MEMORANDUM

PUBLIC WORKS DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

TO: Honorable Ally Miller, Supervisor, District # 1
FROM: Arlan Colton, Planning Director
DATE: August 21, 2013

SUBJECT: C09-56-91 Murphey and Others Rezoning

The above referenced Waiver of Rezoning Conditions (Non-Substantial Change) is
within your district and is scheduled for the Board of Supervisors' TUESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 3, 2013 hearing.

REQUEST: The applicant requests to waive the subdivision plat requirement
for the development of one additional lot containing 1.13 acres of
land. The remaining one acre parcel of land is developed with a
single family residence.

OWNER: David M. Zapf and Karen L. Phillips
Attn: David M. Zapf
5354 N. Sundown Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85718

AGENT: David M. Zapf

DISTRICT: 1

STAFF CONTACT: Terrill Tillman

PUBLIC COMMENT TO DATE: As of August 15, 2013, staff has not received any
comments.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS.

MAEVEEN MARIE BEHAN CONSERVATION LANDS SYSTEM: The subject property
lies outside the Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Land Systems.

CP/MT/ar
Attachments
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FOR SEPTEMBER 3, 2013 MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TO: HONORABLE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
FROM: Arlan Colton, Planning Director
Public Works-Development Services Department-Planning Division
DATE: August 21, 2013
ADVERTISED ITEM FOR PUBLIC HEARING
WAIVER OF REZONING CONDITIONS
(NON-SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE)
C09-56-91 MURPHEY and OTHERS REZONING

Request of David Zapf & Karen Phillips for a waiver (non-substantial
change) of the rezoning condition which prohibits use of parcels
containing less area than the minimum lot size (144,000 square feet or
approximately 3.31 acres) for the SR (Suburban Ranch) zone until an
approved subdivision plat is recorded. The subject site is approximately
2.13 acres rezoned from SR to CR-1 (Single Residence) in 1958. The
request is to split the subject parcel into two lots containing approximately
1 acre and 1.13 acres. The subject parcel is located approximately one
quarter mile south of Sunrise Road and one quarter mile west of Craycroft
Road. Staff recommends APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS.

(District 1)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS of a waiver of the requirement for
a subdivision plat for the proposed lot split, both of the proposed lots will meet the
minimum lot size for the CR-1 zone. Should the Board of Supervisors decide to
approve this request, staff recommends the addition of the following standard and
special conditions:
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-

Recording of a covenant holding Pima County harmless in the event of flooding.

2. Recording of the necessary development related covenants as determined
appropriate by the various County agencies.

3. Prior to the preparation of the development-related covenants and any required
dedication, a title report (current to within 60 days) evidencing ownership of the
property shall be submitted to the Department of Transportation, Real Property
Division.

4. Adherence to the site plan for the two lots as approved at public hearing. Each of

the two lots is restricted to residential and related accessory uses.

The maximum building height shall be 24 feet.

Utility services to individual residences shall be underground.

Prior to any development on the site, a sketch plan shall be submitted to the Pima

County Regional Flood Control District to determine whether a Floodplain Use

Permit is required.

No o

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION

The subject parcel is located within the Catalina Foothills Comprehensive Plan
Subregion and designated Low Intensity Urban 1.2 (LIU 1.2) which allows low density
residential uses with a maximum density of 1.2 residences per acre. The proposed lot
split, CR-1 zoned subject parcel would conform to the LUI 1.2 plan designation.

Special Area Policy S-2 Catalina Foothills (CF) applies to the site and its vicinity. This
policy limits the building heights to a maximum of 24 feet without Board of Supervisors
approval and provides the Board of Supervisors the right to limit the height to one-story.
Rezoning condition #5 establishing the maximum building height of 24 feet has been
added to reflect the height of the S-2 Catalina Foothills Special Area Policy but does not
limit the height to one-story.

SURROUNDING LAND USES/GENERAL CHARACTER

North: CR-1 Residential (Sunrise Estates Subdivision)

South: CR-1 Residential (Haciendas Francisco Soz Subdivision)
East: CR-1 Residential

West: CR-1 Residential

STAFF REPORT

Request/Analysis

The subject property is a 2.13 acres parcel within an approximate 4,000 acre SR to CR-
1 rezoning approved in 1958 within the Catalina Foothills area. Ordinanced CR-1
zoning was granted subject to a covenant which prohibits use of parcels containing less
than the acreage required for SR zoning (144,000 square feet or approximately 3.31
acres) without an approved subdivision plat. The applicant requests to waive the
subdivision plat requirement for the development of one additional lot containing 1.13
acres of land. The remaining one acre parcel of land is developed with a single family
residence.
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The subject property is located one-quarter mile south of Sunrise Drive and one-quarter
mile west of Craycroft Road and could be described as a remnant of past subdivision
activity in the surrounding area. The property contains a minimal area of 15% or
greater slopes and is subject to the Hillside Development Zone (HDZ) Chapter 18.61.
The proposed 1.13 acre parcel slopes downhill from the highest elevation in the east to
the lower west elevation with a large, buildable flat area in the center. The eastern
most parcel boundary is encumbered by the Flecha Caida Wash which runs north to
south. The site has existing paved access along the northern boundary of the property
and contains a culvert where the pavement bisects the wash. The vegetative qualities
of the site are typical for the area and include cacti, Palo Verde trees, and various types
of bushes. The site does not contain any large saguaros. The Native Plant
Preservation Ordinance will be applied to the subject property at the time of permitting.

Staff recommends approval of the waiver of the subdivision plat because only two lots
are proposed. State statute allows up to five lots to be created by an individual and
sold or leased without the requirement of a subdivision plat which is also consistent with
requirements of the Pima County Zoning Code. The CR-1 zone requires a minimum
size of 36,000 square feet or .83 acres. Since the properties are proposed to be 1 acre
and 1.13 acres, the CR-1 zoning designation limits the potential for a future lot split.
The existing paved access and provision for underground utilities (condition #6) will
suffice in the absence of a subdivision plat. Compliance with zoning setbacks and
floodplain requirements can be readily achieved.

Concurrency
The site meets applicable Concurrency Review Criteria for infrastructure availability.

Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System
The site is located outside the Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System.

TRANSPORTATION REPORT
Staff has reviewed this request and has no objection and requires no conditions
recommendation since the site is served by existing paved access.

FLOOD CONTROL REPORT
Staff has reviewed this request and has the following comments:

1. Fletcha Caida Wash crosses the vacant eastern parcel that is being created.
Immediately downstream of the site the District has flowage responsibility for this
wash.

2. No Pima County Regulated Riparian Habitat is located within the site.

3. No drainage complaints or violations are associated with this parcel.

Staff has no objection to this request subject to the standard hold harmless condition #1
and special condition #7.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Staff has reviewed this request for requirements on-site sewage disposal and air quality
and has the following comment:

In accordance with Pima County Code 7.21.027 A no on-site disposal system shall be
approved or installed on a single-family residential lot of less than one acre (43,560
sq.ft.), including easements and designated rights-of-way.

PUBLIC COMMENT
As of August 15, 2013, staff has not received any comments.

CP/TT/ar
Attachments

c. David M. Zapf and Karen L. Phillips, Attn: David M. Zapf
5354 N. Sundown Dr., Tucson, AZ 85718
Chris Poirier, Assistant Planning Director
C09-56-91 File
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DAVID M. ZAPF & KAREN L. PHILLIPS

5354 N. Sundown Dr. Tucson, Arizona 85718
Telephone 520-615-6493

May 27, 2013

Terrill L. Tillman

Senior Planner

Pima County Development Services
201 N. Stone; 2™ Floor

Tucson, AZ 85701

Re: lot split parcel 109-11-3530
Dear Ms. Tillman,

My wife and I own property in Section 14 of the foothills zoned CR-1. We are in the process of
splitting off approximately an acre parcel from the 2.13 acre parent parcel. We are requesting an
unsubstantial change waiver of rezoning condition. Please reference rezoning Case No. C 09-56-
91, as this may have been a precedent case.

Attached are the following items:

e Survey/site plan with 2 foot contours with average cross slope calculations for the proposed
parcels

o Assessor’s profile sheet and map

¢ Biological impact report (we’re not grading or disturbing any land on either parcel)

e Explanation or justification for the request

e Check for fee of $2,923.00 payable to the Pima County Treasurer.

Sincprely,
V12,

David Zapf
dz.tucson@gmail.com

Lot split parcel 109-11-3530



DAVID M. ZAPF & KAREN L. PHILLIPS

5354 N. Sundown Dr. Tucson, Arizona 85718
Telephone 520-615-6493

Justification for Lot split parcel 109-11-3530

We’ve owned this property since 1996 and have lived here in our primary residence since 2002.
During this time we’ve experienced unprecedented declines in property values which were
unforeseen. We are requesting this lot split so that we may sell off a one acre parcel in the future
if necessary. We are requesting this waiver due to the changes in natural conditions that have
occurred since the original rezoning approval and the restrictive nature of the rezoning condition
requiring a subdivision plat for two parcels.

Lot split parcel 109-11-3530
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Low Intensity Urban LIU (or C) on the Land Use Plan Maps

a.

Purpose: To designate areas for low density residential and other compatible uses; to
provide incentives for clustering residential development and providing natural open
space; and to provide opportunities for a mix of housing types throughout the region.

Residential Gross Density: Only land area zoned and planned for residential use, or
natural or cluster open space areas, shall be included in gross density calculations.
Natural and cluster open space shall be defined as set forth in Section 18.09.040B,
except that cluster open space shall not include land developed under the GC Golf
Course Zone. Projects utilizing any of the cluster options set forth in this section shall
conform with the provisions of Section 18.09.040 Cluster Development Option.
Residential gross density shall conform with the foliowing:

*k%

2) Low Intensity Urban 1.2:

(@) Minimum - (none)

(b) Maximum - 1.2 RAC. The maximum gross density may be increased in
accordance with the following cluster options:

(i) Gross density of 2.5 RAC with 30 percent cluster open space, plus 15
percent natural open space; or

(i) Gross density of 4.0 RAC with 30 percent cluster open space, plus 30
percent natural open space.

(c) Residential Gross Densities for Developments Using Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR’s): Projects within designated Receiving Areas
utilizing TDR’s for development (refer to Chapter 18.92 of the Zoning Code)
shall conform to the following density requirements:

Minimum — (none)

Maximum — 1.2 RAC. The maximum gross density may be increased in
accordance with the following cluster option:

(i) Gross density of 2.0 RAC with 30 percent cluster open space plus 20
percent natural open space.



S$-2 Catalina Foothills (CF)

General location: Portions of T12, T13S, R13E, R14E, R15E.

Policy: No construction of building exceeding 24 feet in height shall be permitted without
specific authorization from the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors
reserves the right to limit construction to one story.



DAVID M. ZAPF & KAREN L. PHILLIPS

5354 N. Sundown Dr. Tucson, Arizona 85718
Telephone 520-615-6493

PIMA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
BIOLOGICAL IMPACT REPORT

Re: Lot split parcel 109-11-3530

Landscape Resources.

¢ Neither of the proposed parcels is wholly or partially within any
Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System Category including Important
Riparian Areas and Special Species Management Areas.

e Neither of the proposed parcels is in the vicinity of any of the six
general areas identified as Critical Landscape Linkages

¢ Neither of the proposed parcels is a Habitat Protection or Community Open Space priority
acquisition property.

Species-Specific Information (including Pertinent Federally-Threatened and
Endangered Species)
¢ The proposed parcels occur within Area 1 of the Priority Conservation Area for the
cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl. The proposed parcels have not been surveyed for pygmy-
owls but we’re lived on the property for 11 years and have not seen them. No surveys are
planned.
» Neither of the proposed parcels occur within the Priority Conservation Area for the
western burrowing owl
¢ Neither of the proposed parcels occur within the Priority Conservation Area for the
Pima pineapple cactus
¢ Neither of the proposed parcels occur within the Priority Conservation Area for the
needle-spined pineapple cactus.

Lot split parcel 109-11-3530
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ZONING - CATALINA FOOTHILLS AREA PLAN (C13=58-1); MURPHEY AND

OTHERS PETITION (Co9-56-01) PR v
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5,1‘

. The Chairman announced- that thils 1s the time and the place
for hearing on (1) proposal to amend a. portion of the County's )
plan for the.area between Oracle.:and Sabino Canyon roads -and be- - -
.- . tweenrthe Rillito River‘andfthe,Coronado Natiqnal Forest .and, (2) -
" the.petition of John W, Murphey,*/Leb.B, :Keith; and HaroldxF.-VinSon
for rezoning from SR to CR=l-of- oertain property,lying generally

‘major streets and routes, as 'shown on map 013—58r1,

- between Haclenda del Sol and Sabino Canyon’ Rogd ‘And 'between: the,

-+ R11lito River and the Coronado National: Forest.: ‘TherAaqociate
. ¢ Planning Director.(John S. Tsaguris) reported that thé petttion
;‘ is pupported by necessary consents,
mission recommend i y 1%

S

The Planning and ZOning;qu-

s g p e e AT :
R A wm.*z:}%g}s 19 220 wF ,
"That the County ‘blah’for. the: area between Oracle 'Road h e
Sabino Canyon Roadpx-the Rillita’ and Corohado National :

‘XForest, Jbe, amended, wlth.respect to:proposed future zbning‘-

and. the' general charaoter‘extent*and location:of propose% y

Catalina Foothlills Area’'Plan .rgﬁ,.»;»é AN PR V?”' N x.
3 » & G - \“‘, '\pvf'
"That the zoning&changes from SR to CR=-1' sﬁowngon,such .’K;
plan (C13-58-1)}be.made effective by ordinance .only, when’
and after thé imajor:street$ and routes related:to such .°
rezoning havé beenhdedicated or established in a 'manner: "

satisfactory : to.khe'ﬁoard” "‘}’

"That the Board authorize and-direct the Commission and
the County Engineer to.avall themselves of the services
of professional personnek offered by Messrs. Murphy,
Keith and Vinson for the-purpose ;tated, and *#

"That the Board direct the County Zoniug Inspector to
issue no permits in such area rezonei from SR to CR-1
in accord with the minimum standards of CR~1 zoning
until an acceptakle subdivision plat has been duly
recorded as the same may be required by County sub-
division standards and procedures.”




*% The petitioners "have volunteered the services of profaasional
personnel in assisting in developing further:phases andxﬁefinements :
of the County plan for this area, surveying and establishing the o
- ..~ precise appropriate location .of majoyr streets and routes in accord
~wdfe~ with the.County plan as amended and the dedication thereof over
propertles which they own or: control.”- . DR

APP 20 158wf:The Clerk reportqd fegeipt of the following » i oo
. 4 " ‘i' 5(
.“Letter from Mr. Vinson requesting the. Board to appﬁpVe ﬁ‘,,w
*§é = pé‘Commission's recommendationsuto rezone.hiS'propertx.‘-f;
‘w¥ ;-ﬂ;pogéther with other land in the;ﬂatalin&*goobh;}lsianea;,nhwz
e A SRR R T hbage ‘-
RN @ﬁn erzfrom'Frederick D’ Whitt eRey,” Trgengleas ‘Ranch, -
,;,;%; “gtating .that;he ‘cpnsiders; itra dangerou precedent’to .
S ,&Agrant~this rezoninggprior ‘to\ subm“ss;on ‘of ~a subdivision . :
¢ plat for. the area: éugsesting that .a new ‘edynty residencé
*clgssification (providing perhaps twd: acresaror‘each homeb.ﬁ
‘site) be instituted to lepd.more flexibility'’ (or'use or; '
‘the terrain in this' area,! yhere SR-1 fallows’itoo’, small; i
homesite and SR provides for -a lot' size;that ig’tgo: ex—»'
" penslve to be. practical'*and requesting that theopetition

f";";'be denied, ' . . S ,,1~ o

’rj.',"

Thc Chairman. inquired whether anyone wished to be heard on
these proposals. ) S R RN S
. . VL
B. G. Thomoson, attorney represent;ng Mr.,Murphey, spoke in.

support of the Commission's recommendations and pointed out that
the area to be rezoned 1s substantially smaller than 'that covered
by the original petition. The terrain makes it impossible, he said,
~to utilize each acre for a homesite; but the petitioners want as
far as feasible to develop the area for CR-1, which bourds, to a
considerable extent, the petitioned area. He urged that the zoning

change be approved,




/7

- ware.very much infavor of CR-l: ZOning and who are willi
... mit subdivision plats.for. aevelopment of thelir land. ,
°_ why their properties are not included 1n the’ area under consider7?
*’ﬂation for rezoning.,\ B

3 Manny Uffner, owner of property west of Sabino Canyon Road,
stated he was one of the signers of the original petition for the
rezoning. His property was posted giving notice of. the.proposged
change; however, the Planning and Zoning Commission later deleted
his property.from the district, -He added that -he represents Mrs.
Frank R, Doulbérry (owner of jeighty-three acres in Section 17, T,
'13:S., R 15 E.);-a Mr. Rhinéhart, and other of his neighizrs wgo,
2. 8ube-

L

Hé”inqpired

- v Yo RS ‘}gﬂ“ .r_'l,;,«‘?. . ‘ v
4 ‘iIn reply to questions from Mr. Uffner,,M:pa‘unlberry, David ;
CAL Garber, and members of the Board, the' Associate- Plann;ng Direcs -
"tor gave:the history of the case and told of. axudies madq‘and of
“hearings held on the matter, after whigh:-the- Oommissiqn rqduced n‘
“'the district to be rezoned: and imposed certainicofiditions upons -/,

A:’_ V.% -
NS ’_.w..,

i which the" zoning change ‘should be approved.-#He" boinked out;that

two separate matters have been advertised fon consideration at’
. this time; namely, (1) the rezoning of propercies owned. ‘or-controle-
led by Messrs., Murphey, Keith, and Vinson and (2) the over-all plan
for the entire Catalina Foothills area, which encompasses not only
proposed future zoning but also location of major ‘streets.and routes
through the area. He explained that the district covered by .the:
+rezoning comprises’ appfoximately 4,000 acures, representing one
+holding. The Commissibh has’ imposed on these petitioners require=-
ments with which thé’ small landowner is not faced; they must employ
at thelr own expense engineers to make a complete survey and provi-e
for a major street system not only through the petitioned area but
through theilr otuer holdings already zoned CR-1 within the area.
If th> Commlssion had recommended Following the usual proccdure in
requiring the flling of a subdivision plat prior to the rezoning,
the Commission would have, he declared, been in the position of
forcing on these people premature platting; for it 1s impossible

‘.v,
+




, to know the details a plat should have on it five o ten Yyears
'~p4§b frcm now. -The Commission members feel that under-g rtain“con-* e
éitions the whole area from Oracle Road .to Sabino'banyon,Bpad‘« <L
_is’sultable for CR-1 development; and "should: the‘Board;approve N
“this-over-all plan, setting forth the policy for’ futurapg ning‘*%‘_
.in the. area, the other property owners may follow’ normal.proce~ “'h‘
‘dures-in Having their land rezoned to CR-1, It '@ oulp* gampga,ﬁj»,
‘tlear,™ however, he concluded, - that na- sweepfhg‘ﬁﬁangejofwzlne‘ ,,:
for. the entare plannedwareaéis proposedxatﬁthis tlme.', R
T '**kff“ %w‘*~«> AN At *rfg%ﬂl? 7 ' .
g Frank:J ﬂBerryLuattorne ,appearing ‘on behalf of the Suburban .
Federation? asked that he be ‘given’:time ‘to obtain the services of S
fes & court reporter so-that. a. verbatim report of the hearinszil; beivﬁ
. avallable, - After-the court reporter arrived,the Chairman again» b oo

u},asked‘whether anyone wished;to be heard on these matters N AR LT

ﬁ“’. Iy
. 1Y ‘9“2(4»4‘ i
" In answer to an inquiry from Martha»Kondy (owner of propertx ﬂﬁ f
in Section 20, T. 13 S., R. 15 E,), who'stated that.although 'shg/’.
had signed the petition, her property was .not included in the' arqa 4
to be rezoned, the Associate Planning Director informed her sh :w@
had sigried only the consents petition. i;.‘~.%.%~- A \,*‘ g
. e ( PP '-" :‘ ‘ »r}
Robert Eppstein stated that: as a property owner within 300 .,
feet of the petitionéd area, -he had signed .the consents petition "‘g
.. ' in the belief that the CR-1 zoning would be effected according to =
P ‘ acceptable County standards and procedures, *In reply. to a.queet;on.,

7

from Mr. Eppstein, the Deputy County Attorney stated that. while*é e
he is not the legal adviser for the Planning and Zoning Commigsion; -
he 1s of the opinion that the courts would not uphold the restric-
tions or qualifications on zoning suggested by the Planning and
Zoning Commicsion in thils case; and he considers such a restric-

tion a "gentleman's agreement,"




R : The following persons representing associations spoke at
- length in opposition to the CR-~1 zoning as proposed:

APR RIS E. B. Thompson, president, River Road Assoclation,

Guy Greene, president, Suburban Federation (organization
“’- ‘ -~ representing Sahuaro Forest Assoclates and the
e P ~.* 'R111ito.Valley, Tucson Mountains, ‘fanque Verde
SR ~“ft~Valley, .and River Road associations). T

. ) ,’ :I:{ i m’))‘ f‘ I3 ; ;; \:."
:;4‘,”5ﬁﬂni;EdW r {H:‘Nelson, president Tanque Verde VaIleyyAssociation.
S R <N ‘M A .!*’..0:'. r:’ “, ML ok

";fz'aosem'am Edmonston, TTucson Mountains Associ%tim

"':

f Mr.’Barry.%,“‘

hey*represent do
o ‘hot want»to stand’ in ‘the way of orderly growtb. ‘suburban areas;

“ .. "‘however; they are: apprehepsive*that the asserted deptrture from

..., procedurc as propésediby’the’ Commission in this lcase affords no .

. protection that the.area ‘will Hot: be exploited ' and developed.to
".the fullest use of. thé‘land regardless of topography and will set
a- dangerous precedent in other :suburban areas.: They expressed
concern about what, they termed delegating to a subdivider'!s pro=-

-+ fessional staff (respdnsible not to the Board of Supervisors, but
N to a private subdivider)ithe duty to determine how an area should .

: be developed. Reference’ was made to- Section 2503~ of the zoning’
ordinance to show that the petitioners can, without changing the-
zoning classification,’ develop 50% of their land in substandard .
lots if topography, terrain, and certain other conditions make it
economically unfeasible and impractical to enforce the minimum
area requirements of the zoning classification. It was suggested
that an amendment to-the zoning ordinance be made to set up a
classification that would be between CR-~1 (allowing vne residence
to an acre) and SR (allowing one residence to four acres),




Mr. Barry estimated that one-half of the property ‘owners con-
senting to the rezoning placed conditional approvai upon .their .
..consents; and on this basis, the petition would not: haVe ‘the’ re-
quired 51% consents. He filed the following with the. CIErk

..‘,, < R
'{Letter signed by Russell B and Mab1e~L. Fairgrieve
n'asking that thelr names be removed from-.the rezoning -

‘petition until such time as complete maps'and plats

are presented and approved for the petitioned area.

"

‘2. MProtest petition signed by seventeen ownera of property
: ‘"rithin the zoning area involved in the zoning change."
’ sy » N ‘
',3;? Letter from Sanitary District No, 1 of Pima County*to
*Mr, Greene stating .'that the District has made: ‘a pre-
. liminary study of the area in question; however,.it is
SR » necessary to make"additional studies with respect to % -
S the question:of sewerage disposal "

s oa
L.

4, Carbon copy of a letter from Suburban Federation to the
Planning and Zoning Commission requesting consideration
of an amendment to the zoning ordinance to establish a
residential zoning classification permitting a minimum
lot size of two and one-half acres and stating reasons
for this request,

Mr. Nelson read and filed a letter from Tanque Verde Valle}
Assocliatlon opposing the rezoning, stating that public hearings
and information on the matter have been inadequate, and asking
that the Board return the case to the Commlission for restudy and
rehearing.




CAPR 22 1558 John Denton, 500 North Campbell Avenue, read and filed a

statement settling forth his objections to the rezoning, question-

ing the effectiveness of the zoning laws and the master plan, and

requesting that the case be returned to the Commission with the

direction to revise the master plan and make a new recommendation

‘on the basis of the revision and that all exlsting SR zones be

‘replanned and SR classification be eliminated from the revision. .
Th.e following persons appeared in opposition té either the o

rezoning or the conditions set forth in the Commission's resolution'

John w Ross, attorney representing Major L. A. Lohr,
owner of property in the area.

_— David G. Watkins, attorney representing James Bennett,
"‘2/7 Ina Road west of Campbell Avenue.
Mrs., Thomas Morgan, East River Road,

' C. John Klimback, Cloud Road, representing owners of 800
to 900 eacres of land In the area.

John Bender, subdivider of Flecha Calda Estates,

B. G. Thompson, attorney for Mr., Murphey, stated that it
seems the opposition to the rezoning has not come from the owners
of land immediately adjacent to the petitioned area and that he
assumes that the Commission!s attorney feels the restrictions out-
lined in the Commission'!s resolution are valid or else he would
not have approved it. He concluded by asking that the Board
grant the rezoning and not return the matter to the Commission,

After much discussion, the Chalrman stated that the Board
will take the matter under advisement and submit its report by

June 5, 1958,




Co4-956-9I1 RCZOning Approval
POS Minvtes (-¢-5¢

A oty Ll 17 o o A
=»MURPHEY AND OTHERS PETITION -{€09-56-91)}: - . ... .-
pril:22, 1958, the ‘Board«of Supervisors postponed to this
decision.on the:petition of John W. Murpney, Lleo B. Keith,
rold F. Vinson for rezoning from SR to CR-1 of certain prop-
.. 7lying generally between Hacienda de) Sol and Sabino Canycn
WZRbad andsyetweet 'thé -Ri111to River‘dnd the Coronado National Forest.
ZTh 19}"3!( ‘vr'ep rted réckipt’ of the following:
1Cy . : bt

Jagter’ from Mrs, Annette W. Eggleaton, Deer Run Ranch
*Estates)~opposing the Murphey rezening petition and
reborfiending a new zoning classification of approxi-
rate {y two 'and one-half acres, : .

Lettéd from’ Randolph Jenks requesting consideration of
'a new zoning classification of approximately two acres,

. A L LR SN .

.4-letter from W, J. Holilday, Jr., supporting the proposed

#: rezoning. SRRSO L ) B
'Letter .from Mr. and Mrs.' Prank R. Doulberry vequesting
.inelusion in the proposed rezoning from SR to CR-1. - :

R LT A

‘i'l,et‘t:'ex""frornm‘".}di'eﬁh U. Cracchiolo, legal counsel for the
-Planning and Zoning Commission, relative to the with-:
“holding of bullding permits in gonnection with rezoning.

«changes | h»jl.ch are appzjoxeq.py the Board,

Jletter from John H.”Mux\-(phey;"together,with .two legal

natruments: .- ’(a) ‘"Agreement to-Grant Highway.Easa-'s'™
- ments”,ard" (b) “Declaravion of Establishment’ of, Con-
»J‘dftiorfa"apd'Re'\st}xg.ct';q;}n‘."b)'f- R, **,\ :

e . an ; . L, 4 . e “'.'(, ; AR

LChairman inquired whether any eard-on’ this
Frank J.. Barry, attorney appearing on behalf of the Suburban
on, 8poke :in- opposition to the rezoning and pointed out that
5 wWhich’comprises=some 3,600 acres,” 18 from five to-seven miles.

ubdivision development and the proposed rezoning is,: :
1 ripracELes Y, EUE !

. =




S8 W o " - R e
¥ petition. uld-be brought to: th , n of thw puplicyt
18 rganization,represgnts_c;tizensﬁphroughout the ¢nﬁtre"Thcsdn
aren “wno-are:interesyed instheyfutire development of Pima“Countys:
“that they.recommendsthe’magter Jerveferred back to the Flanning. ar
ZZoning’ Commissionifor. study:in connestion with a proposed intérmed
QR 9,1: ; d h B oo ,5‘)‘ s.““‘

ig the petiti

prg
fithe ' explanations relat

] riction edsin the recommendation of .
the - Planningrand Zonirng Commission.. e ‘expressed his approval -of :
Commission'e recomm idations;with.the exceptior of- the following,
2b“;ated;by he,inqtrqmeh:sgux¢ ;

-




aon

Ordnonce

for

OROIMAKCE NO.

AMENDING MO CHANG IMG Pl COU

4 4 4 nor
INTHE VICINITY OF _FRiver hoo.
and Heclenda Dol So!f

AS REFERRED TO IN PIMA COUNTY .
AT REPEALING ALL OROINAMCES A
IN COFLICT HEREWITH,

BE 1T ORDAIMED Y THE DCARD OF SUPERYISCRS O

3N, ORMDIMANCE NO. 1958-50 -~ MURPHEY REZONING {C09-56-91)

1558 The Clerk presented a proposed onilrance rezoning property 1ying
gernerally cetween Baclenda del 3ol and Sacino Canyon Road and beiween
the R‘11ito River ard the Cororado Natlornal Porest from SR to CR-1, a3
approved ty the Board of Superviscr
ty Mr. Weaver, seconded by Mr. Jay, an
and adopt and order recorded an ordinance entitled

s on June 5, 19:8.
at the Board pass

OKDINANCE NO. 1955-50

AMENDING AND CHANGING PIMA COUNTY ZONING MAPS
2k, 2=, 26, 47, 48, 55, AND NCRTH ONE-HALF T.
IN THE VICINITY OF RIVER ROAD,
SASINO CANYON RCAD, AND HACIENDA DEL SCL AS

REFERRED TO IN PIMA COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 1952-
I1I AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCE3 AND PARTS OF
ORDINANCES IN CONPLICT HEREWITH,

AT e 8 A o A

Section I, That tha Plma County Zonlng
Berth one-half TIN, Risl 1N THE YICIN
259 Heclends Del S0l

a8 reterred to iz Piasa Tounty Ordinance

amended 8nd chenged to the iones as shos
WS 3 F, 1. 2 5, 1, ani )

to Pima County Zoning Meps 24, 23, 26, +
here to attached and dy referonce mede »

SECTION 2. That all ordinances anéd p.
herewlth be acd the same are hereby repss

PASSED AD ACPTED by the Boscd of Su;

this 231 dey of
APPROVED THIS 23 or,
ATTEST: S’

L. L

Clerk, Board of Superviscors




entltled

_+28-50

CNTY ZONING MAPS

. :DINANCE NO, 19952~
ANCES AND PARTS OF

«ITH,

ance rezoning property lying
: Sabino Canyon Road and between
:conal Forest froam SR to CR-1, as
- cune 5, 1958, It was moved
sarried that the Board pass

OROIMANCE NO.__ 1958-50

AENDING AXD CHANG ING PIMA COUNTY ZOWING MAPS

4

4 north halt T

L]

IN THE YICINITY OF _Rlver koad, Ssbino Canyon Road,
and Heclenda Del So!

AS REFERRED TO IN PIMA COUNTY ORDIMANCE MO, 1952-)11
AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES AND PARTS OF ORDINANCES
IR CONFLICT HEREWITH. .

BE 1T ORDAINED BY THE BCARD OF SUPERYISORS (F PIMA COUNTY, ARIZOMA:

Section 1. That the Plma County Zoning Meps 24, 23, 26, 47, 4B, 49, and

north one-held TIX, Risg IN THE YIGINITY OF River Road, Sablno Cenyon Rosd,

d en 1

s referred to Ia Plaa County Ordinance No, 1552-111 be sad the same are hereby

smended and changed fo the zones as shown on The map antltled “Amencments
tL WS, 3, 6,1, 2 4 3

anl 1

by Ordinance No.__1958-50
to Plma County Zonlng Maps 24, 23, 26, 47, 48, 49 and north one-half TI138, RI4E *

here 1o attached ard by reference made a part hereot.
SECTION 2.

That 8!l ordinances and parts of ordinances In confllct

herewith be acd the same are heredy repsaled to the sxtent of such confllict,

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Bosrd of Superviscrs of Pima County, Arlzona,
this 2d

day of September , 1958

APPROVED THIS 24___dz/ of Septembher 1588

ATTEST: O—g\—/‘?’m <

Chairmar Board 3 Supervisors
'\R 5 Boi //5

Vd 5\

\

Approved as to form this
of 13

Clerk, Board ot Supervisors

Attorney for County Planning and Zoning

AUG 19 1958 (anare ®-

- - . 1T
ONING = MURPHEY PETL:

zoNING = MU

Cn AU

in the Jonn W.
Board on Sun€ =1 TC,
del Sol and Sabd.t

approv’
effect the w
:,?\e necessary ‘“pf




