00 ACRES;

N2, E2SW, N2SE, SWSE, SECTION 15, 520. 00 ACRES;

E2NE, E2SW, SE, M&B THRU W2NE, SENW, W2SW, SECTION 17, 420.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU SESE, SECTION 18, 5.00 ACRES;

SENE, N2SE, M&B THRU LOTS 3 & 4, NENE, W2NE, E2SW, S2SE, SECTION 19,
340.00 ACRES; '

ALL EXCEPT M&B IN SESE, SECTION 20, 630.00 ACRES;

NWNE, NW, M&B THRU NENE, S2NE, N2SW, SWSW, SECTION 21, 320.00
ACRES;

M&B THRU N2NW, SECTION 22, 40.00 ACRES;

- M&B THRU NE, SECTION 23, 80.00 ACRES;

E2, N2NW, SWNW, SECTION 24, 440.00 ACRES;

NE, E2NW, 82, SECTION 25, 560.00 ACRES;

N2NW, SECTION 29, 80.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU LOT 1, SECTION 30, 20.00 ACRES;

E2, E2SW, SECTION 35, 400.00 ACRES, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST,
MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

TOTAL:  APPROXIMATELY 11,390.76 ACRES
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Order No. 078-2001/2002

ATTACHMENT B

Land classified as suitable for reclassification possibly without patent restrictions:

M&B THRU SE, SECTION 2, 20.00 ACRES, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 4
EAST, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

M&B THRU NE, SENW, SW, NWSE, SECTION 36, 160.00 ACRES, TOWNSHIP 5
NORTH, RANGE 4 EAST, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

M&B THRU LOTS 3 & 4, E2SW, N2SE, SESE, SECTION 7, 80.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU W2SW, SECTION 8, 20.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU NWNE, NW, SECTION 17, 60.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU LOTS 2 & 3, NE, SENW, SECTION 18, 145.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU SESE, SECTION 20, 10.00 ACRES; ‘

W2SE, SESW, M&B THRU NENE, S2NE, N2SW, SWSW, SECTION 21, 240. 00
ACRES;

SW, S2NW, M&B THRU N2NW, SECTION 22, 280.00 ACRES;

W2, SE, M&B THRU NE, SECTION 23, 560.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU LOT 4, SESW, SECTION 30, 20.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU LOTS 1 & 2, SECTION 31, 35.00 ACRES, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH,
RANGE 5 EAST, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

TOTAL: APPROXIMATELY 1,630 ACRES
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Order No. 078-2001/2002
ATTACHMENT C
Land denied reclassification:
LOTS 1 THRU 4, S2N2, SW, M&B THRU SE, SECTION 2, 574.84 ACRES,
TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 4 EAST, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.
N2NW, SWNW, NWSW, E2SE, SWSE, M&B THRU NE, SENW, NESW, S2SW,

NWSE, SECTION 36, 477.46 ACRES, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 4
EAST, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

LOT 4, SWNW, M&B THRU LOTS 3, SENW, SECTION 5, 110.00 ACRES;

LOTS 1 THRU 7, S2NE, SENW, E2SW, SECTION 6, 479.65 ACRES;

LOTS 1 & 2, E2NW, SWSE, M&B THRU LOTS 3 & 4, E2SW, SE, SECTION 7,
. 398.89 ACRES;

M&B THRU SW, W2SE, SECTION 8, 140.00 ACRES;

M&B THRU W2NE, NW,W2SW, SECTION 17, 160.00 ACRES;

LOTS 1 & 4, SESW, N2SE, SWSE, M&B THRU LOTS 2 & 3, NE, E2NW, NESW,
SESE, SECTION 18, 495.08 ACRES; -

LOTS 1 & 2, NENW, M&B THRU LOTS 3 & 4, N2NE, SWNE, SENW, E2SW, S2SE,
SECTION 19, 300.88 ACRES;

LOTS 2 & 3,SENW, NESW, M&B THRU LOTS 1 & 4, NENW, SESW, SECTION
30, 281.12 ACRES;

LOTS 3 & 4, M&B THRU LOTS 1 & 2, SECTION 31, 125.17 ACRES, TOWNSHIP
5 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

TOTAL: APPROXIMATELY 3,543.09 ACRES
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RESOLUTION NO. 6190

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, MARICOPA
COUNTY, ARIZONA, APPROVING 4-GP-2002 AND
AMENDING THE OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION
ELEMENT, THE PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES
ELEMENT, AND THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE
GENERAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF SCOTTSDALE FOR
PROPERTY LOCATED ON 16,600+/- ACRES BETWEEN
SCOTTSDALE ROAD ON THE WEST, 136™ STREET ON THE
EAST, STAGECOACH PASS ON THE NORTH, AND HAPPY
VALLEY ROAD ON THE SOUTH.

WHEREAS, the City Council has solicited and encouraged public participation in the
development of the General Plan Update, and considered comments concerning the proposed
amendment and alternatives; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, through its members and staff, has consulted and advised with
public officials and agencies as required by Arizona Revised Statutes Section 8-461.08; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Planning agency has, at least 60 days prior to the adoption of this
amendment, transmitted to the City Council and submitted a review copy of the General Plan Update
proposal to each agency required by A.R.S. Section 9-461.06(C) and all persons or entities who made a
written request to receive a review copy of the proposal; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a remote site public hearing on August 21, 2002
concerning the General Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held its last public hearing on this matter on
September 18, 2002 concerning the General Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, the reasons for amending the general plan are to propose land uses that fit the
character and the environment of the 3,543 acres of State Land not reclassified for conservation
purposes; to address citizen concerns about the future of this land; and to reflect the State Land
Commissioner’s Order by designating the land area reclassified with deed restrictions (11,391 acres) as
open space.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Scottsdaie, as
follows:

ATTACHMENT #3

APPROVED

DATE INITIALS




Section 1. That the City Council hereby amends the Land Use element of the General Plan
for the 16,600+/- acres of land located between Scottsdale Road and 136" Street and Happy Valley Road
and Stagecoach Pass (the “Property”) by changing the land use categories from Commercial,
Resort/Tourism, Suburban Neighborhoods, Rural Neighborhoods, Developed Open Space — Golf and
Neighborhood Park, Open Space, Cultural/Institutional to Suburban Neighborhoods, Rural
Neighborhoods, Open Space, Resort/Tourism, Neighborhood Center, Commercial, Office, and Natural

Open Space, as shown on the Land Use map attached as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by this
reference.

Section 2. That the City Council hereby directs that the Land Use and Parcels map and table
attached hereto as Exhibit 2, incorporated by this reference, be included in the case file of 4-GP-2002 and
used as a clarification of the Land Use map for the Property.

Section 3. That the City Council hereby amends the text of the Land Use element of the

General Pian by deleting the language as indicated in the attached Exhibit 3, incorporated herein by this
reference.

Section 4. That the City Council hereby amends the Open Space and Recreation element of
the General Plan by amending the Open Space Map as shown in the attached Exhibit 4, and incorporated
herein by this reference.

Section 5. That the City Council hereby amends the Open Space and Recreation element of
the General Plan by amending the Parks and Recreation Facilities Map as shown in the attached Exhibit
5, incorporated herein by this reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Scottsdale, Maricopa County, Arizona
this day of October, 2002.

ATTEST: CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, an Arizona
municipal corporation

By: By:

Sonia Robertson Mary Manross

City Clerk Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
By:

David A. Penngrtz

City Attorney

ATTACHMENT #3

Page 2 of 2
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