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The request is to rezone a 3.81-acre parcel from Suburban Ranch (SR) zone to Single Residence
(CR-1) zone for residential use, to divide the parcel into four (4) approximately 1-acre lots. The
Planning and Zoning Commission continued the public hearing three times to provide the owner and
agents time to meet and come to agreement with surrounding neighbors, and expended their
allowed 9-month review period for hearing a rezoning case per Pima County Zoning Code
18.91.070(A)(3).

Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing (September 30, 2015)

Staff gave a brief report.

Five letters of opposition were received; concerns by longtime neighbors included increased
residential density, loss of habitat and wildlife, paving of their road, and reduction of property values.

Agent (Kathy Gormally) presented project with owner. The agent stated that the project is a
transition from the two-story condominiums to the south and the neighborhood community of 3-acre
parcels to the north.

A Commissioner asked what impact the new development will have on existing wells, and if the new
development will hook up to City of Tucson Water.

A Commissioner asked the owner what contact, other than distributing a letter of introduction, was
made with the neighbors. The owner said that she had met with neighbors to the east who will be
most affected by the request and offered to put up a wall to protect their privacy. However, she
questioned whether a wall was necessary because there will be wide buffers of native vegetation
between the development and the adjacent neighbors. The owner alsc addressed reduction of
property values by presenting data that showed that new homes generally sold for 62% more money
than the older existing homes.

The Chair opened the public hearing.

There were four speakers. Their concerns were:
1. Negative impact on water table for residents who are on existing wells;
2. Existing CR-1 properties in the area are subdivisions; owner is avoiding subdivision
requirements;
3. Very short public notice; many elderly neighbors can't attend hearing, others work or are out
of town, but everyone is opposed to this rezoning;

Owner does not know the area;

One neighbor purchased adjacent properties to buffer home and protect their privacy and

lifestyle;

6. Owner's adjacent parcel has deteriorated since it was purchased; the house is in disrepair
and used by transients and packrats;

7. EastEagle Feather Road (easement) should remain unimproved because few people use it;
it is impassible during heavy rains; four more residences could add possibly 30 trips per
day;

8. If rezoning is approved, a wall should be required along the east property line; and

9. SR zone should be preserved in this area; the proposed CR-1 zone is surrounded on three
sides by the SR zone.

A
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The owner rebutted that the development would not change the 'sense of community’ in the
neighborhood; the two-story condos to the south are just as much an invasion of privacy as the new
proposed development; and the development will raise property values.

A Commissioner asked if the owner would be willing to meet with the neighbors and work out some
of their concerns. The owner was receptive.

A Commissioner asked how close the home sales presented as data are to the site. The agent
stated that they were further east and northeast of the site and sold within the last 6 months. There
had been no home sales in the immediate neighborhood for comparison.

A Commissioner asked if the owner would be amenable to preparing a more detailed site plan
showing access, house footprints, setbacks, view sheds, vegetative buffers, access, etc., and then
be willing to meet with the neighbors so that they could see the plan.

Commissioners encouraged the applicant to work with the neighbors and asked the neighbors to
have an open mind to proposed development.

Motion to CONTINUE to October 28, 2015 Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing
passed 8-0 (Commissioners Neeley & Cook absent).

Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing {October 28, 2015)

Owner and new agent (Brent Davis) addressed the Commission and requested a continuance to
provide an opportunity fo set up a meeting with the neighbors.

The Chair opened the public hearing.

There were 6 speakers, all opposed to the rezoning request. Their concerns were:
1. Owner still hasn’'t met with the neighbors;
2. Loss of neighborhood character and inadequate infrastructure to support new development;
3. Previous rezoning requests in the area have been unsuccessful;
4. Development would have negative impacts to desert flora and wildlife in the area;
5. Neighbors are all against the rezoning, and against another continuance.

Speakers also noted that this was the second day they had to take time out of their schedules to
attend a public hearing.

The agent responded that he and the owner want the opportunity to meet with neighbors, and that
they are unprepared to address many details of the proposed rezoning at this hearing.

A Commissioner questioned the good faith of the applicant, as no outreach was done to the
neighbors as requested by the Commission.

Motion to CONTINUE to January 27, 2016 Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing
passed 8-0 (Commissioners Neeley and Cook were absent).
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Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing {(January 27, 2016}

The agent and owner presented the update to the proposed rezoning. The agent described their
attempt to purchase an access easement from the neighbor of the property to the east for direct
access of the development onto Catalina Highway; their offer was not accepted.

Unfortunately, focusing on the Catalina Highway access did not allow time to meet with the other
neighbors. The agent also stated that use of the well onsite could be connected to Tucson Water or
be used for irrigation. Sewer connections to the development were available from the south.

Four speakers addressed the Commission. Their concerns were:

1. The owner and agent had still not contacted or met with the neighbors;

2. City of Tucson is not interested in annexing this area because of the poor condition of East
Eagle Feather Road and the need to install fire hydrants;

3. East Eagle Feather Road is not designed for heavy construction traffic, chip-sealing would
wash away, and there is not an agreement about long-term maintenance responsibility;

4. There is no need for more housing in the area;

5. Concerned that the owner is evading subdivision laws and plans on rezoning the adjacent lot
for an additional 4 lots expanding the development to 8 lots on both parcels.

The owner’s agent responded that East Eagle Feather Road would be improved to accommodate
the new development’s traffic; the owner’s adjacent site should not be considered pertinent to this
rezoning request; and, their plan for alternate direct access to Catalina Highway would have
mitigated neighbor concerns, but they were unable to make a last-minute agreement. The agent
opined that they had met all of Commission’'s recommendations to date, except for meeting with
neighbors.

A Commissioner suggested the owner consider withdrawing the rezoning request and re-apply when
negotiations with neighbors are accomplished. Interim Planning Director Chris Poirier noted that the
2015 Comprehensive Plan update had down-planned the area from Low Intensity Urban 1.2 (LIU
1.2) to Low Intensity Urban 0.3 (LIU 0.3). The owner submitted the rezoning application prior to
approval of the update and the site was allowed to maintain its earlier land use designation;
however, re-submitting the rezoning application requesting the CR-1 zone would now first require a
Comprehensive Plan amendment to change the land use designation on the site.

The Chair moved to recommend denial of the rezoning request; a Commissioner seconded the
motion. Another Commissioner made a substitute motion to continue the hearing for the maximum
time allowed by the Zoning Code (to the P&Z June 29, 2016 public hearing). This would give the
owner and agent more time to meet with the neighbors as recommended by the Commission. The
substitute motion was accepted.

Motion to CONTINUE the Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing untii June 29,
2016 passed 4-3 (Commissioners Matter, Mangold and Peabody voted NAY; (Commissioners
Bain, Cook and Holdridge were absent).

Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing - June 29, 2016 Canceled - No Quorum
P&Z was Rescheduled to July 13, 2016
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Planning and Zoning Commission Public Hearing {(July 13, 2016)

The Chair introduced project and noted that it was continued.

The agent updated the Commission on the two neighborhood meetings that were held since the last
Commission hearing. He noted that fourteen neighbors attended the February meeting and seven
attended the follow-up March meeting. The owner agreed to meet some of the neighbors’ requests
as outlined at the second meeting. The agent noted that staff's recommendation is still in favor of
this rezoning request and the owner concurs to meet the staff report and additional neighborhood
conditions.

The five new conditions that the owner agreed to with neighbors are as follows:

1. There will be no wall aiong the north and east site boundaries; a buffer easement will be

- created to keep the native vegetation in place.

2. Property owner will pay for the cost of paving East Eagle Feather Road (Easement) from
onsite cul-de-sac to Bear Canyon Road rather than just chip sealing it. East Eagle Feather
Road is currently a 60-foot easement and construction of the paved road will be laid out so
that it will not encroach upon existing neighbor’s fences.

3. Orientation of the new homes will face the cul-de-sac and will not impact any mountain views
north to the Catalina Mountains.

4. The paved road will be maintained per a financial agreement with the four new lot owners
and the owner’s second parcel. Existing residents will not be required to participate in the
maintenance of East Eagle Feather Road.

5. There will be a deed restriction on the owner's second parcel that it will not be rezoned or
subdivided for 15 years.

The agent also noted that the owner agreed to Condition 6:
6. The owner will create a private MOU (Memorandum of Understanding) on her second parcel
with the Kartchner's regarding any further subdividing.

The agent recognized that there was still not unanimity with the neighbors in support of this rezoning
but feit that everyone had a better understanding of the request and noted that there is consensus
with some of the neighbors.

A Commissioner asked if Condition 8 was not included as a rezoning condition because it is not
enforceable.

The agent answered Yes.
Staff gave a brief report.

This is the fourth public hearing before the Commission for this rezoning request and the allowed
nine month Commission review period for the rezoning has expired. Today the Commission must
make a recommendation on this case and move it forward to the Board of Supervisors.

Staff noted that although there was not an official mailed public notice for this meeting, staff did
provide notice to those interested property owners for whom we had contact information.

Staff has not received any new comments of opposition from neighbors since the January 27, 2016
Commission hearing.



C09-15-005 Page 6 of 10

Staff received a total of 15 comments of opposition. Seven are non-duplicates and provide enough
protest to require a Board supermajority vote.

The planning official confirmed that Condition #6 is not enforceable. He also noted that the
owner/agent Condition #5 is not enforceable and therefore, should not be included as a rezoning
condition in this case.

Staff recommends approval of this rezoning request with the conditions outlined in the original staff
report. Atthis point, itis up to the Commission to recommend any additional conditions proposed by
the owner.

A Commissioner asked for a summary of staff's rationale for supporting the rezoning.

Staff responded that the proposal meets the Pima County concurrency requirements, Utilities and
access are at the property line. The City of Tucson limits and a two-story condominium complex are
along the site’s south property line. This rezoning request is an infill site for large approximately 1-
acre lots. The site is very vegetated, and can still provide expansive buffering between properties
and the owner proposes to build one story ranch style homes in character with the area.

A Commissioner asked except for the condominiums, if the surrounding County zoning was SR
(Suburban Ranch).

Staff answered Yes, and also explained that there is CR-1 residential, higher density residential,
commercial, and arterials within one-fourth mile of the site.

The Chair opened the public hearing.

Three speakers addressed the Commission with their concerns. All had spoken at previous public
hearings in opposition to the rezoning request, have submitted protest letters, and still oppose the
request. The issues are that the neighbors do not want change.
1. They want to keep the natural desert habitat and wildlife;
Paving may sound really, good but our driveways will remain dirt and heavy rains will
undercut the pavement, create more erosion problems, and wash our driveways away
creating more access problems;
3. The neighborhood is 100% adamantly against this rezoning; not everyone can attend
these meetings;
4. If approved, there needs to be a financial agreement for road maintenance by the
developer; and
5. They are concerned that the owner is evading subdivision laws and plans to rezone her
second parcel into four more lots,

One speaker noted that she had just heard about neighbor agreements with the developer at this
hearing but is still against the rezoning and asks that the Commission say No to this rezoning
request.

Another speaker noted that per the planning official, the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update the
owner would not be able to request a CR-1 rezoning under the current land use designation.
However, he did say that the applicant and owner spoke to us in good faith at the neighborhood
meetings but stated that we still do not want this rezoning.
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The Chair asked if the agent wanted to respond.

The agent commented that at least one if not two of those who spoke today did not attend either of
the two neighborhood meetings where we came to agreements. Therefore, itis difficult to respond
when not everyone has the background discussion of those two meetings.

The owner and neighbors agreed on the aforementioned conditions at the second neighborhood
meeting.

The agent reassured the neighbors that the owner will definitely create an agreement for maintaining
the pavement among owners of the new development and the owner of the adjacent lot to the west.

The agent commented that the neighbors keep saying that the owners’ second parcel will be
subdivided next. The owner agreed not to develop this second parcel for fifteen years. She plans to
rehab the house and use it as a residence or sell it.

The owner unknowingly submitted this rezoning request under the old rules. The new rules make it
more difficult to request a rezoning and it is not fair to assume that the owner will make a request to
subdivide her second parcel next year or a year later.

The agent summarized that they had good dialogue with the neighbors and came to some hard but
good conclusions. There is not unanimity in this neighborhood but there are neighbors who have
supported us.

The agent asked the Commission to recommend the rezoning request favorably.
A Commissioner asked for clarification regarding the outcome of the neighborhood meetings.

The agent said that most the neighbors who attended the second meeting are more comfortable
with the rezoning. What came out of the second meeting are agreed upon rezoning conditions.
This is not to say that everyone is in favor of the rezoning but the neighbors are more accepting that
this will be a better development because of these conditions.

The Chair closed the public hearing and asked if there were any comments from the
Commissioners.

Several of the Commissioners were having trouble deliberating what to recommend.

This is a property rights issue;

A large lot infill project;

Access is questionable for increasing density, but there is similar density in the area;
The neighbors are still unsatisfied;

Can Catalina Highway still be a viable option; and

Does this proposal maintain the character of this neighborhood?

AN

A Commissioner noted that just because the City of Tucson has made some bad land use decisions
in this area, does not mean the County needs to follow suit and continue to make poor decisions to
increase the density in this area. There is degradation of a neighborhood when one SR property is
rezoned to CR-1 then there is opening for another rezoning, and another and so on. These
changes over time dissolve the character that makes Tucson unique.



C09-15-005 Page 8 of 10

The planning official acknowledged that the road seems to be a core issue in deciding this case.
Staff policy per PCDOT and PCDEQ is to minimize dust pollution as much as possible; for this
reason, staff takes the position that the access be chip sealed or paved. In this case, the neighbors
like a primitive dirt road. If this was a traditional subdivision, the road would be required to meet
subdivision street design standards. For a project such as this, staff would not expect road drainage
and engineering improvements to be known at this stage. However, it is the purview of the
Commission and/or the Board to allow the road to remain a primitive dirt access road by not making
it a rezoning condition that the road be paved or chip sealed. There are no County requirements for
the road in this case.

Commissioner Matter MOVED to DENY Co09-15-005 JT RP LLC - East Eaqgle Feather Road
{(Easement) Rezoning. Chairman Peabody seconded the motion.

A Commissioner summarized that this is a property rights issue; a property right may be lost
because of a timing issue. The property is behind a shopping center and a two-story condominium
complex. The land use request makes sense in terms of density. How much should drainage and
infrastructure issues be a determining factor in our recommendation when the guestion is this a
reasonable use on this site.

On aroll call vote, motion to recommend DENIAL passed 6-2 (Commissioners Bain and Becker
voted NAY; Commissioners Cook and Membrila were absent).

Should the Board of Supervisors choose to approve the rezoning request, staff recommends the
following requirements to be completed within five years from the date the rezoning request is
approved by the Board:

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

2. Provision of development related assurances as required by the appropriate agencies.

3. Priortothe preparation of the development related covenants and any required dedication, a
fitle report (current to within 60 days) evidencing ownership of the property shall be
submitted to the Development Services Department.

4, Adherence to the sketch plan as approved at public hearing.

5. There shall be no further lot splitting or subdividing of residential development without the
written approval of the Board of Supervisors.

6. Pima County Department of Transportation:
Any common, private roadway/driveway serving more than one dwelling unit shall be
paved (chip sealed) within six (6) months of the issuance of building permits.

7. Pima County Waste Water Reclamation District:
Should the Board of Supervisors be inclined to approve this rezoning, the Pima County
Regional Wastewater Reclamation Department (PCRWRD) recommends the following
conditions:
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The owner / developer shall not construe any action by Pima County as a commitment to
provide sewer service to any new development within the rezoning area until Pima County
executes an agreement with the owner / developer to that effect.

A. The owner / developer shall obtain written documentation from the Pima County
Regional Wastewater Reclamation Department (PCRWRD) that treatment and
conveyance capacity is available for any new development within the rezoning area,
no more than 90 days before submitting any tentative plat, development plan,
preliminary sewer layout, sewer improvement plan, or request for building permit for
review. Should treatment and / or conveyance capacity not be available at that time,
the owner/developer shall enter into a written agreement addressing the option of
funding, designing, and constructing the necessary improvements to Pima County's
public sewerage system at his or her sole expense or cooperatively with other
affected parties. All such improvements shall be designed and constructed as
directed by the PCRWRD.

B. The owner / developer shall time all new development within the rezoning area to
coincide with the availability of treatment and conveyance capacity in the
downstream public sewerage system.

C. The owner / developer shall connect all development within the rezoning area to
Pima County’s public sewer system at the location and in the manner specified by
the PCRWRD in its capacity response letter and as specified by PCRWRD at the
time of review of the tentative plat, development plan, preliminary sewer layout,
sewer construction plan or request for building permit.

D. The owner / developer shall fund, design, and construct all off-site and on-site
sewers necessary to serve the rezoning area, in the manner specified at the time of
review of the tentative plat, development plan, preliminary sewer layout, sewer
construction plan or request for building permit.

E. The owner/developer shall complete the construction of all necessary public and/or
private sewerage facilities as required by all applicable agreements with Pima
County, and all applicable regulations, including the Clean Water Act and those
promulgated by ADEQ, before treatment and conveyance capacity in the
downstream public sewerage system will be permanently committed for any new
development within the rezoning area.

F. Pima County Office of Sustainability:

An on-the-ground archaeological and historic site survey shall be conducted on the
subject parcel(s) before any ground modifying activities occur. Any archaeological or
historic sites that are recommended as eligible for Arizona or National Registers of
Historic Places shall require cultural resources mitigation plan. The mitigation plan
will need to be submitted to Pima County either before or at the time of the submittal
of a site plan, tentative plat, or development plan. Any cultural resource survey
and/or mitigation plan shall be conducted by an archaeologist permitted by the
Arizona State Museum or registered architect as appropriate. Any subsequent
development requiring a Type |l grading permit will be reviewed for compliance with
Pima County's cultural resources requirements under Chapter 18.81 of the Pima
County Zoning Code.
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Upon the effective date of the Ordinance, the owner(s)/developer(s) of the rezoned
property shall have a continuing responsibility to remove buffelgrass (Pennisetum
ciliare) from the property. Acceptable methods of removal include chemical
treatment, physical removal, or other known effective means of removal. This
obligation also transfers to any future owners of property within the rezoning site;
and, Pima County may enforce this rezoning condition against the property owner.
Prior to issuance of the Certificate of Compliance, the owner(s)/developer(s) shall
record a covenant, to run with the land, memeorializing the terms of this condition.

The property owner shall execute and record the following disclaimer regarding Prop
207 rights. "Property Owner acknowledges that neither the rezoning of the Property
nor the conditions of rezoning give Property Owner any rights, claims or causes of
action under the Private Property Rights Protection Act (Arizona Revised Statutes
Title 12, chapter 8, article 2.1). To the extent that the rezoning or conditions of
rezoning may be construed to give Property Owner any rights or claims under the
Private Property Rights Protection Act, Property Owner hereby waives any and all
such rights and/or claims pursuant to A R.S. § 12-1134(1)."

In the event the subject property is annexed, the property owner shall adhere to all
applicable rezoning conditions, including, but not limited to, development conditions
which require financial contributions to, or construction of infrastructure, including
without limitation, transportation, flood control, or sewer facilities.

cc: JT RP LLC, Atin: Rita Pizarro, 4802 E. Ray Rd., Ste. 23, PMB 3395760 E. Territory Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85044 — 6410
Kathy Gormally, 1215 North Wentworth Road, Tucson, AZ 85749
Brent L. Davis & Associates, Attn: Brent Davis, 660 S. Country Club Road
Tucson, AZ 85716
Tom Drzazgowski, Principal Planner
C09-15-005 File
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PREVIOUS REZONING CASES ON PROPERTY
There is no previous rezoning request on the property.

PREVIOUS REZONING CASES IN GENERAL AREA

There have been three similar rezoning cases within the vicinity of the site. The requests were
to rezone single parcels from SR (Suburban Ranch) zone to CR-1 (Single-Family Residence).
There have been no rezoning requests in the area since October of 2001. The rezoning cases
were not approved.
1. Co09-84-40 — Request was for the third lot west of the site on the north side of East
Eagle Feather Road (Easement).

The following two rezoning cases were requests on the same parcel three lots northeast
of the project site.

2. Co09-94-010

3. Co09-00-58

The City of Tucson has annexed the area on generally three sides of the project area. The City
of Tucson City Limits is the approximately 1,000 feet north, 800 feet west at Bear Canyon Road
and south along the site boundary.

STAFF REPORT SUMMARY

Staff recommends APPROVAL with conditions. The owner proposes to split the 3.81 acre
property into four one acre single-family lots. The residential lots will rely on an existing well
and connection to the sewer. The site is not located within the Maeveen Marie Behan
Conservation Lands System (MMBCLS).

Planning Analysis

This is a mixed residential area ranging from large single-family lots to condominium
units. This request to rezone to CR-1 one acre lots is greater than the CR-1 minimum
lot size of 36,000 sq.ft. Adjacent to the site are six SR (Suburban Ranch) lots and a
238-unit two-story condominium subdivision. There are four CR-1 subdivisions within a
radius of 1,000 sq.ft. These four CR-1 subdivisions have minimum size CR-1 lots. The
proposed one acre, 43,500 sq.ft. lots are considerably larger than the 36,000 sq.ft.
subdivision lots. The four large lots can easily be buffered from the neighboring view
sheds.

The property will be connected to sewer and has an existing well to serve the four lots.
The vegetation on the site is mostly desert scrub. There are no washes onsite.
Currently East Feather Road (Easement) is unpaved and dependent on maintenance by
neighbors. The property owner will be required to pave (chip seal) the 800-foot
easement from the project site to Bear Canyon Road. The 15-foot access easement for
the four lots will also be paved (chip sealed) and utilities brought to the site. The
individual driveways do not require paving. The property owner is responsible for
utilites and prior to any ground disturbance will need to provide an archeological
survey.

Co08-15-05 STAFF REPORT
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Concurrency of Infrastructure

Concurrency of infrastructure exists to serve the proposed development:

CONCURRENCY CONSIDERATIONS
Department/Agency Concurrency Considerations Other Comments
Met: Yes/No/NA
TRANSPORTATION Yes No objectlo_n‘ subject to
conditions
FLOOD CONTROL Yes No objection
Yes No objection — subject to
connecting to the adjacent
WASTEWATER sewer to the south and
standard conditions
PARKS AND RECREATION Yes No objection

TRANSPORTATION REPORT

The Pima County Department of Transportation has no objection to the rezoning request. The
additional four unsubdivided lots could generate approximately 30 ADT (Average Daily Trips).
Traffic from these additional four lots will not impact the nearby arterial roads. Access to the site
will be off of a private easement known as Eagle Feather Road (Easement). This easement is
only site access via Bear Canyon Road into the City of Tucson/Pima County road network.
Maijor arterial streets within proximity to this site are Bear Canyon Road, Catalina Highway, and
Tanque Verde Road. Most trips leaving this site will travel west on Tanque Verde Road.

FLOOD CONTROL REPORT
The PCRFCD has no objections to this request.

WASTEWATER RECLAMATION REPORT

The PCRWRD has no objection to the proposed rezoning but adds the following comment: The
applicant will be required to connect to the public sewer available from the South Bear Canyon
Condominiums. The sewer improvements will be subject to the standard conditions of the
PCRWRD.

NATURAL RESOURCES, PARKS AND RECREATION REPORT:
Staff has no objection.

CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT: The site has never been surveyed for cultural resources.
The subject property is located on the edge of the Tanque Verde Creek Priority Archaeological
Site Complex (SDCP). There are 10 previously identified archaeological sites within a one-mile
radius of the parcel. The property owner will be required to provide an onsite archeological
survey and will be subject to standard conditions.

STAFF REPORT
Page 3
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PUBLIC COMMENT: To date, September 22, 2015 staff has received six phone calls

requesting further information. One letter and one email of opposition have been received. The
property owner who sent the email has noted that there will be a letter with original signatures in
the mail.

|F THE DECISION IS MADE TO APPROVE THE REZONING, THE FOLLOWING STANDARD

AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED:

Completion of the following requirements within five years from the date the rezoning request is
approved by the Board of Supervisors:

1.

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

Provision of development related assurances as required by the appropriate agencies.

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 Development Services Department.

Adherence to the sketch plan as approved at public hearing.

There shall be no further lot splitting or subdividing of residential development without
the written approval of the Board of Supervisors.

Pima County Department of Transportation:
Any common, private roadway/driveway serving more than one dwelling unit shall
be paved (chip sealed) within six (6) months of the issuance of building permits.

Pima County Waste Water Reclamation District:

Should the Board of Supervisors be inclined to approve this rezoning, the Pima County
Regional Wastewater Reclamation Department (PCRWRD) recommends the following
conditions:

A. The owner / developer shall not construe any action by Pima County as a
commitment to provide sewer service to any new development within the
rezoning area until Pima County executes an agreement with the owner /
developer to that effect.

B. The owner / developer shall obtain written documentation from the Pima County
Regional Wastewater Reclamation Department (PCRWRD) that treatment and
conveyance capacity is available for any new development within the rezoning
area, no more than 80 days before submitting any tentative plat, development
plan, preliminary sewer layout, sewer improvement plan, or request for building
permit for review. Should treatment and / or conveyance capacity not be
available at that time, the owner/developer shall enter into a written agreement
addressing the option of funding, designing, and constructing the necessary
improvements to Pima County's public sewerage system at his or her sole
expense or cooperatively with other affected parties. All such improvements
shall be designed and constructed as directed by the PCRWRD.

C09-15-05 STAFF REPORT
September 30, 2015 Page 4



C. The owner / developer shall time all new development within the rezoning area to
coincide with the availability of treatment and conveyance capacity in the
downstream public sewerage system.

D. The owner / developer shall connect all development within the rezoning area to
Pima County’s public sewer system at the location and in the manner specified
by the PCRWRD in its capacity response letter and as specified by PCRWRD at
the time of review of the tentative plat, development plan, preliminary sewer
layout, sewer construction plan or request for building permit.

E. The owner / developer shall fund, design, and construct all off-site and on-site
sewers necessary to serve the rezoning area, in the manner specified at the time
of review of the tentative plat, development plan, preliminary sewer layout, sewer
construction plan or request for building permit.

F. The owner / developer shall complete the construction of all necessary public
and/or private sewerage facilities as required by all applicable agreements with
Pima County, and all applicable regulations, including the Clean Water Act and
those promulgated by ADEQ, before treatment and conveyance capacity in the
downstream public sewerage system will be permanently committed for any new
development within the rezoning area.

G. Pima County Office of Sustainability:

An on-the-ground archaeological and historic site survey shall be conducted on
the subject parcel(s) before any ground modifying activities occur.  Any
archaeological or historic sites that are recommended as eligible for Arizona or
National Registers of Historic Places shall require cultural resources mitigation
plan. The mitigation plan will need to be submitted to Pima County either before
or at the time of the submittal of a site plan, tentative plat or development plan.
Any cultural resource survey and/or mitigation plan shall be conducted by an
archaeologist permitted by the Arizona State Museum or registered architect as
appropriate. Any subsequent development requiring a Type |l grading permit will
be reviewed for compliance with Pima County’s cultural resources requirements
under Chapter 18.81 of the Pima County Zoning Code.

H. Upon the effective date of the Ordinance, the owner(s)/developer(s) of the
rezoned property shall have a continuing responsibility to remove buffelgrass
(Pennisetum ciliare) from the property. Acceptable methods of removal include
chemica! treatment, physical removal, or other known effective means of
removal. This obligation also transfers to any future owners of property within
the rezoning site; and, Pima County may enforce this rezoning condition against
the property owner. Prior to issuance of the Certificate of Compliance, the
owner(s)/developer(s) shall record a covenant, to run with the land,
memorializing the terms of this condition.

|. The property owner shall execute and record the following disclaimer regarding
Prop 207 rights. “Property Owner acknowledges that neither the rezoning of the
Property nor the conditions of rezoning give Property Owner any rights, claims or
causes of action under the Private Property Rights Protection Act (Arizona
Revised Statutes Title 12, chapter 8, article 2.1). To the extent that the rezoning

Co09-15-05 STAFF REPORT
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or conditions of rezoning may be construed to give Property Owner any rights or
claims under the Private Property Rights Protection Act, Property Owner hereby
waives any and all such rights and/or ¢laims pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-1134(l).”

in the event the subject property is annexed, the property owner shall adhere to
all applicable rezoning conditions, including, but not limited to, development
conditions which require financial confributions to, or construction of
infrastructure, including without limitation, transportation, flood control, or sewer
facilities.

Respectfully Submitted,

cc: Brent Davis
Mark Holden
Rita Pizarro
Chris Poirier

Co9-15-05

STAFF REPORT
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DESCRIPTIONS OF LAND USE DESIGNATIONS for Co9-15-005-East Eagle Feather Road (Easement)
Rezoning '

Pima County Comprehensive Plan Co9-00-20
Th|s is the land use designation in place at the time of submittal of this subject property. The rezoning is
processed under LIU-1.2 (Low Intensity Urban 1.2):

8. Low intensity Urban LIG {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.

b. Residential Gross Density: Only land area zoned and planned for residentia! 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 18.09.0408B,
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 QOption.
Residentia! gross density shall conform with the following: - , :

2) Low Intensity Urban 1.2

(a) Minimum - (none)
(b) Meximum - 1.2 RAC. The maximum gross density may be increased in
accordance with the following cluster options:
() 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 TOR'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.






DESCRIPTIONS OF LAND USE DESIGNATIONS for Co9-15-005-East Eagle Feather Road {Easement)
Rezoning

Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update — Pima Prospers
The Pima County Comprehensive Plan (Pima Prospers) was adopted recently by the Board of Supervisors

on August 16, 2015. The land use designation under the comprehensive ptan update (Pima Prospers}
was changed to LIU 0.3 {Low Intensity Urban 0.3},

9. Low intensity Urban {LIU)

Low [ntensity Urban includes fowr land use categories designations ranging from a maximum
of 3 RAC stepped down to 0.3 RAC. The Low Intensity Urban categories are LIU3.0, LIUL.2,

LIUG.5, and LIU-0.3.

a. Objective: To desighate areas for low density residential and other compatible uses and
to provide incentives for residential conservation subdivisions to provide more natural
open space. Density bonuses are offered in exchange for the provision of natural
and/or functional open space. Natural open space must be set aside, where applicable,
to preserve land with the highest resource value and be contiguous with other
dedicated natural open space and public preserves.

Low Intensity Urban 0.3 (LIU-0.3)

a} Residential Gross Density:
i} Minimum —none
if) Maximuwm—0.3 RAC. The maximum gross density may he
increased in accordance with the following options:
a] Gross density of 0.7 RAC with 50 percent open
space; or
b] Gross density of 1.2 RAC with 65 parcent open
space.




Sue Morman

R -
From: Richard Sarti <Richard.Sarti@tucsonaz.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 4:56 PM
To: Sue Morman :
Subject: RE: C09-15-005-JT RP LLC. East Eagle Feather Road (Easement) Rezoning

You're welcome Sue.

Richard
>>> Sue Moman <Sue.Morman@pima.gov> 8/13/2015 4:54 PM > >>
Thanks Richard and thanks for your clarification.

See Morman, S, Plonrer

Pima County Planning
**520-724-9000
sue.morman@pima.gov

Help us Plan Pima County’s Future!
http://www.pimaprospers.com/

From: Richard Sarti [mailto:Richard.Sarti@tucsonaz.gov]

Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 4:19 PM

To: Sue Morman

Subject: Co9-15-005-1T RP LLC. East Eagle Feather Road (Easement) Rezoning

Location: 9062 E. Eagle Feather Road, Parcel # 114-51-1790

Dear Ms. Morman:

Tucson Water has no objections to the proposed rezoning of the subject parcel from SR to CR-1.

Currently this parcel is not being served by Tucson Water. As the parcel currently exists it would be eligible to
receive water service from Tucson Water {contingent upon official application being made) since it is less than 20
acres in area and it is surrounded on at least three (3) sides by parcels currently being served by Tucson Water. If
this parcel were to be divided in four (assuming NW, NE, SE and SW quarters) and application was then made for
Tucson Water service, the resulting parcels would no longer meet the requirements of the Water Area Service Policy

since they would no longer conform to the "three side rule".

This email does not constitute a "will serve letter" for the parcel in its current configuration or otherwise.
If you have any questions or comments please feel free to contact me.

Sihcerely,

Richard A. Sarti, P.E.

520 837-2215



Sue Morman
T

Manny Padilla <Manny.Padilla@tucsonaz.gov>

From:

Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 3:30 PM

To: Sue Morman

Cc: John Beall

Subject: C09-15-005 - JT RP LLC. East Eagle Feather Road

Good afternoon Sue.
The Department of Planning and Development Services, Community Planning Section has no comments on Pima

County rezoning case Co9-15-005. The City limits border the southern border of the rezoning site, which is under
the Bear Canyon Neighborhood Plan policy.

A side comment as noted on the application is that the site will be connecied to sewer and not septic

systems. Looking at the aerial it seems the nearest existing sewer line is onthe adjacent property to the south
{located in the City) and would require a cross-access easement to extend this site's sewer and tie into a manhole
focated on private property and City jurisdictions. This may require a City permit and inspections for that part of the

. sewer construction occurring on the adjacent property to the south.

The other note is the application indicates the new 4 lots will be connected to a private on-site well. Will this require
a fifth (5} parcel/lot to be created around the well site to create a legal description added to each lots {4 new, 1
existing) to be serviced by the private well? Or is that strictly a private matter between buyer and seller?

Have a good day.
Manny



Sue Morman
S TRy,
Richard B, Obenshain <rbobenshain@azwatsr.gov>

From:

Sent: . Tuesday, July 28, 2015 5:20 AM
- Tou Sue Morman

Subjact: Pima Co. rezoning request

HiSue, since the landowner is only creating 4 lots, the Assured Water Supply (AWS) program does not
apply. We operate under the AZ Dept of Real Estate's definition of a subdivision which is 6 or more fots,

Rick Obenshaln, Mgr
Recharge, Assured & Adequate Water Supply programs

Arizona Department of Water Resources



rulA COUNTY PLANNING DIVISION
APPLICATION FOR REZONING
FOR PROJECTS NOT REQUIRING A SITE ANALYSIS e L
Protwis Ar FSOHY oz Tqx 1134

3T BrP LLC ) g790¢ Eﬂa\? Tood #2333  cthplzace @jwm:hcem

Ofmer {#ﬁy-gvb({ Mailing Address mail AddresslPhoﬁe_daytimei(FAX)
Nhy Gemelle,  R/C ot B Q0¥ ally 1Pcoxs gt

Applicant {if other than owner) Mailing Address P Email Address/Phone daytime / (FAX)

Wit [ Lafle foctd A Juson fo k5747 #1451 /7540

L:gat description / property adbress CAT FpoT / Tax Parcel Number

1.¢] R C;Q*?/ Low! NTENSTY URBAN LWL Z

Acrsage Present Zone Proposed Zone Comprehensive Plan Subregion / Category / Policies

The following documentation must be attached:
1. Assessor's map showing boundaries of ‘subject parcel and Assessors Property Inquiry (APIQ} printout

showing gurrent ownership of subject parcel. DEEDS AND/OR TITLE REPORTS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
if the applicant is not shown as the owner of the subject parcel a letter of authorization with a signature matching
the APIQ must accompany the application at the fime of submittal. For example, if the AP1Q indicates ownership
in a numbered trust such as Chicago Title and Trust #700, a signature of the Trust Officer is required along with
a disclosure of the bensficiaries of the trust. If the APIQ indicates ownership to be in an LLC, LP, corporation or
company, a signature from an officer with hisfher title is required along with a disclosure of the officers of the
entity.

2. Submit a sketch plan In accordance with Chapter 18.81.030,E.1.2. & b of the Pima County Zoning Code. Submit
a detailed description of the proposed project, including existing land uses, the usss proposed and to be retained,
special features of the project and existing on the site (.g., riparian areas, steep slopes) and a justification for the
proposed project. Include any necessary supporting documentation, graphics and maps (all documentation
should be legible and no larger than B.5” X 11").

3. Submit three (3) copies of the Bioiogical Impact Report.

4. Submit the entire rezoning fee. _

This application is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | am the owner of the above described property or have
been authorized by the owner to make this application.
/ﬂ v "’ :'0*-‘((1}

5/ 20 / /S~ . CRTET W w
| JUL 16 ?'ms Si}ﬁ!ature of Applicant

Déte

FOR OFFICAL USE ONLY
dr RP LLL - E. EARLETFEATHEE ED. Cng. 15 -0%S"
Case name
ST ¢ - 52 4
Rezoning from Rezoning to Official Zoning Base Map Number Fee Supervisor District
NA

Conservation Land System catagory

LT PooT [ Liul2/

Comprehensive Plan Subregion / Category/Policies

Crc;ss referance: Co9-, Co7-, other

Recelvedby & pate 1] lb! (g Checked by \‘I\C.? Date “7-\7-\5
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Book-Map-Parcel: [114-51-1790 ] Obligue Emage Tax Year: Tax Area: 0300
Property Address:
Street No Street Direction Street Name Location
9062 E EAGLE FEATHER RD Pima Caunly

Taxpayer [nformation: Property Description:

JTRFLLC N369.04' MiL. E450.0%' NE4 NW4 3.87 AC

4802 E RAY RD STE 23 PMB 338 BEC 34-13-15

PHOENIX AZ

85044- 641G

Valuation Data:

2015 2018
ASMT ASSESEET -ASMT FSSESEED
LEGAL CLASS VALUE  RATIO VALUE LEGAL CLASS VALUE  RATIO YALUE

LAND FQV  Vacanb/AgiGolf (2) 150,000  16.0 $24,000 VacanVAg/Golf (2) $175,000  15.0 $26,250
IMPR FCV $0 %0
TOTAL FCY  VacanlAgiGolf (2) $150,000 16.0 $24,000 VacanttAgiGalf (2) $175,000 15.0 $26,250
\I:,MEED Vacant/AgiGolf (2} $149,940 18.0 $23,8%0 Vacanl/AgiGolf (2) $157,437 15.0 $23616
Property Information:
Section: 34
Town: 13.0
Range: 15.0E
Map & Plat: !
Block:
Tract:
Rule B District: 3}
Land Measure: 3.81A
Group Cede:
Census Trach: 4024
Use Cade; 0012 (VACANT RESIDENTIAL URBAN NON-SUBDIVIDED )
File Id: 1
Date of Last Change: 11712014
Valuation Area:
Condo Market: 13
DOR Market: 5
MFR Neighborhaod: FW_WEST_NW
SFR Neighborhood: 01003401
SFR District; 7

Sales Information:
Affidavit of Fee No. Parcel Count  Sale Date  Property Type Sale 'i‘ime Adjusted Sale Cash Validation
20122840588 2 10/2013 Single Family $550,000 $550,000 Y XA
Supervisor District:
(4) RAY CARROLL

Recarding Information:

Sequence No. Docket Page Date Recorded Type
20132840588 0 o 10/14/2013 WARRANTY DEED
0 5811 254 T7/51978

Petition Information:
Tax Year Owner's Estimate Petitfon SBOE

2014 $110,000
2013 $100,000
2008 $254,400

Parce( Note: Glick to seefexpand 7 note(s)

http://iwww.asr.pima.gov/links/frm_Parcel.aspx?eq=glLgn... 09/21/2015
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Search Date and Time:
7/16/2015 4:01:16 PM

File-Number
114542533

Corporation Name:
JT/RP, L.L.C.  LATEST DATE TO DISSOLVE 12/31/2038

Collapse | Expand

Corporate Inquiry A
File Number L14542533
Corporation Name JT/RP, L.L.C.
Standlng ' Check Corporate Status ]

Domestic Address A

E 4802 E RAY RD #23-339
| PHOENIX, AZ 85044

[

Statutory Agent Information A

Agent Name: RITA PIZARRO

Agent MalhnglPhysmai Address

4802 E RAY RD #23-339
PHOENIX, AZ 85044

Agent Status: APPOINTED 08/27/2013

http://ecorp.azcc.gov/Details/Corp?corpld=L14542533 07/16/2015
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PIMA COUNTY

DEVE LDPMENT SI—‘R”J ICE g

Boildng & Site Deveia?ment
201 N, Stone Avenus, 1" Floar

Typane A7 ”-qffﬁi 1'}:’3'} - ‘ - — '7.4‘”7___” - — y

——. uv;.lvu.,_; ¥ u— O S ————

| Lﬁﬂﬁi{fé@ AUTHORIZATION

As 1eqmmf b*s Arizona Revised Stames I herby ﬂamfy that I am tila owiet Of’ the
prapeety referenced below and that the pnriy whose name s listed belc:w is authmwed to
" {ake out Development Services pérmits in ty name:

_ ﬁﬁé/z’ Z:' _Jf:jfn /.{{/%ﬁ/’//{?fﬁ/ /(/CZS'*M %2’
.%ﬁéeﬁ,‘;mitéwﬂs o i e | 3’57 /?

tgfﬁ"f? 7%3’ /@fi’.f“?)@}? V77,2 AT

‘ Typﬂ Gf P{{mlii‘ Apphsd 1&1 fﬁ?’" RV YRemodelddditichiFence of We iitfome QC:;HFH;IWF‘C mfaf
: C‘m ef&emﬂ-ihrﬁ QH—EH}&?X{S&! Liyiﬂg Hohwe Gt atp Home}

Sigmhnféﬁafffﬁpﬁ’ﬁmm o o Dawe [

. AUTHORIZED BY:

/A [/

Sigﬁaﬁ%gﬁ&?@ﬂy @Wﬁ;;;’ g’ o U T Date

Per Boord of Technical Regisirasion tmd Reghsirar of Contréctors regufation, Reglsivanis and
- Ligensed Conpractors may opply for building permils withou use of this forey.



Building & Site Developnient
200N, Stone Avenuce, 1™ Ploar
Tucson, AZ 837011207

LETTFR OF AUTHORIZATTON

As required by Arizona Revised Statues | lerby cortify that [am the owner of the

proporty reterenced below and that the party whose name is listed bolow is authorized to

take out Developmont Services pemiits MY NN uA)  ropseat e an

J’“&Zom.f%j Wuf-c’)f"tgj’ Add ol Acee 5‘5'@(7 Mﬁ_‘f_tf»rj thcarwus ('ezaxm)/l? .

755 Z 5&5 ]g‘ }/Cfét} L\t’r D(' 7‘/630 LA ﬁ <.

Eroperty Address

7&520‘4}'1467

T}’pi‘.‘ oi'P:mliI/Applicd Fors (S2RAME Remade) Additionience or IWall Hame Ocenparion/Chila
Crere Svcoudary Dwetlino/dssivied Living Home/Grawp Home)

. L. CDZ»:-& /0/};:/90/{'

Sighitwe o Applicuiin  Lave ESEATATIV Dute’

AUTHORIZED BY:

?ignam ;:”nf"["‘i;h’p’:yf_v Ovmer

10°27- /5

D;Jtt-— o

220 Bovered oof Vevhwical Rewrintvaiton and Rewisirar of Contraciors segulilion, Regsivtramy and
Licensed Contractong aay appdy for Madlding pemiz withour piva #f this fowm,
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Kathy Gormally i g
1215 N. Wentworth Rd. 41/0;,3
Tucson, Az. 85749 0
520-850-8064

T,

N

Pima County Development Services,

I represent Rita Pizarro in her request to change the zoning on the 3.8 acre lot located at
9062 E.Eagle Feather Rd., presently zoned SR to the proposed CR-1, This conforms to
the Pima County development plan for the area. The proposal is not a detriment to the
integrity of the nearby existing properties. In fact, the property that borders the lot on
the south side is a high density apartment complex.

I'understand that there have been some objections by neighboring land owners to
this proposal. There appear to be two main complaints that I would like to address.

1. Privacy Standards
This parcel is well away from all of the objecting parties. In most instances, it does not
border any of them.
2. The Maintenance of the Easement- known as “Eagle Feather Road”
The existing casement is an ungraded dirt road in very poor shape. Rita Pizarro has
offered to upgrade the road, and pave it if necessary.

I have been Rita Pizarro's real estate agent for years. I have seen her improve and
upgrade properties over and over , éonsistently increasing their values and esthetic
qualities. This project will follow her samne high standards of ethical performance, and
be an upgrade to the existing area. The proposed project will be a gradual transition

from the high density apartment complex on it's southern boundary, to a well



developed “high end” single family ranch style neighborhood on four 1 acre lots.
['am a native of Tucson and have seen so many developments over the years.
This plan is exactly what will move Pima County forward in its growth and beauty.

I wholeheartedly encourage you to grant approval of this project.

Thank you for your consideration,

Kathy Gormal

V50N
Nov:y%* 09,2015
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Cof- _liﬁ,_o..,":‘i._
E : : PINA GOUNTY :
REZONING IMPACT STATEMENT

Plaase answer the fr:ﬂtowihg questions completely; required hearings may be delayed Jfan adequate description of
the praposed development is not provided. Staff will use the information to svaluate the proposed rezoning.
Additional informaﬁn may be provided on 4 eeparale sheat.

v}

a Tizat)D )Bﬁ" JHRE. U\_C.

NAME {print)

 NAME OF FIRM (f any) SSNEE
NTEREST IN PROPERTY — D _bQ\",‘.fx\\(l . -
SIGNATURE yay ﬁ;qﬂg‘@ . DATE (";/ 319

e VA2 VAR | .

o . - 7 e
A PROPOSEQ— Ll(ND USE 0

1. Doscribe fhe proposed se of the property.

f),“\hg\‘i__‘_ 7 ma\‘\\) Rf"sadvsfm*&_ Jo LEJL...ZDQ_D‘_\) -

2. State why this use js needed. .
Devdope \p:ci)i/_\*o‘f‘l_“ YSC .

3. ifihe proposed use is residential, how many fotal residential unlts wauld thera be on the propeity to be
rezoned? Will these be detached site-built horas, manufactwed homes, or another type? :

- Total units: ' 4 e fy'p‘e;‘ . fJ:F)< 2 o
4. Will the subjest praperty be split into additional tots?  YES (circte one)

5. How many total lots are proposed to be on the properly fo barezoned, and whal size in acres will sach

ot be? 7

8. [frnare thian ona ot would be craated by this rezoning, How wil aliweather accass be provided o these -
{ots from a dedicated public roed? {&.g. direct access, existing sasemant, new easement, efc.)

E\’j\@t@&“\d— {. QL ‘D'U'\*('c.'df \%D ET\(“E}P‘)ﬂ Y 09'61'&35

© 7. What ls the maxinium proposad building height?
feat and ‘ stories

8. Provide an eslimate of when prdposad development will be started and completed.

Starting date: ) Od_ \ 0 4_ a.ni&'Q

Complefion date:

g, If the-praposed development is commerciat or industnakh
a. How many employees.are anticip te?i??
b, How many perking spaces wil
¢ Winatare the expocted hayre of operation?

Page t of4 _ 13/31/40



d. Wit a separate loading area be provided? — /
a, Approximate size of bullding (sg. fegt)? — VAR

[

10. a. Forcommercial or industrial developments, or residential developments of three resigdences per acre
- orgreater, state which bufferyards are required, according fo Chapter 18,73 {Landscape Standards)

of the Zonlng Cede.

P

o o )
b. Describe the buffar chaice that would be provided {e.q.: buffer width, use of walls, or type of plant
‘material) to meet the Code requirement, -Refer to Ghapter 18.73 of the Zening Code. -

A

i

11. i ihe proposed deveiopment fs an industrial projéct, state the industrial wastes that wil he produced and
how they will be disposed of. (Discuss the means of disposal with the Wastewater Management
Depariment af 740-6500 or the Department of Environmantal Quality at 740-3340.)

/

 SITE CONDITIONS - EXISTING AND PROPOSED .~

1. Arethere existing uses on the site?  YES

a. Ifyes, desoribs the use, staﬁhg the number ant type of dwelling unit, buslness, gle.
o

b. ifng,is the propérfy undisturbed, or are there areas that have been gradsd?

NG

2. i ihe proposed rezoning is appmved. wilt the existing use be removed, altered, ar remain as 187

@mnid_ OS5 5

- 3. Are there any existing utiity gasements on the subject propery?  YES | NO

If yos, state thelr type and width, and show theif location an the sketch plan.

4, Describe the overall topography.of the subject propetly, and note whather any slopes of greater t}'ra'i
5% mre present an the proparly. Note any mck outcropping or unusuat landforms or featuses.

_Qehe e

R

Page 2 of 4 031110



5. Mote any areas of heavy vegetation an the skelch plan and describe Its type and general density

DO

g lathes

Yas
b. If s, which of the fallowing ‘doss the subject propasy fall within, and if more than one, provide the

dppmximate percentage of the slte within each? -
Important Riparian area, Biological Core, Multiple Use, Special Species Managemant area, ar
Recovery Management afgz, of Exisling Development within the CLS. '

6. Cunsewatsun Land System (CLS):
u proparty within the MMB Conse.rvaﬁon Land Systam (see Aflachment A)?

7. Howhas the plan for the rezoning met the consewation siandard for the apphrabte category area?

ﬂ ﬂs
8. Ace {h'ere any naturel drainageways (washes) on the subject propsrly? VES éo )
if yes, state whether these natural drainage patiems would be aitered by the p ed daveinpment,

. and what type of alteration Is proposed. -

{NOTE: Forinformation regarding flood tonliol requirements, oall the Repidnal Fioad Confrol District, 243-1800.)

Approximately how much of ife sibject propeny is proposed fo be gradad including aroas whera most
percent of ihe land area, How much of this area is

[A]
AcTes, of

=

vegelation will be cleared?
 currently gmded? n@ml_,

10, Describe any revegelai:or proposal in areas whare dewaiopmeni would requirg removal of natura!

: vegliahnn

f\fk

11, For rezenings larger than 3,3 acres {144, 000 square feet) or for more than one rasidential unit per 3.3

acres)
a ts the subject propetty 5 \tion less than 4,000 feat?
oNo Aes ) |

~ b, Are lhere any saguaros on tha subjec propery that are eght feet or taller or that contain a
woodpecker cavity? If yes, how many?

' Numbra—r: Over B feel

. Arethere any mestuite trees on the subject praperty with trunks six ingches or grealer in diameter as
measured four teet above ground? If yas, how many?

_ YES Number, |

Paga 3ofd

_ under 8 feet with cavity.

37317 1)



d. Atethers ahy Palo Varde traes on the sub}act property with trunks six inches or grealer In dlametes
as measured four feet above ground? If yes, how many?

YES  Number:

. Aratheraany ironwood tiees onthe subject property with lrunks six Inches or greater in diameter as
measurat fourfzet above ground? Hyes, how many?

YES - Number

f  Have any Caclus Ferruginous Pygmy Cwis baen found gn fhe subject properly or within 1,600 feet
of the proposed development projeci as a result of an Owl Habilat Survey?

___ 11 Nosurvey has been dons. . ‘ . .
3.2 No owls ware found as a resultof a survey performed on " y ... (data)
__3) ___(Numberof) owls were faand as a result of a survey performed onw {date).

11. Will & sepiic 's'ystem or public sawer be used for the propossad dév_elo'_pme'nt? :

SEPTIC “EWER)

I seplic ts {o bie used; state whalher ong currenﬁy exists on the properiy and, if so,whebher additions to
that system will be needed for this development. (NOTE: For infermation on seplic sysﬂem
requirements, call the Depariment of Envifonraental Quality at 740-3340.)

12, How will water be supplled to the property? Ef 8 water company. state which one.

%nsm?m‘j well wdter

SURRGUNDING LAND USE

Deseribe in detail adjacent and nearby exlshng land uses within approximately 600 feet of the sub;ect
properly in alt directions.

NORTH: W, SEA , . o o
soumt: _Sish Dwosdy Bgas Canyon Lendsminioms %6ﬂ
EAST: Sed

west: L SR

Page 4 oi 4 . 7 ) 03733410 X )



PIMA COUNT_Y DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
BIOLOGICAL IMPACT REPORT GUIDELINES
(Nal Appa‘fc:able Jor Rezonings that Reguire aﬁ:{e a‘mbwi 8}
With the Board of Supervisars’ approval of Ordmance No, 2001-103 in }uly 2001,

Chapter 18.91 of the Zoning Code was amended to require thaf a Bivlogical Impacet
Report be included as part of the documentation submitted for :remnmg applications,

Type 2 and Type 3 conditional nse permits, zoning plan plat walvers, modification 1 or

waiver of fezoning cohditions, and requests for rezoning timo extensions. The Biological
[mpact Report is a tool which staff will use to facilitate an assessment of the proposed
praject's potential lo impact sensitive biological resoutoes. A profect’s desigh should, to
the greatest extent possible, seek to conserve these impoviant resources, The Biological
Impact Report should,-ata minintum, include responses to-alf the questmm set forth

below.

- A sighitfioant amovnt of the information reguested below is available on Piia County’s.

MapGuide. To uccess the MapGuide version that displays the appropriate SDCP

- information; go o wwwwddot oo pima.az.us/pis/maps and click on the Sonoran Desett

Conscrvation Plan Maps under the Maps Frotn (Mthets section. Among the choicos of
mups found on that page, select the SDCP MapGuide Map, If you don't readily find the
dota fayer referenced in the following questions, continue to Zeom in until the desired
data layer appears in the menu box.

Should you have specitic qiestions about compiling the Biological tmpact Repott or any
of the information bumg requested, plense contact the Planning D1vmon ar 5207740~
6800,

1. Identify whether the proposed project site ocours whiolly or purtially within any
Maeveen Marle Belian Conservation Lands System Category including Important

; U{-S; Git"., s Riparian Atens and Special Species Mnnagement Aveas.

2. Tdentify whether the proposed project occurs in the vieinity of any of the six
goneral areag identified as Critical Landscape Linkages. (Critical Landscape
Linkages are ot viewable on MapGuide. Textual descriptions and general
lovations of these 6 genctal areas ean be found on a hardeopy of the Maeveen
Marie Behan Conservafion Lands Systemn Map; fora map and textual descriptions
of Critical Landscape Connections yee Attachinent A.)

' the proﬁerty is a Habitat Protection or Community Open Space priority

: 3.
A ‘0_ - acquisition property, as displayed on SDCP MapGuide, ideniity which

‘designation applies to the site and commont on the status of communications, if
any, betwoen the owier and Pima County regarding the County’s potontial
acquisition of the property.

Last Update — March 2000



Biological Linget Repurt Guidelines
Page?2

Species-Specific Information (mcludmg Pertinent Federally-Threatencd and
Eandangered Species)

Cactus Ferruginous Pyemy-owl:

bi o L Doos the pr&pmied project site occur within tle Priority Conservittion Area for the
= cactug ferruginous pygmy-owl? (This information is viewable on MapGuide.)

yWQ 2. Hasthe proposeci projeet site been sm:veycd for pyg111y~nwis?

a If yes, dxsclose the dafes whm surveys were doma nnd provide 4 '-;ummary of
o the results. ,
o
Surded ’S{w Plﬂﬂﬁé I nio, are survey*. pianncd in the futun"
e r e

for . Westeny Bustowing Owl:

fw L. Does the proposed project site oceur within the Priority Conservation Area for the
westert l:urrowmg-ow]? (This Information is viewable on MapGuide. )

2. Has the pmpused prmcct site been sur vwed [or b owmg owls?

- a. I yes, disclose thc datu’; when surveys were dono and provide a summar v of
the results.

b, Ifno, are surveys piamied in the fisbure?

Pima Pineapple Cactus:

A0 1. Does the proposed project site neour within the Priority Conservation Area for the
‘ Pimé pineapple cactus? (This information is viewabie on MapGuide.)

2. IeIavc}Pimn pi-\ncapple cactus been found un tlw pmposed project site?
3. Has thc pmpoaed projeot site been sur vcyed fm‘ Pima pmeapple cactus?

a. Ifyes, d;sclost, the date whun wurvcys werg done and provide o ammnnrj uf the
rosults,

b. Ifno, are surveys planned in the {uture?



Blologienl Impact Roport Guidelines

© Paged

Needlg-Spined AP-’mea Epj_@_@;lpi@

o

I

Does the proposed projeet site accur within the Priority Cowservation Area for the
needle-spined pineapple cactus? (This information is viewable on MapGuide.)

Have n'é(.:d'ie-spincd pineapple cactus been found on the proposed project she?

'Has the proposed project site been surveyed for needle-spined pineapple cactus?

a. Ifyes, disclose the date when surveys were doné and provide o snmary of the
resulls. : '

b, If no, are surveys planned in the future?
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1/26/16  RE. Case # CQ9-15-005
Case Name: JT RP LLC - E. EAGLE FEATHER ROAD (EASEMENT) REZONING
In the past:3 months, Brent Davis has done nathing with the collective neighbors.

The Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission granted an additional 3-month extension
from 10/28/15 to 1/27/16, atop the previous 1-month extension, so Rita Pizarre's newly hired
representative could work with the neighbors and address their concerns regarding rezoning.

Brent Davis hasn’t communlcated wrth the nelghbors He hasn't contacted them He hasn't

Rd. Th’rs issue has already been der ﬁed by the nerghbors in written Ietters and verbal
addresses to the Planning and Zoning Commission at both of the previous meetings, It is
deﬂnitely a major concern, and there are many other concerns the neighbors have, too.

presentad 2 o optrons for reachmg
existing Eagle Feather Rd, curient
county. He identified the same:lag
alreadly pointed out over ard oV

- seal idea hasbeen tried dnd failed. The heighbdrs: were expectlng to hear a drfferent rdea—

an idea that might work. (Qption 2) That we could allow access to the new homes via our
Catalina Hwy private property; either by selling Ms. Pizarro a strip of our property to be used
for access to her property, or by permrrtrng Ms. Pizarro an easement across our property

options he sard on 17716 that he’=
weeks .before the 1/27/1 6--Plajh'hji

Brent Davis said he would like ft
wanted to see if we could co : :
tell the neighbors-access would be via Catalma Hwy and the new homes would not have to
use Eagle Feather' Rd-We-were w:lllng to-téke his proposal into consideration. We fold him to
make us an offer. He said'he would talk to Ms. Pizarro and get back to us. More than 2
weeks later, he got back to us with an offer—exactly 3 days prior to the Commissien meeting
of 1/27/16, Wednesday—on 1/24/16, Sunday! On a weekend, nonetheless. He still had not
contacted any neighbors. He: Sald e did hot have: contaot lnformatron forthe neighbors and
he had the audacrty to ask §" for contactinformation for the nerghbor$r

The Commission’s expectatlon in grantrng an extenslo 'as for him 1o contact the nerghbors
and work out resdlutions during the 3-rionth petiod. And:just 3 dzys béforaithe Commzssron 'S
meeting he did not even have the neighbors’ contact info? What-a mockery he made of the
Pianning and Zoning Commission’s generous extension,




. hasbeenl

On 1/24/16 Brent Davis asked us for gont ' 8 could
call fhem and ask them to.disse

ors a 24 48 h0urs not:ce to gome to hlS
office, to be shown the 2 optlonal plans for access to Ms. Pizarro’s property with new homes
on it. Does he think that, after absolutely no communication from him for 3 months, 2-3 days
before the Commissjon’s meeting neighbers can:drop any plans they have and go to his
office to hear him tell them Ms. Piz 3E8S new' homes via Eagte Feafher
Rd... or Catalina Hwy—if Mr. Summe L , _

Brent-Davis is as dlsrespectful to th_, long-term: ofournelghborh aSR:taF’lzarro

The neighbors had asked for sketches of the propesed homes, ideas of where they would sit
an the-property, an insurance that'the desert vegetation would stay intact, and that privacy
would not be compromised to homes close by, etc., etc. Instead, in 3 months' time, Brent
Davis was able to accomplish finding out access to the new homes via Eagle Feather would
be difficult and another solution would-b: ' 01S: WeTe: intelligent eénough
to figure that out as soon as they heard:

Again, i the past moiith
extengion did not putinto
therefore did not produce:

'CONSTRUCTI.N .F NEW H.ME‘S IN .UR EAGLE FEATHER NEIGHBORHOGD

Sincerely,

WMac Suminer & Sue Newfield
9091 E Eagle Feather Rd
Tucson, AZ 85749

(520) 331-727¢9

(520) 850-1177




Sue Morman

From: Sue Newfield <suenewfield7@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 5 17 PM

To: Sue Morman

Subject; Fw: Request for copy of paperwork

Sue Morman, Sr. Planner,

Please attach this emaii to our 1/26/16 letter for the Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission. This will
Substantiate the claims we have made in the lefter.

Thank you, '

Sue Newfield

& Mac Summer

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Brent Davis <brent. davis@gmi-tucson.coms
To: 'Sue Newfield' <suenewfield7 ahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2016 1:49 PM
Subject: RE: Request for copy of paperwork

Sue,

I have been out with back problems and am finally able to get back to the office today (Sunday).

Here are my thoughts about our project;

1. Rita would purchase a perpetual right-of-way from you and Mack for ingress/egress from Rita's
property to Catalina Hwy. according to County standards {not sure how wide).

2. We would price the purchase at $15,000. :

3. We would agree to build a walj north of the new ingresslegress road to Catalina Hwy. at your
option to include or not include an opening for access to your property (approximate value is
$5,000) :

4. We would agree to construct a wall running between your property and Rita's property prior to
development of the lots (approximate cost is $22,000).

5. We would agree to place a one foot no access right-of-way on the north edge of Rita’s property
so the new development would NOT have access to Eagle Feather.

be complied with before subdivision could be developed. In other words, we do not need to sign any
agreement as they will be contained in the rezoning paperwork, if approve by the Board of Supervisors.

I hope this will work.

On the topic of meeting with the neighborhood, we would like to offer to host two open houses, one on Monday
evening and one on Tuesday evening of this week prior to the hearing on Wednesday. We would host them at
ouroffice (where we met) and show the optional plans to the neighbors. If you accept the agreement above,
we would, of course, emphasize the plan that offers access to Catalina Hwy,



DRENT . BAvVS
SOABSICIATES

LEaMNs LT TN

Brent L. Davig

660 8. Country Ciub R,
Tucson, AZ 85716
520-323-1115 O
520-323-3399 F
520-977-6229 ¢

brent.ds vis@amii-tucson.com




January 24, 2016

Against Rezoning of C09-15-05 E. Eagle Feather Road (easement) Rezoning

From:;
Roy and Miriam B. Kile
3160 N. Bear Canyon Road

Tucson, AZ. 85749

To Sue Morman and Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission

MY WIFE AND I ARE EXPRESSING OUR UTMOST OBJECTIONS TO THIS REZONING
REQUEST. We have lived at this location 46 + years which we had built. At a meeting in
November we were promised a visit by the Phoenix Developer by their representative at this
meeting. As of this date not one of the these people have contacted any

property owners. There has not been any good faith cooperation while having extension
after extension of this matter.

This rezoning is not an enhancement to our neighborhood especially since this will create two 7
subdivisions side by side with 8 houses and families crammed in the center of our SR
community while skirting Pima County rules for 6 lots or more. This surely is not an
enhancement of the neighborhood and will leave us all with an undesirable situation while the
Phoenix Speculators hunt or long gone.

We hope you will turn down this Speculator. Thank you for your consideration.
)




January 21, 2016

Against Rezoning of Co9-15-05 E. Eagle
Feather Road (easement) Rezoning

From: A T
Larry & Leslie Willingham N 57 T .

3150 N Bear Canyon Road
Tucson, AZ 85749

To: Sue Morman & Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission

We are writing a letter oncé again to express our firm objection to this rezoning request. This
next meeting (Jan 27, 2016} will be the third hearing and second extension to give the Phoenix
developer an opportunity to contact the local affected residents in an effort find common
ground. This is what we were promised at the November meeting by the Phoenix developer
and her representative. As of today, January 21, here has been ZERO contact. This developer
has not operated in good faith from the start of this process and has caused me and my
neighbors great inconvenience and hardship by requesting extension after extension. | hope
that the committee will take that into consideration and the fact that the Phoenix developer
has no support from any of the property owners in this neighborhood. There was a time when
that mattered.

The rezoning is to divide an empty SR lot into 4 lots. The owners of this parcel also own the
adjoining SR lot to the west. If this rezoning is successful they will most likely move to change
the zoning on that property as well. This would then create the potential of two wildcat
subdivisions, side by side, with 8 houses and families crammed in the center of our SR

_ community while skirting Pima County subdivision rules for 6 lots or more. This is not an
enhancement for our neighborhood and will leave us with an undesirable situation while these
Phoenix speculators are long gone. Although we are surrounded by CR-1 subdivisions, the
continuity and identity of our very unique community will be broken up by this action. Not a
single one of us want this to happen.

Thank you for your consideration,

o Al ——
Larry Witlingham



Fronm: k moeckly [maitto:k9moeckly@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 16, 2016 12:15 PM

L. il R
PO SUS MOTAN

subject: East Eagle Feather Road Rezoning

| understand there is a 3rd meeting coming up on the Eagle Feather Road rezoning
matter. We as property owners to the north must contest such a rezoning. The petition
to rezone absolutely flies in the face of maintaining the peaceful residential place that
Eagle Feather Road is and has been for many, many years. The present zoning was
known by the new property owners. They must simply live by these rules and adapt
these rules to their plans. How wrong it is to allow them to come into this area and
change everything around so they cari make more moneyto the detriment of all the
neighbors. Certainly the Commission can see through their devious plan. This appears
to be one of those what is right is right and what is wrong is wrong situations.

We as adjoining neighbors object to the rezoning and pray the motion will not be
approved and will be properly disposed of once and for all. Thank you.

Respectfully,.

Kent Moeckly
Box 903
Britton, SD 57430



3% 1595

A ~(5-05

After much thought and discussion since last month’s meeting, we have not changed
our position. We are still opposed to Case #: C09-15-115, Case Name: JTRP LLC — E.
Eagle Feather Road (Easement) Rezoning from SR to CR1 at this time.

Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission,

We have done what the commission has asked—we have been open-minded and had
communications with Rita Pizzaro during this one-month postponement period. Since
last month’s meeting we have (1) spoken to Rita Pizzaro in person, (2) communicated
via email and (3) had a lengthy telephone conversation.

Rita Pizzaro has not addressed any of our concerns to our satisfaction. In fact, we feel
even stronger now that the proposed vacant property should not be rezoned into
multiple smaller parcel lots because we believe it will not stop there. We believe she
intends to rezone the adjacent property as well, where there is a standing house, which
she has allowed to become dilapidated due to 2 years of neglect. She denied this and
told us she could not put more houses on this adjacent property even if she wanted to
because Pima County has put a “moratorium on property rezoning” since the time she
applied for this rezoning. We have talked to 2 different county employees, including Sue
Mormon who has handled this specific case, and found this “moratorium” is not true.

Another concem is the City of Tucson annexation issue. This has been a neighborhood
discussion since the annexation of Indian Hills to the north of us this summer. We had
our first meeting last week, Monday October 19. Rita Pizzaro is firmly against it. We do
not want her to divide up her property, put it in any other names or company’s names
and then carry more than one vote regarding the annexation and be the deciding factor.

We insist the E Eagle Feather Rd dirt easement cannot handle the traffic this rezoning
will bring. The proposal to put down chip seal is not a feasible solution. At last month’s
meeting one long-time resident said over the years he has seen many things used—
including chip seal—to try to improve the condition of the easement and all have failed.
The easement has a major water drainage problem, which will just wash away chip seal.

Rita Pizzaro claims the property is nothing more than “desert scrub” and we have
brought photos to show otherwise. From a miles-high sateliite image the property and
surrounding properties may look like “scrub”, but standing on the ground there is lush
desert vegetation, many varieties of cacti, and 5-6 feet (and even much taller) trees and
bushes natural to the Sonoran Desert. We don't want the ruin of the natural habitat
around us nor the displacement of the variety of desert wildlife we currently enjoy.

My wife and | are also here again in person at the public hearing on Wednesday,
October 28, 2015 einfqrce our opposition to the rezoning proposal.

e
Sincerely, e Sw
“Mac” Laurence Summer and Sue Newfield, Pima County Residents

9091 E Eagle Feather Rd, Tucson, AZ 85749



R: Case #: C_o9-l’5—_005/ Case Name: JT RP-LLC -'E.Eagle Feather...
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My si;éter_,_ Marlys Moeckly, and | are Metl Moeckly Co. and own the property at
‘9081 E. Eaglefeather Road, which is on the north side the property requesting the

rezoning. S | -
- We strongly object to this 2oningchange§ It will definitely push the value of our
property down. [t will also destroy the quality of life we have enjoyed at that
-address for many, many years. . This rezoning can not help our property in any
'way, shape or form. - o o .
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Sue Morman

From: mavis donnelly <mavisdonnelly@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 4:19 PM

To: Sue Morman

Subject: RE REZONING of C09-15-05 E. Eagle Feather

October 19, 2015
RE C09-15-05 JT RP LLC- EAST EAGLE FEATHER ROAD REZONING

Dear Ms. Mormon,

| am again writing to passionately protest the rezoning request wherein “JT RP LLC’
seeks to change the SR property to CR-1 properties. | have lived on the property
immediately abutting that parcel since 1989. My address is 3170 North Bear Canyon
Road; my name is Mavis J. Donnelly. ,

I'and the other residents of this subdivision/neighborhood purchased our homes
precisely because of the SR zoning to ENSURE privacy and a Nature-based
environment and precisely to AVOID more “compact” lots and houses. We strongly
value the packed earth roads on which we travel to our properties and do not want
paved roads.

| completely object to the creation of smaller CR lots and homes because such revision
will irrevocably destroy the existing natural, private, quiet, and unspoiled ecology and
ambience. This request by “JT RP LLC” is merely profit-driven with no concern
whatsoever for the existing residents. Such rezoning will provide massive financial
gain for “JT RP LLC”, while | and the other residents will face congestion, loss of the
hatural setting for which we bought our homes and encroachment by the kind of
residential plans we deliberately chose to avoid and escape.

| shall attend the (second) hearing on October 28. | beseech you to reject
this unwarranted, intrusive, and frankly irresponsible request to rezone.

Very sincerely,
Muavis J. Donnelly



October 19, 2015

Pima County Development Services Department
Attention: Sue Mormon

201 North Stone Avenue, 2™ Floor

Tucson, Arizona 85701

RE C09-15-05 JT RP LLC- EAST EAGLE FEATHER ROAD REZONING
Dear Ms. Mormon,

I'am again writing to passionately protest the rezoning request wherein “IT RP LLC” seeks to change the
SR property to CR-1 properties. | have lived on the property immediately abutting that parcel since
1989. My address is 3170 North Bear Canyon Road; my name is Mavis J. Donnelly.

I'and the other residents of this subdivision/neighborhood purchased our homes precisely because of
the SR zoning to ENSURE privacy and a Nature-based environment and precisely to AVOID more
“compact” lots and houses. We strongly value the packed earth roads on which we travel to our
properties and do not want paved roads.

I completely object to the creation of smaller CR lots and homes because such revision wiil irrevocably
destroy the existing natural, private, quiet, and unspoiled ecology and ambience. This request by “JT RP
LLC" is merely profit-driven with no concern whatsoever for the existing residents. Such rezoning will
provide massive financial gain for “JT RP LLC”, while | and the other residents will face congestion, loss of
the natural setting for which we bought our homes and encroachment by the kind of residential plans
we deliberately chose to avoid and escape.

I shall attend the (second) hearing on October 28. | beseech you to reject this unwarranted, intrusive,
and frankly irresponsible request to rezone.

Very sincerely,

T

Mavis ). Donneliy
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9/30/15

Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission, Oﬂg
This letter is to express our absolute opposition to Case #: 009-15—;14’5', Case Name: JT
RP LLC — E. Eagle Feather Road (Easement) Rezoning from SR to CR1 at this time.

| have lived at 9091 E Eagle Feather Road since 1980. | am a 35-year resident. The
neighbors and I have chosen to reside in this area of SR properties for the privacy,
remoteness, insulation from through-traffic, abundance of natural desert vegetation and
wildlife, mountain views, etc. that our large acreage properties on our dead-end
roads/easements provide. The county does not maintain our dirt roads/easements and
we as neighbors work together on this task because of the rewards that come from
living on an SR property.

I have a lot of skin in the game here. | own three SR-zoned parcels near the proposed
rezoning property. They comprise a total of nearly 15.5 acres of property. Two of my
parcels are 3.5+/- acres and are within the 1,000 area. They are (1} my residence at
9091 E Eagle Feather Rd and (2) my son’s and daughter-in-law's residence at 9101 E
Morrill Way. One of my parcels is 8.5+/- acres and is within 300", It is my rental property
at 9125 E Catalina Highway, valuable to tenants because of the large acreage and
separation of houses. '

In fact, the 8.5 acres | own is the adjacent property on the east side of the property
being proposed for rezoning. If the rezoning would be approved from 1 to 4 parcels, the
2 eastern parcels would share a property line with my property. This is unacceptable at
this time.

My SR house on its 8.5-acre parcel and the 4 houses that would be built on the
proposed CR 1-acre parcels would only be separated by a ranch wire fence. Because of
the 50" proximity of my house to the property line, I am not ensured any privacy
whatsoever and my house/property would immensely lose its value as a rental income
property for me. Having one SR-zoned home built on the currently vacant property
would be acceptable, as it would most surely be positioned further from the property line
and keep intact the current mature desert vegetation, which would have to be destroyed
to construct 4 houses.

E Eagle Feather Road/Easement is also not suitable at this time for any more traffic
than it currently has. It has not been maintained as anything more than a 1-lane wide
dirt driveway for the few residents who live off of it. Rezoning to four 1-acre parcels with
the intent to build 4 new ranch houses would bring another 4-8 residential cars using it,
as well as their visitors. This is preposterous to anyone who has physically seen the
current condition of the easement/road.

My wife and | are also here in person af. tbe public h'aearing on Wednesday, September
30, 2015, to reinforce our opposition to the rezoning proposal.

Sincerely, '{j}d
“Mac” Laurence Stimmer and Sue Newfield, Pimia County Residents

9091 E Eagle Feather Rd, Tucson, AZ 85749

5"



To: Sue Mormon and Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Mina J. Greer, 9001 E Eagle Feather Rd.

Re: Rezoning of C09-15-05
I am formally protesting this rezoning from SR to CR-1.

You have in your possession two letters that I know of that also strongly protest this
rezoning. I will add my voice to theirs in that the rezoning will alter our area in a
negative way. Also that I am convinced that the values of o properties will decrease,

In addition, I have read the application. I understand that no survey has been done for
pygmy owls nor are any surveys being planned for the future. While I haven’t seen any,
this still is a condition of the application, This however ties into the massive disruption
of our local wildlife, which includes hawks, owls, javalina, quail and bobeats. I cannot
see how this development will benefit that wildlife, nor our community’s enjoyment of
them.

Another consideration is the well water to be supplied to the new development. My
husband and I and the previous owners, the Maslands, all contracted to have our wells (2)
developed at the same time. Both were for personal use for our properties. Ihave a great
concern that putting four (4) additional houses on the same well will necessarily affect my
own well. In addition, will Ms. Pizarro then become a water utility? I realize that you
have contacted the state agency and no comment was made, but that will be something [
look into should this rezoning occur.

As noted in Mr., Larry Willingham’s letter, Ms. Rita Pizarro is a developer. Ihave
enclosed a partial listing of properties owned by her company JTRP LLC. No ene has
lived in the existing house since she bought it, so I cannot see how she can infer in her
letter that she has any idea of our community. Please, do not let a developer from
Phoenix come in and ruin our way of life.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

MW%Q@%

Mina J. Greer
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SEPTEMBER 28, 2015

AGAINST REZONING OF Co 5-05 FAST EAGLE FEATHER ROAD (FASEMENT) REZONING
FROM: KEN AND CAROLE NELSON 3140 NORTH BEAR CANYONROAD
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85749

TO: SUE MORMAN AND PIMA COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

WE STRONGLY OBJECT TO REZONING THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION. CONTRARY TO THE LETTER
WE RECEIVED FROM THE OWNER IT WILL NOT INCREASE THE VALUE OF OUR PROPERTY OR
THAT OF OUR NEIGHBORS. WHAT MAKE OUR PROPERTY UNIQUE IS THAT WE ARE IN A RURAL
SETTING AND ENJOY THAT OPPORTUNITY SAME AS THE INDIVIDUAL WHO SENT THE LETTER IS
ENJOYING. THIS WILL NOT BE AN OWNER OCCUPIED PROPERTY SO IT IS OF LITTLE CONCERN
THAT AS AN INVESTOR OUR PROPERTY VALUES WILL DECREASE. OUR PROPERTY IS SOUTH OF
THE EASEMENT SO WE WILL EXPERIENCE A GREAT INCREASE IN TRAFFIC,

WE WOULD APPRECIATE iT IF YOU WOULD CONSIDER QUR OBJECTION, AND THAT OF QUR
NEIGHBORS. : '

THANK YOU,

KEN AND CAROLE NELSON




LLC - E, Eagle Fe_ather...

~ R:Case #: C09-15-005/ Case

Nar_ne: JT RP

o~

A

"krr.loééklyv - R _. p | - o Tod{dydtS;MPM
To Su&%mm@pm&g@v : | B ‘ S |
D,ea‘r Ms. 'Morm‘ah:-' | | |
My sister, Marlys Moeckly, and | are M Moeckly Co. and own the property at
-9051 E. Eaglefeather Road, which is on the north side the property requesting the
- ‘rezoning. ' ' ‘ : .
We strongly OBJect tdthis 2oning.change. It will deﬁhitely push the value of our
‘property down. It will also déstroy the quality of life we have enjoyed at that

- address for many, many years. This rezoning can not.help our property in any
‘way, shape or form. ; | | - N

P_-Ie'ase do hot approve'this ré-zonihg request. Thank you.

Snoery
,'Ke-nt'fMOec.kIy -
Box 903 .

- Britton, SD 57430
605-448-8968

Reply, Reply All or Forwia vard [ More |

Click to Reply, Reply All or Forward
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September 22, 2015

Against Rezoning of Co9-15-05 E. Eagle

Feather Road (easement) Rezoning

From; U S TR i
Larry & Leslie Willingham i

3150 N Bear Canyon Road B :
Tucson, AZ 85749

To: Sue Morman & Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission

We are writing this letter to express our firm objection to this rezoning request. We have a
smali communfty of residents on SR zoned lots with many having lived here for 30-40 years. My
wife and I have been here 22 years and all of us enjoy (and do not want to give up) our quiet
open space setting. The parcel in consideration is part of our community and is-in fact
surrounded on three sides by SR lots of our community. ingress and egress to this property can
only be attained through the middie of our comimunity.

The rezoning is to divide an empty SR lot into 4 lots and therefore the traffic potential of 4
additional families to our undeveloped road infrastructure and very old waterline system. The
water mains were installed prior to the Tucson Water Department taking them over and the
water pressure is already low. The owners of this parcel also own the adjoining SR lot to the
west. If this rezoning is successful they will most likely move to change the zoning on that
property as well. This would then create the potential of two wildcat subdivisions, side by side,
with 8 houses and families crammed in the middle of our SR community. This is not an
enhancement for our neighborhood, could very well hurt our property vajues and leave us with
an undesirable situation while these speculators are long gone. This is an investment deal for
these owners who do not live here. Although we are surrounded by CR-1 subdivisions, the
continuity and identity of our very unique community will be broken by this action. None of us
want this to happen. '

Thank you for your consideration,

Larry Wiliinghghm AT RV

ﬁ;z{ /V%Qﬁ ci SEPL g )



Ve ;33
COSEP R 8 019
RE C00-15-05 JT RP LLC- EAST EAGLE FEATHER ROAD REZONING

Dear Sue Mormon and Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission,

| am writing to you to passionately protest the rezoning request
wherein “JT RP LLC" seeks to change the SR property to CR-1
properties. | have lived on the property immediately abutting that
parcel since 1989. My address is 3170 North Bear Canyon Road; my

name is Mavis J. Donnelly.

I and the other residents of this subdivision/neighborhood purchased
our homes precisely because of the SR zoning to ENSURE privacy and a
Nature-based environment and precisely to AVOID more “compact”
lots and houses. We strongly value the packed earth roads on which
we travel to our properties and do not want paved roads.

I completely object to the creation of sinaller CR lots and homes
because that will irrevocably destroy the existing natural, private, quiet,
and unspoiled ecology and ambience. This request by “JTRP LLC” is

“merely profit-driven with no concern whatsoever for the existing
residents. Such rezoning will provide massive financial gain for “JTRP
LLC”, while | and the other residents will face congestion, loss of the
natural setting for which we bought our properties, and encroachment
by the zoning we deliberately chose to avoid and escape.

I am unable to attend the hearing on September 30 due to my wark
and the quite short notice. | beseech you to reject this selfish and

frankly irresponsible request.

Very sincergly;

"""""
.
,,,,,,



From: Roy & Miriam Kile <rkile85749@aol.com>
To: sue.morman <sue.morman@pima.gov>
Subject: C09-15-05 Object to rezoning
Date: Sat, Sep 19, 2015 9:13 am

Having resided in the SR zoned area at 3160 N Bear Canyon Road , Tucson JArizona ,
85749 for 46 years , we, Roy B.

Kile and Miriam B. Kile |, vehemently object to rezoning of adjacent property currently zoned
as SR to be rezoned to CR-1 for the following reasons:

* the change to CR-1 for the proposed parce! will allow for 4 houses to be built with the
expectation for a rezoning request for the adjacent parcel with the same

. owner /developer to be requested for rezoning .in the near future

* @dding 4-8 houseés in ari afea zohed as SR will change the, ambience of the
neighborhood dramatically ' |

* and also will reduce the value of our property and home dramatically

the attraction of this rural -like area is the SR zoning

* the owner /developer assured the seller of the property to be rezoned in October,
2013 that the sale would be for the personal use of the new owner

° no attempt by the owner/developer was matle to discuss the change with neighbors
impacted ,in fact, the owner/developer made it clear that feedback from adjacent
property owners is not accepted

* this request is for spot Zoning which we understand may be considered inappropriate
for this parcel within the SR zoned area

We request a postponement of the September 30th hearing as the major property owners
impacted greatly by the rezoning are out of town until mid-October. .We further requesta -
recommend that the rezoning request be denied due to the -untoward impact on the SR
neighborhood.

Thanks you for your consideration for our request for denial . A confirmation ietter will be
submitted with original signatures . See below for electronic signatures.

ol

https’://mail'.aol.cpm/webmail—s’td/e_ﬂ_-ils[PfintMe_ssage' ' . 9/19/2015



