
   Ward 6 Newsletter 

Ward 6 Staff 

Chief Magnus Meet-and-Greet  
Please mark your calendars and plan to join us on Tues-
day, March 15th for our Ward 6 Meet/Greet with new po-
lice chief, Chris Magnus. Chris is about a month on the job 
now and has already announced some in-house changes 
being considered. They’re in response to our budgetary 
challenges, and the need to reconsider work assignments, 
force size, and other internal issues. I hope you can carve 
out the time to come and meet Chris. 
 

Tuesday, March 15, 2016 | 6:30 pm – 8 pm @ Ward 6 
Council Office, 3202 E 1st St  
 

 

Budget 
In the past couple of weeks, I’ve had several hours of conversation with the City 
Manager, his, and other city staff with regard to the budget. Here’s the very general 
message; every department head is being challenged to not simply come up with 
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Continued: A Message From Steve 

Tucson Police 
Department 

911 or nonemergency 
791-4444 

 

Water Issues 
791-3242/800-598-9449 
Emergency: 791-4133 

 

Street Maintenance 
791-3154 

 
Graffiti Removal 

792-2489  
 

Abandoned 
Shopping Carts  

791-3171 
 

Neighborhood 
Resources  
837-5013 

 

SunTran/SunLink 
792-9222 

TDD: 628-1565 
 

Environmental 
Services 
791-3171 

 
Park Wise 
791-5071 

 

Planning and 
Development 

Services 791-5550 
 

Pima Animal Care 
Center 

724-5900 
 

Pima County Vector 
Control 

Cockroach: 443-6501 
Mosquito: 243-7999 

Important 
Phone Numbers 

ways to reduce his/her budget, but instead to come together, break down silos and put into 
place a new paradigm for how the city operates as a team. This cannot be a zero sum 
game where when one side wins, and the other side loses. If we continue in that direction, 
we all lose. I commend staff for the team approach that appears to be taking form. 
 

Will there be reductions? Of course – we have a structural deficit to fix. The question is 
how deeply those reductions will impact services we’re able to provide. I know one part 
of the solution will be to talk about how Ward offices can take on some of the general 
functions now being done out of City Hall. We at Ward 6 are happy to do our part, and 
have been talking about areas we might pick up to help the cause. 
 

In some cases though, reductions may make us a more efficient organization. Let me use a 
couple of Chief Magnus’ approaches by way of example. Here’s a portion of a memo the 
chief sent out to his troops last week: 
 

Over the next several months, we will be implementing most of these changes, which in-
clude transitioning many of our officers currently in certain special assignments (from 
various bureaus, including Investigations and Administrative Services) to patrol.  I value 
the work these officers have done in their current jobs, but I need them to help strengthen 
our patrol and community policing activities.  More patrol officers will allow us to im-
prove how we handle calls for service, build stronger relationships within neighborhoods, 
improve traffic safety, address quality of life issues more effectively, and be more strategic 
in fighting crime.  
 

The point here is to reduce some of the special assignments and re-incentivize patrol 
work. The special assignments are important, but as we work towards increasing the size 
of the agency over time, the immediate need is patrol officers. The chief is proposing a 
way to boost our on-the-street numbers while we work new recruits through the academy. 
 

More from the chief: 
 

Now is the time to acknowledge the size of police agency we can actually afford, as well 
to come to terms with the true costs associated with equipping, training, and properly re-
sourcing the department.  Over the next 18 months, our plan involves cutting approxi-
mately $7M from our budget, but reconfiguring the organization to provide services more 
efficiently, strategically, and cost-effectively.  I believe we can live within our new budget 
by redeploying some of our personnel, reorganizing certain work units, reconfiguring sev-
eral patrol areas, and reprioritizing some of our activities.   
 

This is similar to the conversation happening city wide. Reconfiguring work assignments 
to become more efficient. It’s what the private sector has had to do since the recession. 
We can, too. 
 

One area that we’ll of course be watching is the impact of some of these changes. TPD 
has been the recipient of Grant funding for some important special operations. One near 
and dear to us at Ward 6 is their trafficking work. Also the auto theft detail. It’ll be im-
portant to continue keeping an eye on what impact these patrol changes have on those two 
areas, and being ready to make adjustments if the data show that’s the right decision. 
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Senator John 
McCain  (R) 
520-670-6334   

 

Senator Jeff  
Flake (R) 

520-575-8633  
 

Congresswoman 
Martha McSally (R)  

(2nd District) 
(202) 225-2542   

Tucson Office: 520-
881-3588 

 

Congressman 
Raul Grijalva (D) 

(3th District)  
520-622-6788  

 

Governor Doug 
Ducey (R) 

602-542-4331  
Tucson office:  
520-628-6580 

 

Mayor Jonathan 
Rothschild 

520-791-4201  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ZoomTucson Map 
http://

maps.tucsonaz.gov
/zoomTucson/ 

I also believe this is a perfect time for us to begin looking into regional efficiencies. We 
have a new chief, and the county has a new sheriff. Cross-agency agreements, again – 
breaking down silos – may open the door for the law enforcement effort county-wide to de-
velop a more efficient service delivery model that reflects the budget challenges we’re all 
facing. 
 

We need to make provision for new public safety vehicles, uniforms, cell phones, and other 
“tools of the trade.” Those considerations are a part of the larger discussion. Remember, 
there’s a $25M hole to fix before June 30th.  We’ll get there. 
  

Non-Public Safety Pension Costs 
Last week I shared some of the budget related questions I’ve been asking staff. One related 
to what our non-public safety personnel pay for their pensions. As I noted last week, de-
pending on your date of hire, you’re paying between 5% and 6.75%. The city pays just 
north of 25%. 
 

We have the ability by our own rules to increase employee costs by up to 2.5% in a given 
year. I asked what impact that would have on our budget. Everything has to be at least 
looked at if we’re going to get to a balanced condition. 
 

A 2.5% increase in what our employees pay for pensions would yield just about $2M annu-
ally. But that’s not all General Fund money. About ½ of our workers are either not in gen-
eral fund positions (Water and Environmental Services,) or they’re in public safety positions 
where their pension costs are controlled at the state level. So, reducing out those workers, 
the net savings to the General Fund by the 2.5% increase would be around $900K.  
 

I also asked about changing the TSRS pension rules so new employees would pay ½ of their 
own pension costs. Our Pension Board took a look at that and has recommended we not go 
in that direction due in part to how difficult that would make recruitment of new staff. I 
agree with that, and I further don’t feel the small gains we’d see by increasing the costs for 
existing employees would be worth the loss in morale we’d experience by effectively reduc-
ing their pay by 2.5%.  
 

We’ll get to a balanced budget, and the intent is to get there by means that don’t end up tak-
ing all of the wind out of our employee’s sails. I’m grateful to staff for the work they put in 
providing all of the data I requested. 
 

30,000’ Budget Thoughts  
I’ll close with these thoughts. First, there’s talk of a possible ballot measure for later this 
year intended to ease pressure on the General Fund, and increase our tax base. In past news-
letters, I’ve shared what some of those options might look like. I’ve also noted that any tax 
“ask” will be a heavy lift. 
 

Right now – and subject to our further discussions – I don’t believe we need to, or should 
take a tax measure to this fall’s ballot. I’d first favor showing that we can get our operation-
al budget into balance through many of the measures I’ve been sharing for several weeks. 
Once we get there, the conversation can pivot to our longer term capital needs. It’d be at 
that time I think we should put a well thought-out package together for voter consideration. 
Not for funding operations, though. 
 

And this thought. We go through this budget battle every year. I’ve already suggested to the 
City Manager and our CFO that I’d like to see us get to a 2 year budget cycle – put an oper-

Important 
Phone Numbers 
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ations plan together and live with it for 2 years, making any necessary tweaks along the 
way if we’re hit with extraordinary changes in projections. It’s my belief that heading in 
that direction would show the voters we’re looking more long term at our fiscal condition, 
and have a plan in place to address it. 
 

Fry’s Food Store 
This is a rendering of the front elevation of the Fry’s that’s being proposed to go in out at 
Houghton and 22nd. We voted on changing the Houghton East Neighborhood Plan last 
week. On a 6-1 vote, the M&C decided to move the project forward into a rezoning pro-
cess. I didn’t agree – and since the Star article only briefly touched on the reasons, I’ll fill 
in a few blanks here. 
 

First, this whole decision is bounded by state statute that requires any rezoning must first 
be in compliance with relevant area or general plans. We’re not allowed to simply ignore 
such plans – they’re policy that is in place to guide future development. The process we 
have to follow is to amend the plans, and then move into the rezoning process. More on 
that below. 

This is language from the HENP we were being asked to change in advance of the rezon-
ing: 

 
There were several points I made relevant to this proposed change – points that I believe 
were germane to whether or not we allowed this project to move deeper into the rezoning 
process.  
 

The building height is only one piece of what’s coming for the project. And if you look 
closely at the elevation rendering, you’ll note that the height of the building sign is 36’, 
not the 26’ noted in the language change. It’s important that everybody understand we’re 
talking about something greater than what’s expressed in the Section D changes. 
 

Beyond that, though, I had concerns about whether what’s being proposed is in conformi-
ty with other parts of the HENP, and whether it’s really suited for the site at 22nd and 
Houghton. Why is this in the Ward 6 newsletter? Because the Saguaro National Monu-
ment is a regional asset, and I believe it’s being impacted by the project. And because the 
whole manner in which neighborhood plans are amended is something that reflects on the 
M&C as a governing body. Here are a few examples of where this project still has issues 
when it comes to the rezoning process, and where I’m not convinced it fits with the 
HENP. 
 

Remember, if a project isn’t in conformity with area or general plans, it snags at rezoning. 
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The HENP defines a “community commercial project” as one that addresses the needs of 
people who live within a 3 mile radius from the project. Specifically the wording is “retail 
and service uses and centers, which typically serve the population within a 3-mile or greater 
radius.” That’s exactly what the proposed Fry’s is intended to do. The reason that’s im-
portant is that if a project is defined as community commercial, the amount of “consolidated 
open space” required on the site goes from 20% up to 25%. We never addressed that in our 
vote, and the developers have told me (and others, I assume) that they can barely get 20% 
set aside. That’s going to be an issue – will we need to amend the HENP again to accommo-
date it? 
 

The HENP also talks about integrating projects in with the natural terrain and maintaining 
drainage ways in a natural state to allow wildlife movement both inside and outside of the 

National Monument boundaries. Here’s a map of the proposed project site: 
Note that there are still existing natural drainage ways running from the lower right portion 
of the map, through the project site and out the upper left portion of the map. The project 
obliterates 16 acres of that area and replaces it with asphalt and buildings at a much greater 
density than the SR zoning (1 house per 4 acres) that exists there now. Somehow that issue 
will still need to be addressed – either by ignoring the terms of the HENP, or amending it 
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again. The project neither “integrates the site design with the natural terrain,” nor does it 
provide “25% of the site as consolidated open space,” both requirements of the HENP.  
 

I raised these and more issues during the discussion. As I said then, it’s disingenuous for us 
to send the developer off to process a rezoning when these issues are still left in the HENP, 
and unresolved. I suppose they can be remedied as conditions to the rezoning, but as I said 
to some of the people on the development team, that’s a tough lift ahead of them. 
 

Plan Amendments and Rezonings 
I believe this most recent example makes the point that our process of amending 
area plans and then going through rezoning processes is flawed. It will now cost 
the Frys people tens of thousands of dollars to go forward with the rezoning, hav-
ing heard there are significant issues ahead of them, and not knowing if at the end 
of the process they’re going to be approved. And the residents will have to regroup 
and redefend their area plan when it gets to the zoning examiner. I don’t think the 
way we do these is fair to developers, residents, staff or the M&C.  

 

In order to hopefully address this, I’ve asked for a study session item, the goal of 
which is to simply amend our Unified Development Code in a way that at least of-
fers developers the option of pursuing Plan Amendments and Rezonings simultane-
ously. We don’t need to do these as two separate processes, separated by 9 to 12 
months in time, and leaving everybody involved unsure of what issues may become 
fatal flaws in the plan as it moves through rezoning. Assuming the development 
team was willing to front the cash for the rezoning portion of the project, this one 
would have been a wonderful candidate for such a streamlined process. 

 

World View – More Process Issues 
If you read this newsletter at all, you know I’m a huge sup-
porter of developing the Sonoran Corridor – connecting I-10 
and I-19 to facilitate over the road cargo, air cargo and rail 
cargo, protect and expand Raytheon and capitalize on interna-
tional trade. The manufacturing and logistics jobs we’d create 
in the process are what we need to expand our tax base as a 
region. The World View operation may be one of the early 
success stories in that process.  
 

World View will be located right on the Aerospace Parkway 
out on the eventual Sonoran Corridor. They currently have 
just 33 employees, but in their agreement with the county 
they’ve said they’ll hire 100 in the first 5 years, and another 
100 in their second 5 years of operation, all with salaries of at 
or above $50K. In the third 5 years they’re supposed to hire 
300 new workers with salaries of at or above $55K. 
 

The county has agreed to fund their new facility @ $13.5M and another $1.5M in perma-
nent equipment. World View will pay them back over 20 years through lease payments. If 
World View doesn’t succeed, the county owns the new building. The taxpayers own the 
new, vacated building. 
 

World View is asking the city for our Primary Jobs Incentive. Through that they are eligi-
ble for waivers of city building permit fees, and the city will allocate up to 100% of the 
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construction sales taxes to job training.  
 

In order to qualify for those benefits, applicants must invest at least “$5M in new or expand-
ed facilities” and create “a minimum of 25 new jobs” that pay at least $52,400. I voted 
against giving the incentives to World View simply because I don’t feel they meet our own 
self-imposed qualifications. 
 

Having the county fund their loan is fundamentally different than having private money in-
vested in the project. If the deal goes south, a bank doesn’t own the then empty building – 
the taxpayers do. While I believe we can keep an eye on the value of the jobs being created 
and not dole out the incentives until they actually meet their thresholds, until they’ve paid 
back at least $5M in their loan/lease payments, they haven’t met the “investment in new or 
expanded facilities” part of our own rules. There’s a difference between public and private 
money funding loans.  
 

World View says they’ve got multi-million dollar contracts with NASA, several universities 
and scientific and research organizations. If that’s true, they’re significantly more than just 
the opportunity for people to buy a ride to near space in their balloons. And it would also 
imply that they’ve got the ability to secure private funding to meet our PJI rules. They did-
n’t, and we didn’t require that of them. 
 

To date, World View says they’ve performed over 50 balloon flights into near space. They 
plan on training employees in balloon design and manufacturing, launch and flight opera-
tions, and the design, analysis and assembly of their “space vehicles.” I wish them well, and 
will be their biggest cheerleader if it all comes about. 
 

Clearly, based on the equipment they’re planning on bringing to the area they pass the State 
Constitutional Gift Clause test. But that’s not what we were being asked to analyze. As I 
explained to the World View folks, I totally support their efforts and wish them success. But 
that does not translate into approving an incentive package that I don’t believe they have 
qualified for based on our own rules. We’re putting together a development agreement with 
them now. I’ll be looking for something in that agreement that brings the deal into compli-
ance with the $5M investment. 
 

Temperature and Colorado River Flow 
I’m unapologetic in bragging on much of the research that comes out of the UA. Most re-
cently, Mari Jensen from the UA College of Science reported on a paper issued that con-
cludes warmer than average spring temperatures have a greater impact on reducing stream 
flow on the upper Colorado than we previously understood. The lead author on the study is 
UA Professor of Geography Connie Woodhouse. Connie was joined by Gregory Pederson 
(US Geological Survey,) Stephanie McAfee (University of Nevada, Reno,) Gregory McCa-
be (USGS in Denver,) and another UA researcher, Kiyomi Morino of our Tree-Ring Re-
search Lab. Here’s a link to the team’s full report: 
 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/2015GL067613/full. 

 

The authors wanted to test climate models 
that have suggested the relationship be-
tween spring temperatures and streamflow 
by looking at historical records to see if the 
relationship in fact exists. If it does, it obvi-
ously has implications for our water supply 
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and whether CAP allocations might be impacted by rising temperatures. Here’s a quote 
from Dr. Woodhouse that comes from the report: 
 

"Forecasts of streamflow are largely based on precipitation. What we’re seeing since the 
1980s is that temperature plays a larger role in streamflow and in exacerbating drought." 
I’ve shared before that the bulk of the Colorado streamflow comes from snowpack. This 
study shows temperatures during the “runoff season” have a significant impact on the 
amount of water that eventually ends up in the river. Since 7 western states and Mexico all 
rely on the Colorado River for agriculture and use by cities, the issue of temperature im-
pacts downstream is important to millions of people. A warmer spring means a reduction 
in flows relative to the amount of snowpack. 
 

For the past decade, climate models have suggested temperatures are warming. Last week, 
Tony Davis reported in the Star that Lake Mead is vulnerable to falling below the level 
that would kick in reduced deliveries. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation predicts a 50% or 
greater chance of that in 2018. That doesn’t take into consideration the findings contained 
in this report. 
 

I’ve written plenty about my concerns over the Ducey Administration Water Augmenta-
tion Council and the fact that there’s a group up in Phoenix that’s made up of big water 
users who are right now recrafting our long term water policy. I also know there’s UA 
representation on that Council. Let’s all hope that voices reflecting research are heard, and 
not just the agribusiness representation that brings a relatively short term vision to the is-
sue of our future assured water supply. 
 

State vs. Localities 
From the looks of things, the governor 
and legislature are using the short form 
in declaring war on cities, counties and 
towns.  
 

This is the governor’s second lap 
around the track since being elected. 
What we’re seeing is a series of bills 
that directly target local decision mak-

ing authority – usurping home rule by the state legislature and Ducey. We’ve heard him 
threaten action if localities adopted paid sick leave ordinances, there’s a bill making its 
way through the legislature aimed at preventing localities from collecting taxes on short 
term rentals, threats to establishing local taxing districts, changing the rules for mandating 
development has assured water supplies, several gun laws, and now a bill that’s intended 
to prevent local jurisdictions from passing puppy mill ordinances. If this matters to you, 
let your legislators know. 
 

The city of Phoenix passed a puppy mill ordinance 2 years ago. The owner of a pet store 
that would be affected sued. Their case is making its way through the 9th Circuit. We 
adopted our own draft ordinance right after that suit was filed. We’re not moving on ours 
until we see what the court does. If the state has its way, in a bill being pushed by the pet 
store owner who sued, we’ll have our options removed by the state. 
 

HB 2113 
Here’s the operative language from the proposed bill: 
 



P A G E  9  

Tucson’s Birthday 

44-1799.10. Pet store operators; pet dealers; prohibitions on 
15 dog and cat purchases; record keeping 
16 A. A PET STORE OPERATOR OR PET DEALER MAY NOT OBTAIN A DOG 
OR CAT FOR 
17 RESALE OR SELL OR OFFER FOR SALE ANY DOG OR CAT OBTAINED 
FROM A PERSON IF ANY 
18 OF THE FOLLOWING APPLIES: 
19 1. THE PERSON IS NOT CURRENTLY LICENSED BY THE UNITED STATES 
20 DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND BY ANY APPLICABLE STATE 
AGENCY IN THE 
21 JURISDICTION IN WHICH THE PERSON IS LOCATED. 
 

That may look ok, but I’ve shared previously about how absolutely lame the USDA is in 
terms of overseeing the conditions at puppy mills. In fact, on their own website the USDA 
states “we do not certify establishments…a USDA license is not a seal of approval, but ra-
ther a legal designation” indicating a facility passed a perfunctory pre-licensing inspection. 
But even those inspections are based on standards that’d get you fined if you treated your 
dogs in a similar manner. Even the USDA says their standards are baselines, and that juris-
dictions should build on them to assure the welfare of animals. The state is trying to take 
away that ability. 
 

There’s a guy up in Chandler who’s saying objecting to this bill is anti-business and that the 
bill is the only way to get control of the mills. Not surprisingly, he represents the businesses 
selling the puppies. 
 

Here’s the text of a Release I shared with the Humane Society U.S.: 
 

PRO-PUPPY MILL BILL INTRODUCED IN ARIZONA STATE SENATE 
 

Tucson, AZ:  Animal welfare advocates across Arizona are rallying to stop HB 2113, 
a pro-puppy-mill bill that would prevent towns, cities or counties from enacting ordi-
nances to ban the sale of dogs and cats in pet stores. The bill will be heard Monday, 
March 14th, at 9 AM in the Senate’s Natural Resource committee at the Arizona State 
Legislature.  
 
If the bill passes, the preemptive language it contains will undo ordinances passed in 
Phoenix and Tempe, and it will prevent Tucson and other Arizona cities from pass-
ing similar ordinances. This "striker" bill is being rushed through the Legislature with-
out proper study and is framed in a deceptive way to imply that pet stores will be 
"responsibly regulated."  
 

The City of Tucson passed an ordinance banning the sale of dogs and cats in pet 
stores in March 2014, but chose to wait to enact it until a lawsuit filed against the 
City of Phoenix by Frank Mineo, owner of Puppies N’ Love in Phoenix and Animal 
Kingdom in Tucson, was settled. A judge ruled in favor of the City of Phoenix in Ju-
ly 2015, but Mr. Mineo filed an appeal that’s still pending with the 9th Circuit Court 
of Appeals.  
 

HSUS estimates there are about 10,000 puppy mills operating in the US pumping out 
about two million dogs a year for the pet trade. Dogs in puppy mills are typically con-
fined in small wire cages for their entire lives, breed every heat cycle until they are 
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discarded, and denied proper veterinary care and even adequate food.  
 

 “This bill is yet another craven attack on home rule by a state legislature that's in 
the pocket of a single business owner who is a front for the puppy mill industry,” 
said Steve Kozachik, sponsor of the Tucson ordinance. “The bill hides behind the 
USDA as the gold standard for regulating the conditions in puppy mills, ignoring 
the fact that the results of their own internal audit revealed the USDA does a poor 
job regulating the mill industry. There's so much wrong with this bill that it's clear 
the legislature wants to rush it through and not allow the voices of animal welfare 
and consumer advocates to be heard.”  
 

Advocates believe that if this bill passes, it will allow the puppy-mill pipeline to 
thrive in Arizona. To learn more about puppy mills, please visit: 
http://www.humanesociety.org/issues/puppy_mills/qa/puppy_mill_FAQs.html. 
 

For more information, contact the Ward 6 office at 791.4601, or  Nancy Young 
Wright at nyw1@earthlink.net or 520-403-4632. 
  

The Inspector General audited the USDA and clearly stated the USDA “was not aggres-
sively pursuing enforcement actions against violators” and even when they found viola-
tions “assessed minimal monetary penalties.” The state legislature is using that as a front 
for giving the Phoenix store owner a pass on selling puppy mill dogs, and by extension 
will be facilitating puppy mills throughout the state. We adopted our draft ordinance in 
order to help curb the overabundance of animals throughout the community, while at the 
same time taking a stand against the cruelty that occurs to puppies in the mills. The state is 
about to circumvent those important goals. 
 

The bill is going to committee today (Monday, March 14th.) If you feel as I do, that it’s an 
affront to home rule, and that it’s an affront to those of us who care about the care and 
treatment of puppies that come from mills, here’s who you need to contact to stop HB 
2113 from being adopted: 

 
Senator Adam Driggs: (602) 926-3016; ADriggs@azleg.gov 
Senator David Farnsworth: (602) 926-3020; DFarnsworth@azleg.gov 
Senator Robert Meza: (602) 926-3425; rmeza@azleg.gov 
Senator Catherine Miranda: (602) 926-4893; CMiranda@azleg.gov 
Senator Barbara McGuire: (602) 926-5836; BMcGuire@azleg.gov 
Senator Steve Pierce, Chair: (602) 926-5584; SPierce@azleg.gov 
Senator Don Shooter, Vice Chairman: (602) 926-4139; DShooter@azleg.gov  

 

And if you’re so inclined, you might want to let your own legislators know that we elect 
local representation for a reason – not to have our voices quashed by them. 
 

More News for Animal Lovers 
I heard back from the state Department of Gaming about the conditions out at Tucson 
Greyhound Park. The state vet confirmed distemper in the facility. Here’s some of what I 
was sent: 
 

All dogs when they arrive at TGP are required to have paperwork including up-to-date 
vaccination records, which meet department requirements.  Our requirement is that they 
are current for a vaccination against parvo, rabies and distemper.  The necropsy on the 
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second dog came back, and Dr. Carlton indicated that the cause of death as overwhelming 
bacterial pneumonia. Dr. Carlton indicated data also suggested there was a contributory 
canine distemper virus infection.   As noted above, Dr. Carlton has reached out to the Vet 
who gave the vaccinations to these dogs. 
 

As a precaution, for the past week TGP has instituted a  vaccination protocol where any 
dog that had not received a DA2PP vaccine in the last six months or any dog that did not 
receive its vaccination from a Tucson Greyhound Park Veterinarian in the last 6 months 
received an additional booster shot.   I am told that process is nearly complete.  
 

While I appreciate the information, a couple of points need to be made. First, distemper can 
be a serious public health issue. I pried this information out of the state people. It should 
have been noticed to the people not only in South Tucson where the track is located, but 
through all local media to alert people it might be a concern. And secondly, they should 
know that a vaccination or booster won’t do any good for a dog that already has distemper. 
Day late, dollar short. 
 

I have to say though that I appreciate the recent more open communications I’ve been able 
to develop with the department of gaming officials. Gaining some transparency can only be 
a good thing. 
 

…final add for animal lovers 
 

Pima County Animal Care Advisory Committee 
Tuesday the 15th is when the Board of Supervisors is scheduled to vote on adding back the 
City of Tucson seat to their animal advisory committee. By way of reminder, this is a part of 
the county effort to reorganize some of their boards, committees and commissions. We’re 
all doing that, so this isn’t something being done just on a whim. 
 

I appreciated the phone call I received from the Board to confirm my interest. To refresh 
you, the proposed change will be to lump the City of Tucson’s representative in with all oth-
er jurisdictions who have an Intergovernmental Agreement with the county relative to 
PACC. The reason I believe our seat at the table is worth retaining is shown in these num-
bers: 
 

 

Those aren’t the most current data, but they’re reflective of what’s still the case, at least 
from the standpoint of magnitude of scale. 
 

Here’s the proposed change: 
 

The proposed change will be to  
*One appointed by the Southern Arizona Veterinary Medical Association;  
*One appointed by the Pima Animal Care Center Partners (which is comprised of one rep-
resentative of each of the jurisdictions that have an intergovernmental agreement with Pima 
County);  
* One appointed by Friends of Pima Animal Care Center (the nonprofit fundraising arm of 
PACC);  
*One appointed by the registered volunteers of the Pima Animal Care Center  

Marana Oro Val-
ley 

Pima 
County 

Sahuarita South 
Tucson 

City of 
Tucson 

Totals 

40 29 940 28 28 1,676 2,741 
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* One appointed by each member of the Board of Supervisors (five total);  
* One appointed by the County Administrator;  
* One staff member appointed by the County Administrator.  
 

Leaving the group – if passed as adopted with my request – will be representatives from 
the SPCA, HSSA, the Tucson Kennel Club, the Animal Welfare Coalition, a public edu-
cator, a member of Prevention of Cruelty and Neglect, Inc., and a resident of Pima County 
who needs and uses the assistance of a certified service dog as representative of the disa-
bled community. 
 

I’ve heard from members of some of those groups. The Board of Supervisors may well be 
hearing from them as well in efforts to retain their seats, as I have tried to do for the city. 
 

U.S. Postal Service 
First I have to say that since the day Council member Fimbres and I gathered with several 
hundred others at the Leo Rich Theater and advocated to preserve the Cherrybell Postal 
Substation, it is he from the M&C who has really continued to carry the mantle on 
fighting for that facility. It’s fundamentally important to the region, and he deserves credit 
for keeping the issue front and center, both locally, and with our Congressional delega-
tion. 

 

Last week, 3 members of our delegation 
joined with 28 others in writing to the 
Postmaster General demanding ac-
countability on this issue. Those mem-
bers include Kyrsten Sinema, Trent 
Franks and Martha McSally. Here’s the 
full text of their letter (to the left): 
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Two facts aren’t widely made public on this issue. One is that the postal service is required 
by Congress to pre-pay their pension obligations so far in advance that they’re having to 
fund billions of dollars even for employees not yet on their payroll. And when they made 
the decision to shut down Cherrybell, the Postal Service didn’t follow their own rules and 
do an analysis of the impact that would have.  
 

Kudos to Richard and to those members of our Congressional delegation who are demand-
ing the decision to shut down the facility be reconsidered. The USPS should be required to 
follow their own rules in analyzing any proposed shut-downs, and if they want to find an 
immediate influx of billions of dollars, relieve them of the absurd pension requirement. 
 

3 More Local Issues 
A couple of weeks ago I gave some love to the U 
Grow It farm up on Campbell for the local Tucson 
item. This week I’m going off script a little again 
and recognizing Living Streets Alliance in this 
section. Last week, LSA was awarded the title 

2016 Advocacy Organization of the Year at the 16th annual National Bike Summit in D.C. 
The organization only began their work back in 2009. Climbing that ladder so quickly is 
deserving of notice. 
 

The award is intended to recognize an organization that has in the past year made significant 
impact on advocating bikable/walkable communities. In previous years groups such as 
WalkBoston, and the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition have won the award. Now it’s here in 
Tucson. 
 

You’ll recognize some of the Board of Directors: Maia Ingram, Corky Poster, Ian Johnson, 
Jill Brammer, Gene Einfrank, Angela Storey, Mark Reynolds, Shipherd Reed, Gabrilla Ba-
rillas-Longoria, Ben Elias and Duncan Benning. And of course special notice goes to Exec-
utive Director Emily Yetman and her staff (Kylie Walzak, Evern Sonmez, Sarah Prasek, 
Vanessa Cascio, Gabrielle Jehle and Laura Still.)  
 

Lots of Ward 6 represented in those groups – and lots for people to be proud of in what 
they’ve accomplished in a brief time. 
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Southern Arizona Transportation Museum 
Another local recognition is the upcoming Silver Spike Festival that’ll be held at the 
SATM on March 19th at 10am. They’ll be celebrating the 136th anniversary of the railroad 
coming to Tucson. The event will include re-enactments by the descendants of 1880, the 
4th U.S. Cavalry Regiment Band, and a Mayoral proclamation.  
 

This is a free event – totally family friendly – and one that supports the hard work done to 
keep the museum up and running. Check them out at 414 N. Toole on the 19th. And you 
can find them at www.tucsonhistoricdepot.org. 
 

University High School – 40th Anniversary 
And the third local event to tie into this section is the upcoming 40th Anniversary of UHS, 
one of our star schools in the region. On Saturday, April 2nd from 4:30 until 7:30, they’ll 
be inducting the first group into the UHS Hall of Fame. Those inductees include Reginald 
Barr, C. Diane Bishop, Leo Croteau, J Magee (Mac) Evans, Aleida Gehrels, Sally Hig-
gins, Carolyn Kemmeries, James Madden, Allan Sandum, and Robert Thomas.  
 

If you can attend, please RSVP to Donna.Walker@tusd1.org. The more, the merrier, and 
the group deserves the recognition they’re about to receive. 
 

Tucson and Our Film History 
I write a lot about the Visit Tucson Film Office and the work they do in support of the 
film industry. There are others who are similarly invested in getting us back on that map. 
One is Picture Arizona – a group who’s also involved with sponsoring an event that’ll per-
haps rekindle some memories for you.  
 

The High Chaparral Reunion is going to include stars from the show, production people 
from the show and a series of events over 3 days that’ll allow you to get “up close and 
personal” with them. And there’ll be stars from other westerns at the events. Do you re-
member Wagon Train, Bonanza, Little House on the Prairie? Each has roots in and around 
Tucson, and each will be represented at the Reunion. 
 

There are a variety of ways to take part. If you go to www.thehighchaparralreunion.com, 
you can see the schedule of events, messages from the stars, how to have lunch with them, 
and any other information you’ll need to get involved at whatever level you’d like.  
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We’ve still got the facilities, settings and local talent to start filming these shows again. A 
nudge from the state legislature in the form of a film incentive would be all we need to get 
back in the game at a big level. 
 

Two Invitations from the City 
The weather is warming up, and it seems every year about this time we see an increase in 
child-swimming pool interactions that can be avoided. Tucson Fire and our paramedics are 
the first responders who are challenged with trying to reduce these incidents.  
 

To that end, and after 2 near drownings, and one actual drowning within city limits in the 
past couple of weeks, TFD is issuing the safety message contained in the PSA linked below. 
It’s the ABC’s for drowning prevention; A = adult supervision, B = barriers around pools, 
and C = knowing CPR.  
 

As Capt. Baker wrote: “…adult supervision is the best possible way to prevent any sort of 
accident around water when dealing with children.  Swimming pools, bathtubs, coolers, toi-
lets, and anything else that can have water in it can be deadly for children.  There is never 
an appropriate amount of time to leave a child in water without supervision.”   
 

Drowning is the leading cause of accidental death for kids between the ages of 1 and 4. This 
PSA is worth committing to memory, and acting on: http://bit.ly/1u0IydS  
TFD Facebook page: http://on.fb.me/1ghDLvQ  
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And the second invitation from the city relates to our review of Boards, Commissions and 
Committees. I referenced the county’s similar effort, above. The city has dozens of these 
groups who study a wide variety of policy areas. That means time investments by the pub-
lic, staff and ultimately the M&C.  
 

To get the ball rolling on this review, the city manager has formed a small working group. 
The group is made up of 2 ladies who have served on multiple BCC’s, Ruth Beeker and 
Colette Altaffer. In addition, Amy from our office is taking part. From the manager’s of-
fice, Elaine Becherer (elaine.becherer@tucsonaz.gov,) and James MacAdam 
(james.macadam@tucsonaz.gov,) are participants. Over time, they’ll be talking to each 
BCC, gaining input as to their perspectives.  
 

If you’ve had experience on any BCC and would like to offer some thoughts, feel free to 
contact either James or Elaine, or Amy in our office. We’re just at the beginning of this 
review, so getting your thoughts into the process now is certainly timely. 
 

And Our Invitation from the Ward 6 Office 
Thanks to Peg Johnson and the Loft staff for helping us get this presentation off the 
ground. In the midst of an increasingly contentious political season, being able to show 
you how we in Tucson are actually “doing the stuff,” when it comes to affordable health 
care, providing jobs to the needy, and working across the border with our Mexican part-
ners is a breath of fresh air the community deserves to see.  
 

Please plan on joining us for this free event on April 21st. The flyer below gives the de-
tails. 
 
 



P A G E  1 7  

Tucson’s Birthday 

 
 
                                                                                Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
                                                                                Steve Kozachik 
                                                                                Council Member, Ward 6 
                                                                                ward6@tucsonaz.gov 
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Events and Entertainment 
 
First Annual Celebration of Vail: People, Purpose and Passion 
Friday, April 8, 2016 | 5:30 pm – 9:30 pm 
Pima Air and Space Museum, 6000 E. Valencia Rd 
The Greater Vail Area Chamber of Commerce invites you to the first annual celebration of Vail, featuring a 
cocktail reception, dinner, 2016 Chamber Member of the Year award presentation, and keynote speaker 
Congresswoman Martha McSally. For more information and to register, visit greatervailchamber.com/
meetinginfo.php?id=110. 

 
 
 


