
Ms. Ally Miller 
Supervisorj DiStric:t.1 . 
Pima CoUnty Bo~rd of Sr.,~pervisots 
130W. Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1317 

Dear· Su!JEtfvisCII" Miller, 

January 20, 2014 

My wife and I are writing to protest the request from Mr. Portner; representing Red Point 
Development, for a continuance Of the disCUS$ion of his p~$aFbefore the Board of 
Supf3rvisol1$l9 am~nd t!'le Co!Tlptehr=tflsive PISI'l~ ~IIQ\Ying th~ PrQptiDy rE;fferen~ as C07 -1 S;. 
06 HAADY.:THORNYoALE I ASSOCIATES, ET AL. - W. HARDY ROAD PLAN AMENDMENT 
to be· considered torazorling change from'the current·Low Intensity Urban.o.3:(l.IU 0.3) to · 
Medium Intensity Urban (MiU)~ 

Fran~y, \V9 oonSi~ the clel~y of these discussions to be unnecessary. Allow LIS tQ recount 
the fOllowing compelllng.facts: 

- On September 25, 3.01 a the Planning Sl'ld Zoning Cplllrni.sion voteQ to deny Mr. Pqrtner's 
request to amend the Pima County Compr8hen$ive Plan With respEjct to 4 p~rties ·and 
f()rward~ the result~nt recommendation to the Board of S4pervisors~ Votes ~re tallied .on 
these4 properties individually. The vote to deny the requ8$t.to amend the Comprehensive 
Plan associated with the parcel adjacent toDur home (Co7~13-06) was f:l resounding 6-1. 

- Numerqus letters ~nd overwhelming public comments pro,testi!ig this arn~ndment h~ye been 
shared with the Board of Supervisors before; during and sirnce the Novernber 19,.2013 Public 
~~ .. 

~A petition w.ith over eo signatures protesting the amendment to the Comprehensive ·Plan was 
submitted to. Board of Supervisors. 

In spite of the recommendation of the Planning and Zoning c()mmissioll, the written and verbal 
protests from us and our neighbpts, the Board of SupervisOr's continued the diSCl,ASSion of Mr~ 
Portner's proposed amendments until January 21, 2014. This continuance waS offered along 
with a charge to Mr. Portner of meeting with the .Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection. In 
fact, my wife and I, along with .a number of our neighbors, left the November 19th hearing with 
the understanding that we would be invited to participate. To our knQWiedge so such meeting 
hc;~s taken place. 

Now, Mr. Portner has requested yet an additional continuance until February 18th. Ms. Miller, it 
is time to put this issue to rest. It is unfair to us to continue to return· to .these meetings which· 
are disruptive to our lives, especially to those who work and have families. 



Ms. Miller- Page 2 

We; along with some of our neighbors, have recently received an invitation to a 
"Comprehensive 'Plan Amendment Neighborhood Meeting;, on January 30, 2014 described as 
"a conceptual exercise and public review process that is required before we can ever proceed 
with any future detailed plans;a 

Partic.fpation in such a meeting would be a blatant E~dmissiqn thatthe alteration Qf the 
Comprehensive Plan and the rezoning of ~ch ofthis property is a fait- aCC()rnpli, For 
emphasisi the definition. of this term is 11Something done .or already in effect, making opposition 
or argument useleSS;11 

Please understand that our protest of the. altenaticm of the Cornptehen~ive Plan QO£!s not deny 
.the opporttmity-for·-the -current or .ftdure owner of the fand in question to proceed with·· -
development. We purchased our property with fuil.knowledge that theiparcel behind our home 
was zon~d to allow3 homes on each 10 acres (I..IU). Although not pur dream, we can live with 
this. What we protest is anail'lendm.ant to the ComprehensiVe Plan which·would allow 
rezoning to accornme>date 1 o homes per acre on this parcel (MIU). Th~ am()unts .to a. 
quantum and untenable change from the possibility of 9 homes being constructed on tljis 
parcel to a total of.300! 

My wif~ and I will be at the meeting on January 21 at, We do not )Nish to return. However if 
there is~ February 18thmeeting or any future meetings, we will be there, patiently. waiting. our 
turn to protest the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, no matter how burdensome and 
disruptive to our lives this may CQntinue to be. 

Again, Ms~ Miiler, we oppose and protest the amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. Please 
vote to keep it as it is and deny an additional continuance to th,is discussion~ 

~-~ 
··~~ .JdLPACuuA . 
GilBert "Doc" and lzabel Williams 
8747 N.Maya Court 
Tucson, Arizona 857 42 

Phone: 
E-mail: 

c Ram6n Valadez, District 2 (Chairman) 
Sharon BrQnson, District 3 
Ray Carroll, District4 
Richard Elias, District 5 



-Plaza Pet Clinic, 'Ltd. 
Ann Campbell, RRT. DvM. 
2840 W. Ina Road, Suite 100 
Tucson, Arizona 85741 
(520) 544-2080 

Ms. AJly Miller 
$up;lrvisor, .lli$tri.Ct I 
Pima~Board of$up~ 
llOW.~ u&_Fioor 
Till:$0ll, .A:t $S701 

oear· Supervisor MiUei, 

ThiS letter is my protestagainstMiPortner's tequestforacontUmailee of the Board of Supervisors 
discussions surraundiDg ZODin8 amendmerits to the Pima County Comprehensive Plan. 

MrPmtner bas ignored1)1e Zoning Conmriuion;svote to· dcm.y upzoning of these four properties inelndiug 
the .one bebind :tny:home 007-13:.00. That voteBS:yDU recaJl ~ 6:1. -

The~ of'8tJpervisom de&rted toMr-Porbierineoatim~~di~ns Ullti1IBD118JY~l. 2014~ He 
seems.tO fe.el that his ~swent tbat it¢ two IIIIlJiths over~holi®ys were not ail~ 1ime tO 
eoinpletehis worlfoutweigb.ed.the Board's instriwtiOit& to meet \v.itJi }4s; CatDPbell of' the Sonotan !)esert 
Pr0teeti0n.Co8Jitiori. It iS my ullderstinding that lily neighborS secured an iD.vitationtO theseS discUsSions 8s wen. . 

Ah yes, but this, in Mr. Portner's words.. is just an "exercise";. I got my exercise by following my assessment 
of my job over the holidays wbi~ inc:1uded covering my clinic evecy d8y and t8kin,g call on Christmas and 
NewYearsDay whilebaving out oftowu guests and othedii~ in my hom~. I still would have Dlllde 
myself available for a :tneeting. My jOb and my~ are tnueh more than:~~ to :me. 

ThiS lack of ~ect for our time and yoliiB is ~ lllld• ihistrating, but we ·witf coiltim.te to be there to 
vOice .01lr0pppsition. 

Mr. Portner is now otreriDg to meet with "the lleigbbOtl" to di.si:DSs. set backs etc; This is not a done.deal 
and it is infbriating that he presents these meetings as if'it is. This b8ttle Was lo8t by developers in 2001and 
hopefully will be agai1l . . 

You have all padiently listened to our truly legitimate conceros about our property values. our ~ 
researcl1 priOt; to investing in Oll1' homes, aru1 olll' .concerns ~ preserving some Ott,be l8st irQmVood 
habitat in Tucson, This partiCular piece of property (Cp7-l3~0(;) has no major thotoUgb&re entering or 
leaving it on which to plaCe retail ~and do an a0:20 dMsion. This section of~ shollld be 
developed, but Wisdy as UU Jib the other properties to the North of us and contfuue that corridor. 

Sincerely, 

A-~ 
Ann Campbc1l, DVM 
8~61 N,:Ma~Ct. 

Copies to: Ramon Valadez DistriCt 2 (Cbair"Jmm), Sharon Bronson District 3, Ray Carroll District 4, 
Richard Elias District s. 



January 20, 2014 

Sherry .and.Rplf Ziegler 
8663 N~ Maya Ct. 
Tucson, AZ 85742 

Email:: 
Phone 

' 

Regatding: District 1 Planning and Zoning Co7-13-06 
f"":'-==Cy··' ·---· 

Supervisor of District 1 Ally Miller 
CC SUpervisors Ramon Val$iez, Sharon Bronson, Ray Carroll, Richard Elias 

This letter is regarding the upcom.iitg Board of Supervisor Meeting scheduled for January 
21,2014. We want to remind you of our po~itionregardingrezoning Co7 .. 13 . .;06. ·we 
concur With om neighbors .in olir objection to rero.nfug the above property; This was 
made clear at our last meeting. If the Comprehensive Zoning Plan is changed to allow 300 
houses on Co7-J3.;.06 property from nine hoUses, it will seriously dattmge the 
environment and reduce the value of our property, and degrade our .quality. oflife! 

We also object to the whole process, The law (Comprehensive Zoning Plan) allows nine 
houses .on the property. The own:ers and Mr. Portner think they could make llliH'e 
money if they put 300 houses on the property. This is against the law! We have no 
objection ifsomebody wants to makemOn.ey. We think it is not a good idea to change the 
law just because somebody wants to make more money at the expense of the environment 
and surroundingh0111eowners. Therefore, we ask the Board of Supervisors to deny the 
rezoning. The Planning and Zoning Coiiri:nission recommended that also (6 to I). 

In addition, Mr. Porter presented .in his request that all the surrounding area is of higher 
density. This is not the case. The area to the north. is the same density as Co7-13-06 is 
now. 

We also object to Mr. Portner's reqi.Jest tO delay a.tiy decision until February 2014. We 
believe he had sufficient time, which he did not use. We have the suspicion tha.the 1ries to 
play a game of attrition. For many of us it is difficult and costly to come regularly to the 
meetings for half a day or longer. 



Finally, Mr. Portner mentioned finding a compromise. We do not see that possibility. 
A compromise entails each side giving and receiving something. We have not see11 
anything he is willing to giv~ us. He might .be w.i11ing :to .. build 250 ho1JSes for ~pie 
instead of300. but he would still take everything from us without gi~ us anything. 

Thank you for your understanding an:d consideration in.denying change in zoning for C07-
13-06. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Sherry Ziegler . 



January21, 2014 

Ms .. Ally Miller 
Supervisor, District 1 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 
130 W. Congress. 11~ Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1317 

I hereby lodge a protest regarding the request from Jim Portner, representing Red Point 
Development, for a continuance of the discussion of his proposal before the Board of Supervisors to 
amend tl'le Comprehensive Plan, allowing the property referenced as Co7 •13..PIUiARDY
THORNYDALE I ASSOCIATES, ET AL - W. HARDY ROAD :.PLAN AMENDMENT to be considered 
for a zoning change from the current Low Intensity Urban 0.3 (LIU 0.3) to Medium Intensity Urban 
(MIU). 

Mrs. Pamela Siebrandt obtained signatures from "Maya Estate'' owners, as well as signatures from 
neighboringHOAmembers and their neighbors, for a petition protesting the amendmenUo the 
Comprehensive Plan that.was recently submitted to. Board of Supervison;. The owners of "Maya 
Estates" were faced with the very same request to rezone back in October 2002 ·(Board of 
Supervisors properties referenced as 07-02-12 and 07.:.02-13). At that time, a petition was submitted 
by our Homeowners Association and surrounding neighborhoods protesting this rezoning. 

Please understand that our opposition to the current plan to rezone as noted in my first paragraph 
above and my protest of the manipulation ofthe Comprehensive Plan does not deny the opportunity 
for the current or future owner of the land in question to proceed with the current zoning, low intensity 
use(LIU). 

Again, Ms. Miller, I vehemently oppose and protest the amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Please.vote to keep it as it is and deny an additional continuance to this discussion. Oh a personal 
note, Ms. Miller, this is all about money vs. lifestyle and many of Maya Estate owners are retired. We 
trust that you will look at this situation in this light and vote against the continuation. We need closure 
on this issue now. 

Si;::_· .~1 
··" . I /i 

//' . ~ ... tf.u-rr--
l¥s. Janice .. Hawkins 
vcB07 N Maya Ct 

Tucson, Arizona 85742 

Phone: 
E-mail. 

Cc: Ram6n Valadez, Chairman, District 2 
Sharon Bronson, District 3 
Ray Carroll, District 4 
Richard EJras, District 5 
Chuck Huckelberry, Pima County Administrator 



January 19, 2014 

Ally Miller 
Supervisor, .District 1 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 
1~0 W. Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1317 

I a10 writing to protest the request from Jim Portner, representing Red Point Development, for 
a continuance of the discussion of his proposal before the Board of Supervisors to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan, allowing the property referenced as W-13=06.HARDY·THORNYDALE, I. 
ASSOCIATES, ET AL. - W~ HARDY ROAD PI.AN AMENOfiiiENT to be considered for a zoning 
change from the current Low Intensity Urban 0.3 (LIU 0.3) to Medium Intensity Urban (Mil)). 

A petition of signatures, protesting the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan was submitted to. 
Board of Supervisors. This petition was a job that I personally took on along With my neighbors. 
I would like to remind you that Wf# were up aga_inst this same request to rezone back. in October, 
2002 (07-02;,12) & (07-02-13). Again, a petition was submittedby our Homeowners Association 
and surrounding neighborhoods. 

Please understand that our opposition to and protest of the alteration of the Comprehensive Plan 
does not deny the opportunity for the current or future owner of the land in question to proceed with 
development. We purchased our property with full knowiE:Ktge that the parcel to the west of our 
neighborhood was zoned to allow 3 homes on each 10 acres (LIU). What I protest is an amendment 
to the Comprehensive Plan which will allow rezoning to accommodate 10 homes per acr~ on this 
parcel (MIU). This amounts to a change from the possibility of 9 homes on this parcel to 300. 

Again, Ms. Miller, we oppose and protest the amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. Please vote 
to keep it as it is and deny an additional continuance to this discussion 

Sin~rely, 

r 4i,~Lc~. c~~-~ ,.(r-
Pamela A Si~brandt, trustee 
The Lonnie L & Pamela A. Siebrandt Family Trust 
8648 North Maya Court alk/a Lot 11 Maya Estates (225-29-4300) 
Tucson; Arizona 85742 

Phone: 
E-mail: 

cc Ram6n Valadez, Chairman, District 2 
Sharon Bronson, District 3 
Ray Carroll, District 4 
Richard Elras, .District 5 

Chuck Huckelberry, Pima County Administrator 



Ms; Ally Miller 
Supervisor, District 1 
Plnia County Board of Supervisors 
130 W. Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson; Arizona 85701..;1317 

Dear Supervisor Miller, 

January 20, 2014 

My wife and I agree with the sentiments expressed in the letter below, which was penned.by 
our friend and neighbor, Gilbert "Doc" Williams. Although we have oot attended the earlier 
meetings regarding the. rezoning of the parcel mentioned ih the letter below, we wish to add 
our support to those opposing the rezoning. 

Best Regards, 

Kurtis L. Kenagy and Karen S. Kenagy 
8662 North Maya Court 
Tucson, PZ. 85742 

Phone: 
Cell: 
Email: 

~d.Y%~---
._ ........... 

My wife and I are writing to protest the request from Mr. Portner, representing Red Point 
Development, for a continuance of the discussion of his proposal before the Board of 
Supervisors to amend the Comprehensive Plan, allowing the property referenced as Co7-13-
06 HARDY-THORNYDALE I ASSOCIATES, ET AL - W. HARDY ROAD PLAN AMENDMENT 
to be considered for a zoning change from the current Low Intensity Urban 0.3 (UU 0.3) to 
Medium Intensity Urban (MIU). 

Frankly, we consider the delay of these discussions to be unnecessary. Allow us to recount 
the following compelling facts: 

-On September25, 3013 the Planning and Zoning Commission voted to deny Mr. Portner's 
request to amend the Pima County Comprehensive Plan with respect to 4 properties and 
forwarded the resultant recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. Votes were tallied on 
these 4 properties individually. The vote to deny the request to amend the Comprehensive 
Plan associated with the parcel adjacent to our home (Co7-13-06) was a resounding 6- 1. 



- Numerous letters and overwhelming public comments protesting this amendment have been 
shared with the Board of Supervisors befor~, during and since the November 19, 2013 Public 
Hearing. 

-A petition with over60 signatures protesting the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan was 
submitted to Board of Supervisors. 

In spite of the recommendation of the Planning and Zoning commission, the written and verbal 
proteSts from us and our neighbors, the Board of Supervisors continued the discu~ion of Mr. 
Portner's proposed amendments until January 21, 2014. This continuance was offered along 
with a charge to Mr. Portner of me,eting with the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection. In 
fact, my wife and I, along wi.th a number of our neighbors, left the November 19th hearing vvith 
the understanding that w~ and our neighbors would be invited to participate in thEl&e meetings. 
To our knowledge this meeting has not taken place. 

Now, Mr. Portner has requested yet an additional continuance until February 18th. Ms. Miller, it 
is time to put this issue to rest It is unfair to us to continue. to return to these meetings which 
are disruptive to our lives, especially to those who work and have families. 

Ms. Miller- Page 2 

We, along with some of our neighbors, have recently received an invitation. to a 
"Comprehensive Plan Amendment Neighborhood Meeting" on January 30, 2014 described as 
"a conceptual exercise and public review process that is required before we can ever proceed 
with any future detailed plans~u 

Participation in such a meeting would be a blatant admission that the alteration of the 
Comprehensive Pl.an and .the rezoning of each ofthis property is a fait accompli. For 
~mptiasis, the definition of this terri'l is "something c:fone or already in effect, m~king opposition 
or argument useless." 

Please understand that our protest of the alteration of the Comprehensive Plan does not deny 
the opportunity for the current or future owner Qf the land in question to proceed with 
development. We purchased our property with full knowledge that the parcel behind our home 
was zoned to allow 3 homes on ee~ch 10 acres {LIU). Although not our dream, we can live with 
this. What we protest is an amendmentto the Comprehensive Plan which would allow 
rezoning to accommodate 10 homes per acre on this parcel (MIU). This amounts to a 
quantum and untenable change from the possibility of 9 homes being constructed on this 
parcel to a total of 3001 

My wife and I will be at the meeting on January 21 51• We do not wish to return. However if 
there is a February 18th meeting or any future. meetings; we will be there, patiently waiting our 
turn to protest the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, no matter how burdensome and 
disruptive to our lives this may continue to be. 



Again, Ms. Miller, we oppose and protest the amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. Please 
vote to keep it as it is and deny an ac:fditional continuance to this discussion. 

Sincerely, 

Gilbert uooc" and lzabel Williams 
8747 N. Maya Court 
Tucson. AriZona 857 42 

Phone: 
E-mail: 

c RamOn Valradez, District 2 (Chairman) 
Sharon Br.on~o~ District 3 
Ray Carroll, District 4 
Richard Ellas, District 5 



Shirley Lamonna 

.~m: 

It: 
To: 
Subject 

--Original Message--
From: K. J. Harper-Beckett . 

Jennifer C. Coyle on behalf of Districtl 
Tuesday, January 21, 2014 9:39AM 
Shirley Lamanna 
FW: Continuance Request by Jim Portner Representing Red Point Development on 
January 21, 2014 Board of Supervisors Ag!'!nda 

Sent: Monday, January 20, 2014 7:54 PM 
To: Districtl 
Cc: DIST2; District3; O.istrict4; Districts; Robin Brlgode;.,c\rlan Colton 
Subject: COntinuance Request by Jim Portner Representing Red Point Development on January 21,2014 Board of 
Supervisors Agenda 

Supervisor Ally Miller 
Pima Co~nty Board of Supervisors 
130 w. Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona .85701-1317 

Supervisor Miller: 

, husband and I are writing to protest the request from Mr. James Portner, representing Red Point Development, for a 
continuance of the discussion of his proposal before the Board of Supervisors to amend the Comprehensive Plan, 
allowing the property referenced as Co7-13-Q6 HARDY-THORNYDALE I ASSOCIATES, ET AL - W. HARDY ROAD PLAN 
AMENDMENT to be considered for a zoning change from the current low Intensity Urban 0.3 (LIU 0.3) to Med.ium 
Intensity Urban (MIUJ. Mr. Portner was directed by the Board at the last meeting, 11/19/13, to meet with Carolyn 
Campbell priod:o 1/21/14's meeting. He did not~ntactMs. · 
Campbell to schedule a meeting until less than two weeks ago. Per Ms. 
campbell's and Mr. Portner's emails} the meeting Was to have taken place last week, Jess .than a week prior to the 
l/21/13 meeting: 

I have previously written to you and the other Supervisors expressing these concerns; however, the Maya Estates 
Homeowner's Association has found a memorandum stating that certain criteria must be met befure the Board will 
consider property owner correspon~ence. As I read the memo from the county, it appears that this is not required until 
a rezoning hearing, but I am following the gUidelines suggested by our As$ociation. 
To delay discussion about the Co7-13-D6 until February, as requested by Mr. Portner, is unfair. As homeowners at Maya 
Estates, we .have no recourse re: our time, planning, work and other adult obligations to ask for a delay in any meetings. 

Following is a review of important information specifically related to Mr. Portner's request to amend the Comprehensive 
Plan: 

-On September 25, 3013, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted to deny Mr. Portner's request to amend the Pima 
County Comprehensive Plan with respect to 4 properties and forwarded the.resultant recommendation to the Board of 
~ervisors. Votes were tallied on these 4 properties Individually. The vote to deny the request to amend the 
........ mprehensive Plan associated with the parcel adjacent to our home {Co7-.13-06) was an impressive 6 -1. 



·Numerous letters and public comments protesting this amendment have been shared with the Board of Supervisors 
before, during and slhce the November 19, 2013, meeting. 

~ petition with nearly 70 signatures from Maya Estates and surrounding neighborhoods protesting the amendment to 
' Comprehensive Plan was submitted tothe Planning and Zoning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 

In spite of the recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission and the written and verbal proteSts from us and 
our neighbors, the Board of Supervisors continued the discussion of Mr. Portner's proposed amendments until Janua,.Y 
21, 2014. This continuance was offered along with a direction to Mr. Portner to meet with the Coalition for Sonoran 
Desert Protection. 

Now, Mr. Portner has requested yet an additional continuance until February 18th. Supervisor Miller, it Is timeto put 
this Issue to rest. It is unfair to us to continue to return to these meetings that are disruptive to our lives, especially to 
those who work and have.families. 

My husband and I have recently received anJiwitation to a "Comprehensive Plan Amendment Neighborhood Meeting" 
on January 30, 20141 described as 118 conceptual exercise and piJblic review process that.is required before we can ever 
proceed with any future detailed plans" from Mr. Portner. Is this a suggestion that the alteration of the Comprehensive 
Plan has already. transpired? 

We purchased our property with full knowledge that the parcel behind our home was zoned to allow 3 homes on each 
10 acres (LIU). What we protest isan amendmentto the Comprehensive Plan that would allow rezoning to 
accommodate 10 homes per acre on this parcel (MIU), possibly totaling 300 homes. · 

Thank you, Supervisor Miller. Please vote to keep the Comprehensive Plim as it is and deny an additional continuance to 
this discussion. --
Ron Beckett: cell: 

ans N. Maya ct. 
Tucson, AZ 87542 

Cc: Districts 2, 31 4 and S Supervisors 
Robin Brigade 
Arlan Coulter 

. Katherine Harper~Beckett: 

2 



Ms,.AIIy·Mmer 
Supervisor, Oistrict 1 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 
130 W. Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701~1317 

Dear Ms. Miller, 

January 31, 2014 

Last evening my wife and I attended the Comptehensive1Pian Amendment 
Neighborhood Meethig held by Mr; Portlier at Tortolita Middle School. A number of our 
.Maya Estates neighbors were in attendance, as well. 

1 must admit we were reluctant to participate. The focus ·of the meeting appeared to be 
on demonstrating the results of Mr; Portner's efforts at e:xamining varigus ways of 
providing natural area set~sides, wildlife habitat protection and buffering based solely 
on the prospect the Comprehensive Plan would be amended and rezoning to the MIU 
level would transpire fodhe 30 acres to the west of Maya Estates (Pim~ County Case 
No. Co7 -13-06 - Hardy-Th()mydale I Associates - W. Hardy Road). Our sole int~rest 
remains in maintaining the zoning of this property at the LIU level, as it was When we 
purchased our home, and keeping with the spirit of the Comprehensive Plan to minimize 
the impact on the extant environment. Discussions of natural set-asides and buffering 
would be of interest to us only if development were to ensue at the LIU zoning level. 

We remain steadfastin our protest to any amendment to the Comprehensive Plan 
related to the property in question. 

We expected our attendance would be enligl'rtening only in revealing a worst-ca15e 
scenario for this property. In fact, we were even more disappointed, as Mr. Portner 
chose to resurrect the concept of joint consideration of all four properties on which he is 
working. This concept had been put to rest.in previous meetings of both the Planning 
and Zoning Commission alld the Board of Supervisors. 

Within this context, Mr. Portner explained that the set-aside proposed on the northern 
portion of the property adjacent to the Audubon SoCietyiWSS sufficient enough space to 
allow for smaller set-asides on the other three _properties. Our rec.ollection is that the 
Conservation Lands System Regional Plan Policy calls for 80% of the desert to be 
preserved. The plan revealed by Mr. Portner for the property abutting Maya Estates 
was a set-aside area stated to be merely 33% of the 3Q;acres in question. This would 
leave 20 acres for development, still allowing, under a rezoning to MIU, the possibility of 
200 homes to be construCted on this property, rather than 9 with the current LIU zoning. 

We protest vehemently the idea that the property adjacent to our home be considered a 
bargaining chip in the overall consideration of the four properties in question. 



Reintroducing this concept is inappropriate. As had been decided in previous meetings, 
these properties must be considered individually when discussing amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Ms. Ally, again we E:1cMSe you that we are not against development on the property 
adjacentto Maya Court. W.e sirnply want the zoning to rernaln at the LIUJevel. We 
protest, and Will corttinuelo do so, any amendment to the Comprehensive Plan whiCh 
would allow rezoning ofthis property. 

We ask you, and the other Supervisors, to vote to deny the request to amend the 
Comprehen~ive Plan associated with Pima County Case No. Co7 .. 13-06- Hardy
Thomydale ·I Associates- w. Hardy Road. 

Until the F~r~~ry 181h meeting ofthe Board,. we remain: 

Sincerely Yours, 

~~~-

lf!::!a!~~:~ . 
87 47 N. Maya Court 
Tucson,Arizona 85742. 

Phone: 
E-mail: · 

c Ram6n Valadez, District 2 
Sharon Bronson, District 3 
Ray Carroll, District 4 
Richarcl Elfas, District 5 

-· ·. 

.-:.:- ·-.. -·--



Shirley U.monna 

From: 
$ant: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Miller, 

Gilbert Williams _ _ _ 
Friday, January 31, 2014 10:42 AM 
Districtl 
biST2; District3; Distiict4; DistrictS 
Meeting with Mr. Portner on January 30,i2014 
Letter to Ally Miller (l-31-14).docx 

Attached, and below, is the text of a letter we willi be sending to you witb copies 
to your colleaagues on the B.oard of Supervisors. 

The latter outlines our thoughts on the meeting la$t evening with Mr. Portner, 
further strengthening opr prot.._t against any amendment to the Compreb•nsiYC! 
Plan with respect to th~t property adjacent to May-. Estates (Pima County Case 
No. Co7·13·06- Hardy-Thomydale I Associates- W~ tlardy .Road). 

We look forward to the meeting and public hearing scheduled for February 18th. 

Gilbert WBIIiams 
lzabel Williams 

Ms •. Ally. Miller 
Supervisor, District 1 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 
130 w. Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1317 

January 31, 2014 

Last evening my wife and I attended the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Neighborhood Meeting 
held by Mr. Portner at Tortolita Middle School. A number of our Maya Estates neighbors were in 
attendance, as well. · 

I must admit we were reluctant to participate. The focus of the meeting appeared to be on 
demonstrating the results of Mr. Portner's efforts at examining various ways of providing natural area 
set-asides, wildlife habitat protection and buffering based solely:. on the prospect the Comprehensive 
Plan would be amended and rezoning to the MlU level would transpire for the 30 acres to the west of 
Maya Estates (Pima County Case No. Co7-13-06 -Hardy-Thorhydale I Associates- W. Hardy 
Road). Our sole interest remains in maintaining the zoning of this property at the LIU level, as it was 
when we purchased our home, and keeping with the spirit of the Comprehensive Plan to minimize the 
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impact on the extant environment. Discussions of natural set-asides and buffering would be .of 
interest to us only if development were to ensue at the uu·zo~ing level. 

We remainsteadfastin our protest to anyamemdment to the Oompret1ensive Plan related to the 
property in question. 

We expected our attendance would be enlightening only in rev,eallng a worst-case scenario for this 
property. In fact, we were even more disappointed, as Mr. Po~ttner chose to resurrect the concept of 
joint consideration of all four properties on which he is working~ This concept had been put to rest in 
previous meetings of both the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 

Within this context, Mr. Portner explained that the set-asiqe prQposed on the northern portion of the 
property adjacent to the Audubon Society was sufficient enouQh space to all()w for smaller set-asides 
on the other three properties. Our recollection is that the Conservation Lands System Regional Plan 
Polley calls for 80% of the desert to be preserved. The plan re\/ealed· by Mr; Portner for the property 
abutting Maya Estates was a set-aside area stated to be merely 33% of the 30 acres in question. 
This would leave 20 acres for development, still allowing, under a rezoning to MIU, the pqs~ibility of 
200 homes to be eonstructed oh this property, rather than 9 with the current LIU z6ning. 

We protest vehemently the idea that the property adjacent to o~r home be considered a .bargaining 
chip in the overall consideration of the four properties in questl9n. Reintroducing this concept is 
inappropriate. As had been decided in previous .meetings, these properties must be considered 
individually when disct~ssing amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 

Ms. Ally, again we advise you that we are not against developJilent on the property adjacent to Maya 
Court. We simply want the zoning to remain at the LIU level. We protest, and. will continue to do so, 
any amendment to the Comprehensive Plan which would allow, rezoning of this property. 

We ask you, and the other Supervisors, to vote to deny the request to amend the Comprehensive 
Plan associated with Pirna County Case No. Co7-13-06 .... Hardy-Thomydale I Associates- W. Hardy 
Road. 

Until the February 18th meeting of the Board, we remain, 

Sincerely Yours, 

Gilbert and lzabel Williams 
8747 N. Maya Court 
Tucson, Arizona 85742 

Phone: 
E-mail: 

c Ram6n Valadez, District 2 
Sharon Bronson, District 3 
Ray Carroll, District 4 
Richard Elias, District 5 
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.Ms. AI.Jy Miller 
Supervisor, District 1 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 
130W. Congress, 111

h Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701'-1317 

Dear Supervisor Miller, 

January 20, 2014 

My wife and I are writing to protest the requesUr:om Mr. Portner, representing Red Point 
Development, for a continuance of the discussicm of his proposal befqr(! the Board of 
Supehiisors. to amend the Comprehensive Plan, allowing the property referenced as Co7 -13-
06 HARDY"'THORNYDALE I ASSOCIATES, ET AL. - W. HARDY ROAD PLAN AMENDMENT 
to be considered for a zoning change from the current Low Intensity Urban 0.3 (LIU 0.3) to 
Medium Intensity Urban (MIU). 

We oppose and protest this del~y and. consider the delay of these discussions to be 
unnecessary. Allow us to recount the following compelling facts: 

- On September 25, 3013 the Planning and Zoning Commission voted to deny Mr. Portner's 
request .to amend the Pima County Comprehensive Plan with respect to 4 properties and 
,forwar~ed the resultant recommenciation to the Board of Supervisors. Votes were tallied on 
these 4 properties individually. The vote to deny the request to amend the Comprehensive 
Plan associated With the parcel adjacent to our home (Co7~13-06) was a resounding 6- 1. 

- Numerous letters and overwhelming p1Jblic comments protesting this amendment have been 
shared with the Board ofSupervisors before, during and since the November 19, 2013 Public 
Hearing. 

- A petition with over 60 signatures protesting the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan was 
submitted to Board of Supervisors. · 

In spite of the recommendation of the Planning and Zoning commission, the written and verbal 
protests from us and our neighbors, the Board of Supervisors continued the discussion of Mr. 
Portner's proposed amendments until January 21,2014. This continuance was offered along 
with a charge to Mr. Portner of meeting with the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection. In · 
fact, my wife and I, along with a number of our neighbors, left the November 19th hearing with 
the understanding that we and ol.lr neighbors would be invited to participate in these meetings. 
To our knowledge this meeting has not taken place~ 

Now, Mr. Portner has requested yet an additional continuance until February 18th. Ms. Miller, it 
is time to put this issue to rest. It is unfair to us to continue to return to these meetings which 
are disruptive to our lives, espeCially to those who work and have families. 



Ms. Miller - Page 2 

We, along with some of our neighbors, have recently received an invitation to a 
"Comprehensive Plan Amendment Neighborhood Meeting" on January 30,2014 described as 
"a conceptual exercise and public review process that is required before we can ever proceed 
with any future detailed plans," 

We are hoping that after the January 21 Supervisors meeting the January 30 meeting will not 
be required but we will attend if the meeting occurs to stay connected with the process. 

Please understand that our protest ofthe alteration of the Comprehensive Plan does not deny 
the opportunity for the current or future owner oftlie land in question to proceed with 
development. We purchased our property with full knowledge that the parcel behind out home 
was zoned to allow 3 homes .on each 10 acres (LIU). We can live with this. What we. protest is 
an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan which would allow rezoning to accommodate 1 0 
homes per acre on this parcel (MIU). This amounts to a quantum and untenable change from 
the possibility of 9 homes being constructed on this pareel to a total of 300! 

My wife arid I will be atthe meeting on January 21 5
t. We do not wish to return. However if 

there is a February 18th meeting or any future meetings, we will be there, patiently waiting our 
tum to protest the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, no matter how burdensome and 
disruptive to our lives this may continue to be. 

iAgain, Ms. Miller, we oppose and protest the amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. Please 
vote to keep it as it is and deny an additional continuance to this discussion. 

Sincerely, 

Wilmer and Linda DeBoer 
8705 N Maya Ct. 
Tucson, Arizona 85742 

Phone: 
E-mail: 

c Ramon Valadez, District 2 (Chairman) 
Sharon Bronson, District 3 
Ray Carroll, District 4 
Richard Elias, District 5 



Shirley Lamonna 

from: 
Sent: 
Ta: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Miller, 

Gilbert Williams 
Friday, January 31, 2014 10:42 AM 
Districtl 
DIST2; District3; Distrlct4; DistrictS 
Meeting with Mr. Portner on January 30, 2014 
Letter to Ally Miller (l-31-14).docx 

Attached, and below, Is the text of a letter we will be sending to you with copies 
to your colleagues on the Board of Supervisors. 

The latter outlines our thoughts on the meeting last evening with Mr. Portner, 
further strengthening our protest ag~inst any amendment to the Comprehensive 
Plan with respect to the property adjacent to Maya E!states (Pima Colinty Case 
No. Co7-i3..06 ~ Han:ly•Thomydale I Associates- W. Hardy Road). 

We look forward to the meeting and public hearing scheduled for February 18th. 

Gilbert Williams 
lzabel Williams 

Ms. Ally Miller 
Supervisor,District 1 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 
130 W .. Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1~17 

January 31, 2014 

Last evening my wife and .I attended the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Neighborhood Meeting 
held by Mr. Portner at Tortolita Middle School. A number of our Maya Estates neighbors were in 
attendance, as well. 

I must admit we were reluctant to participate. The focus of the meeting appeared to be on 
demonstrating the results of Mr. Portner's efforts at examining various ways of providing natural area 
set-asides, wildlife habitat protection and buffering based solely on the prospect the Comprehensive 
Plan would be amended and rezoning to the MIU level would transpire for the 30 acres to the west of 
Maya Estates (Pima County Case No. Co7-13-06- Hardy-Thomydale I Associates- W. Hardy 
Road). Our sole interest remains in maintaining the zoning of this property at the LIU level, as it was 
when we purchased our home, and keeping with the spirit of the Comprehensive Plan to minimize the 
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impact on the extant environment. Discussions of natural set~asides and·buffering would be of 
interest to us only if develppment were to ensue at the LIU zoning level. 

We remain steadfast in our protest to any amendment to the Comprehensive Plan related to the 
property in question. · · 

We expected our attendance would be enlightening only in revealing a worst-case scenario for this 
property. In fact, we were even more disappointed, as Mr. Portner chose to resurrect the concept of 
joint consideration of all four properties on which he is working. This concept had been put to rest in 
previous meetings of both the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 

Within this context, Mr. Portner explained that the set-aside proposed on the northern portion of the 
property adjacent to the Audubon Society was sufficient enough spa~ to allow for smaller set-{isides 
on the other three properties. Our recollection is that the Conservation Lands System Regional Plan 
Polley calls for 80% of the desert to be preserved. The plan revealed by Mr. Portner for the property 
abutting Maya Estates was a set-aside area stated to be merely 33% ofthe 30 acres in question. · 
This would leave 20 acres for development; still allowing, under a rezoning to MIU, the possibility of 
200 homes to be constructed ol1 this property, rather than 9 with the current LIU zoning. 

We protest vehemently the idea that the property adjacent to our home be considered a bargaining 
chip in the overall consideration of the four properties in question. Reintroducing this con~ptis 
inappropriate. As had been decided .in previous meetings, these properties must be considered 
indMdually when discussing amendments to the Comprehensiv~ Plan. 

Ms. Ally, again we advise you that we are not against development on the property adjacent to Maya 
Court. We simply want the zoning to remain at the LIU level. We protest, and will continue to do so, 
any amendment to the Comprehensive Plan which would allow rezoning of this property. 

We a!ilk you, and the other Supervisors, to vote to deny the request to amend the Comprehensive 
Plan associated with Pima County Case No. Co7 -13-06- Hardy~Thomydale I Associates- W. Hardy 
Road. 

Until the February 18th meeting of the Board, we remain, 

Sincerely Yours, 

Gilbert and lzabel Williams 
87 47 N. Maya Court 
Tucson,Arizona 85742 

Phone: 
E-mail: 

c Ram6n Valadez, District 2 
Sharon Bronson, District 3 
Ray Carroll, District 4 
Richard Elfas, District 5 
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Shirl!¥ Latnonna 

~m: 
tt: 

TO: 
Subject 

Jennifer C. Coyle on.behalf of Oistrictl 
Tuesday, January 21, 2014 9:40AM 
.Shirley Lamonna 
FW: Supervisor District 1 Feedback Form 2014-01~20 12:sg PM Submission Notification 

From: notlflcation@plma.gov [mallto:notificatlon@plma.gov] 
Sent: Monday, January 20,2014 12:59 PM 
To:. Distrlct1 
Subject: Supervisor District l.Feedbackform 2014-01-2012:59 PM Submission Notification 

Supervisor District 1 Feedbaek Form 2014-01-20 12:59 PM was submitted by Guest on 1/20/201412:59:17 
PM (GMT ~07:00) VS/Arizona 

Name 
First Name HP 
Last Name Friedrichs 

Emall 
Phone 

Address 8401 North Burke Drive 
City Tucson 

StateAZ 
Zipcode 85742 

Value 

District_of_Concern Supervisor District 2 ~Ramon Valadez 
Department_of_co~tcern Pl · · · ·---...._ 

Subjeet_or_Nature_of_Concem 07~13-04, C07~13-05, C~ 
The Honorable Ai1YMiii'er Supervisor, District 1, Pima County The 
Honorable Ramon Valadez Supervisor, District 2 The Honorable Sharon 
Bronson Supervisor, D.is1rict 3, Pima County The Honorable Ray Caroll 
Supervisor, District 4, Pima County The Honorable Richard Elias. 
Supervisor, District 5, Pima Co1.1nty 01/18114 Supervisors: .I am writing in 
regard to Comprehensive Plan Amendment requests Co7-13-04, Co7-13-05, 
and Co7-13~06. These requests seek to change the zoning of properties in the 
area of Cortaro and Thomydale from Low Intensity Urbatt 0.3 to Medium 

-

C ts Intensity Urban. I am a homeowner in that general area. I own approximately 
ommen ~ 1/2 acres adjacent to Cortaro. Road. When my wife purchased our property 

decades ago, she had her choice of any of a hundred available properties in 
and around Tucson. Even then, high-density neighborhoods, with nearby 
shopping complexes, and all the trappings of an urban existence, were readily 
available. Instead, she chose our property because of its peace, solitude, and 
wildlife. Cortaro, at that time, was nothing more than a dirt road, I 
understand that things change, and that little towns can grow up to be big 
towns. However, the difference between a great place to live and a bad one 
often depends upon how that growth is allowed to occur. If business interests 



,-. 

want to develop the properties in question in, accordance with the existing 
rules, so be it. Why can't they be content with that? Surely the motive is 
profit Unfortunately, the individuals who profit from the requested rule 
changes are not likely to have to live With any of the consequences. The 
density rules under the existing plan are in place for a reason. One thing they 
do is to protect the character and quality of life in this part of Pima County. 
Every time we grant requests that subvert the rules, more desert ispaved, 
more homes are shoe.,.homed onto postage sUimp lots. and the landscape 
becomes more and more ail endless sea ()f orange roof ties. I noted the phrase 
''multi;.family" used in the staff report. Iregard this.as a code word, 
purposefully used in lieu of the word that should really be used, namely, 
"apartments." The code word is used because nobody who actually owns 
property in the area wants them around. Apartments are about one and one 
thing only- occupancy. Occupancy·means the use of water, sewers, schools, 
roads, and other infrastructure. Yet; apartment dwellers don't pay prpperty 
taxes. They also don't have the personal vested interest and attachment to. a 
community that a~ homeowner does. More apartments is, a bad, bad i~. 
Speaking of~ter,.where is the additional water for these projects supposed 
to come from? Just because the utility claims to have the physical capacity to 
pump more water out o:f the ground, doesn't mean that it Should. The staff 
report acknowledged the water table declining ~ 1.'8 feet per year with a 
projected 10-20 foot drop in the next fifteen years. If specific local wells are 
overdrawn, the water table in an immediate area can drop even faster. When 
the utility's commercial wells have sucked the table to the point that my 
residential well no longer functions, who is going to answer for this? Mr. 
Portner? Mr. Huckleberry? I gather that the developers want to build more 
retail space. Do we really need that right now? In my mind are visions of the 
strip mall that stands near the comer ofThoiil.ydale and Overton; Despite 
being brand new construction, and having been completed sevel'al years ago, 
~ entire strip sits empty and unoccupied. I don't believe ifs ever hosted a 
sihgle busineSs. Why would we build more? I am also concerned about 
traffic, and the issue is not jllcSt one of road capacity. I am intimately and 
painfully aware of all of the road projects in the Thomydale/Cortaro area, 
including the tWice-aborted project to widen Cortaro between Camino de 
Oeste and Thomydale. I participated in numerous meetings and other 
functions associated with that project, because my home lies directly adjacent 
Cortaro. The new staff report claims that the newly widened sections are 
''under capacity," and, yet the road noise on my property is already such that I 
can no longer sit in my own back yard to relax. There's too much racket
horns, motors, tires, Windage, booming stereos that rattle my windows- and 
my section of the road is the one that hasn't been widened yet. I also :find it 
irritating that the county will share with developers their schedule for the 
widening of Cortaro Road Without letting affected owner's know. The 
reported 2016-2017 schedule is news to me. Apparently property owners 
along that corridor (including those of us who will face condemnation of 
property under eminent domain) are not worthy of such advanced 
notification. Pity that we aren't all rich developers. I won't reiterate the 
potential damage to area wildlife that these projects represent. More eloquent 
writers than I have already communicated their concerns. I do find that the 
developers' offers to "set aside" nature areas laughable. If they cared about 
the character of the land they Want to blade, they'd be willing to work within 
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the framework of the existing rules. Urbanization through incremental rule 
change has a very cari®tous nature to it. Every time th¢ rules are changed or 
relaxed in one area for one speeial interest, the next·will use their proximity 
to the :first property to justify their request, and so on, and so forth. Tliat's 
how the tumor spreads. Overall, the tone of the staff report strikes llle as odd.E:: 
It seems to be written, not with an impartial voice that objectively repQrts 
both pros and cons, but instead in a WaY that.seeks to dismiss or ~xpla,in 
away any potential objections. If I didn't know better, I'd have BSSUll'led that 
its auth9r(s) must work for the developers. In C()nclusion, I findmy5tllfin 
agreemeilt with numerous individuals who have already Written the Board of 
Supervisors, and the dozens who have signed petitions. I strongly 
recommend that the requested changes to the Comprehensive Plari. be 
DENIED. Respectfully~ H.P. Friedrichs 

Would_like_a_response Yes 

Thank you, Pima Co1Jnty, Arizona 

-
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Shirlel Lamonna 
--. m: 

To: 
Subject: 

Jennifer C. Coyle on behalf of Districtl 
Tuesday, January 21, 2014 9:41 AM 
Shirley Lamonna 
FW: Supervisor District 1 Feedback Form 2014-01-18 10:48 PM Submission Notification 

From: notlfication@plma.gov [mailto:notlflcatlon@plma.gov] 
Sent: Saturday, January 18, 2014 10:~ PM 
To: District! 
SUbject: Supervisor District 1.Feedback Fonn 201+01-18 10:48 PM Submission Notification 

Supervisor District 1 Feedback Form 2014-01-1810:48 PM was submitted by Guest on 1/18/2014 10:48:29 
PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona 

-·· 

Name 

First Name HP 
Last Name Friedrich~ 

Email· 
Phone 

Address 
City 

StateAZ 
Zipcode 

District_ of.._ Concern Supervisor District 1 - Ally Miller 
Departinent_of_concern Planning and Zoning 

Value 

S b
....... N·tur ·r C ComprehensivePlanAmendmentrequestsCo7-13-04,Co7.,13-05,andCo7-

u ~.a;,_or.... a e_o _ oncem 13.;06 · 

Ms Miller lbave composed a letter of objection to the approval of these 
requests (Co7-13-04, Co7-13-0S, and Co7-13~06). I believe tha.tthey are part 
of the agenda for the BOS meeting on Jan 21. I would hope you'd have a 
moment to read my letter and add it to the documents in opposition to these 
~uests. Could you please indicate where or to whom I should email it in 

Comments time for the 01/21/14 meeting? I can provide the letter in doc or PDF form. I 
had a good working relationship with your predecessor, Ms. Day and her 
staff. I knew how to get paperwork to her. As this is the first time Ive had 
oceasion to contact your office, I just realized that I have no valid email 
addresses. I look forward to the prospect of hearing from you. Regards, HP 
Friedrichs 

Would_like_a_response Yes 

-.'Ulk you, Pima County, Arizona 
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