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Section 1: 

An overview of the 89A Corridor Dry Creek Parcel Owners 
 
The 89A Corridor Dry Creek area consists of 97 privately-owned parcels.  The 
numbered paragraphs below describe the privately-held properties within the area 
around El Rojo Grande Ranch.  (Figure 1.1 provides a map with a corresponding 
number to indicate the location of each of these neighborhoods.)  
 
(1) Sunset Hills consists of 87 single-family residential parcels (R1-10).  There are 
74 double-wide mobile homes within this community.  Each homeowner is also a 
landowner, and owns the parcel on which the home sits. 
 
(2) Sedona Shadows consists of a single 39.06-acre single-family residential 
parcel (RCU-2A).  It is populated with 198 mobile homes.  The zoning of this 
parcel would normally dictate a minimum of 2 acres per home.  However, Sedona 
Shadows was granted a Use Permit to build a higher density mobile home park 
there.  This parcel is owned by Equity Lifestyles - the same entity that is seeking to 
purchase El Rojo Grande Ranch. 
 
(3) Sedona Pines consists of a single 14.69-acre single-family residential parcel 
(RCU-2A).  It is populated with 144 tiny manufactured “casitas” with stucco walls 
and tile roofs.  The zoning of this parcel would normally dictate a minimum of 2 
acres per home.  However, Sedona Pines was granted a Use Permit to build a 
timeshare park.  This parcel is owned by Starpoint Resort Group - a timeshare 
corporation.   
 
(4) El Rojo Vistas Estates was originally a 10-acre "ranch" owned by Jack and 
Rosa King (R1-L70).  In 2005 Sedona Pines asked for a rezoning of this ranch to 
PAD, to allow them to expand their existing 144-unit timeshare park by adding 64 
additional timeshare units.  After the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning 
Commission recommended against this rezoning (saying that the density was too 
high for the area) the ranch was subdivided into 5 residential parcels (average size 
2 acres) and CC&Rs were written for El Rojo Vistas Estates, which allow only 
site-built homes.  Three of the five parcels have site-built residences on them.  The 
other two parcels are currently undeveloped.  This community lies along the 
southern boundary of the ranch, between the Ranch and Sedona Pines. 
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(5) The Jeff and Maria Christiansen residence is on a developed 2.5-acre 
single-family residential parcel (R1-L70) that lies along the southern boundary of 
El Rojo Grande Ranch, just east of El Rojo Vistas Estates. 
(6) The Paul Lechner property is an undeveloped 2.5-acre single-family 
residential parcel (R1-L70) that lies along the southern boundary of El Rojo 
Grande Ranch, just east of the Jeff and Maria Christiansen residence. 
 
(7) The Steele family residence is on a developed 10.82-acre single-family 
residential parcel (RCU-2A) that lies along the eastern boundary of El Rojo 
Grande Ranch. 
 
Figure 1.1 is a numbered map that shows the location of each of these 
neighborhoods and properties within the 89A Dry Creek area.   
 
Figure 1.1: Neighborhoods within the 89A Dry Creek Area 
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Section 2 
Parcel owners around El Rojo Grande Ranch voice their opposition 

 
The chart in Appendix A provides the names and addresses of the all of the parcel 
owners within the 89A Dry Creek area who have signed Statements of 
Opposition to the rezoning of El Rojo Grande Ranch.  For each of those parcels, 
there is also an indication whether that particular parcel is within 1000 feet of the 
boundary of El Rojo Grande Ranch.   
 
(1) Sunset Hills: Owners of 27 of the 32 residential parcels in Sunset Hills that are 
within 1000 feet of El Rojo Grande Ranch were contacted.  All of those 27 owners 
have signed a Statement of Opposition.  The remaining 5 owners have yet to be 
contacted.  Altogether, owners of 55 of the 74 residences in Sunset Hills were 
contacted.  All but one of those owners signed a Statement of Opposition.  (That 
one owner said that he wanted to "remain neutral".) The remaining 19 owners have 
yet to be contacted. 
(2) 
(3) Sedona Pines: The Senior Advisor to Starpoint Resort Group (Sedona Pines) 
sent an email saying that the President of Starpoint has directed their in-house legal 
counsel to write a Letter of Opposition. 
(4) El Rojo Vistas Estates: Owners of all 5 of the residential parcels in El Rojo 
Vistas Estates were contacted.  All of those owners have signed a Statement of 
Opposition.   
(5) Jeff and Maria Christiansen were contacted and they signed a Statement of 
Opposition. 
(6) Paul Lechner was contacted and he signed a Statement of Opposition. 
(7) The Steele family was contacted and they signed a Statement of Opposition. 
Tables showing the names and addresses of all of the parcel owners who signed 
Statements of Opposition, are provided in Appendix A.  Hardcopies of each of 
those Statements of Opposition have been provided to Tammy DeWitt, for 
archiving in the public record. 
 
To visualize all of this data, Figure 2.1 shows the Corridor 89A Dry Creek area, 
with the word "no" superimposed on each parcel whose owner has signed a 
Statement of Opposition. 
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Figure 2.1: Map showing parcels whose owners have signed Statements of 
Opposition 
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Section 3: 
Maintaining the character of the neighborhood 

 
3.1 The Importance of Consistency in Planning and Zoning 
 
Consistency has become a central concern in the implementation Planning and 
Zoning in the State of Arizona.  The goals of consistency aim to: 
 
(1) ensure that land use decisions are made consistently, and fairly, from one 
property owner to the next - with none getting "favored treatment". 
 
(2) ensure that property owners do not suffer financial loss due to arbitrary and 
inconsistent land use decisions around their properties, over time.   
 
The rezoning of parcels is a particular concern.  A parcel of land is surrounded by 
the parcels of other land owners.  Those other land owners might suffer from 
rezoning decisions that increase the value of the rezoned land, but adversely affect 
the value of their own investments.   
 
This is of particular concern in the case of the rezoning of El Rojo Grande Ranch.  
Earlier decisions by the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission have 
been the basis for substantial investments made by many homeowners around the 
Ranch.  A failure of the Commission to maintain consistency over time would be a 
betrayal to those who have invested a substantial portion of their personal savings 
(especially as they enter retirement) based on the Commission's earlier decisions.   
 
3.2 The case of the King Ranch rezoning hearing.   
 
A good example of the importance of consistency can be seen in the community of 
El Rojo Vistas Estates, which adjoins the southern boundary of the El Rojo Grande 
Ranch.  This small community was established as the direct result of a 2005 
Yavapai County Planning and Zoning decision, regarding the requested rezoning 
of the King Ranch, just north of Sedona Pines.   
 
On July 20, 2005 the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission held a 
hearing to review a request from Sedona Pines for a rezoning of the 10.4-acre 
residential (R1L-70) parcel just north of Sedona Pines, known as the King Ranch.  
The question before the Commission was whether or not to grant a request for a 
PAD (Planned Area Development) zoning district, to allow the construction of 
high-density development, consisting of 64 timeshare rentals on that 10.4-acre 
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property.  Appendix B contains a condensed version of the minutes of that 
hearing.   
 
The similarity between that 2005 Sedona Pines rezoning request and the current 
ELS rezoning request is striking: 
 
(1) The rezoning request was to change the Residential zoning of the King Ranch 

to a PAD zoning 
(2) The purpose of the PAD zoning was to allow the construction of a high-density 

commercial development of Timeshare rental dwellings. 
(3) An onsite well and Wastewater Treatment Plant, were planned. 
(4) The developer agreed not to build in the riparian habitat (i.e.  the floodplain of 

Dry Creek) and designated that portion of the property as "open space". 
(5) The developer argued that this development was simply an in-fill, or 

continuation, of an existing commercial property development. 
(6) The developer argued that the densities of the proposed development were 

similar to the "surrounding area". 
(7) The developer offered to cover the cost of traffic signalization of the Red Moon 

Drive highway 89A entry/exit. 
 
The objections raised by members of the surrounding community also sound very 
familiar: 
 
(1) The high-density of the development was not appropriate for a rural 

community. 
(2) The Commissioners should take into account the Red Rock/Dry Creek 

Community Plan. 
(3) The property values of the residences and parcels that would be surrounded by 

the new high-density commercial development would be decreased. 
(4) Locating the wastewater treatment plan adjacent to the neighboring property 

would cause that property value to be decreased. 
(5) The high-density of the development would lead to greatly increased traffic and 

noise problems. 
(6) The Red Rock/Dry Creek Community Plan clearly stated that there should be 

no density changes. 
 
3.3 The decision of the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission 
At the conclusion of the hearing, after each of the Commissioners made their final 
statements, a motion was made to deny the request for rezoning.  The motion 
carried by a vote of 6 to 1. 
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3.4 The outcome of the Sedona Pines rezoning decision 
As a consequence of the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission's 
decision, Sedona Pines withdrew their request for rezoning.  The King Ranch was 
then subdivided into 5 residential parcels (average size = 2 acres).  These parcels 
adjoined El Rojo Grande Ranch, which was zoned for 2-acre residential 
development.  Given the near-unanimous decision of the Commission against the 
proposed high-density commercial development, and given consistent rezoning 
policies, it was clear that any similar future rezoning request to rezone El Rojo 
Grande Ranch from residential to a PAD (for high-density commercial 
development) would be handled in a consistent manner.  Based on that clarity, all 5 
of those residential parcels were then sold.    
 
3.5 Application to the current ELS rezoning request 
Today's Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission is being asked to 
consider a rezoning proposal that would allow ELS to build a high-density 
commercial development across the entire 172 acres of El Rojo Grande Ranch.   
 
While none of the Commissioners who served in 2005 are still serving on the 
Commission today, and while some of the current Commissioners might feel 
favorably inclined toward approval of that rezoning request, all are faced with a 
clear question.  If the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission is truly 
committed to consistency in their planning and zoning decisions, how can the 
Commission treat the high-density commercial rezoning request from ELS 
differently from the high-density commercial rezoning request previously 
requested by Sedona Pines?  In doing so, they would clearly be favoring one 
requester over another. 
 
3.6 Maintaining the Character of the Neighborhood 
In addition to favoring one requester over another, by approving the ELS-requested 
zoning change, the Commission would be betraying the landowners in El Rojo 
Vistas Estates, who have made substantial investments of their residential 
properties, based on the earlier decision of the Commission.  These properties 
would be substantially devalued as a result of being surrounded by high-density 
commercial properties.    
 
Figure 3.1 shows the current zoning of the greater community.  (National Forest is 
shown in green, Residential properties are shown in Red, and commercial 
properties are shown in white.  Figure 3.2 shows what the zoning will look like if 
the ELS high-density commercial development plan is approved. 
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Figure 3.1 Before rezoning - The current zoning of the greater community  
 

 
 
Figure 3.2 After rezoning - The zoning that would result if the rezoning is 
approved) 
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As shown in the before and after maps above, the seven residential landowners on 
the southern boundary of El Rojo Grande Ranch would be left as a small 
residential island completely surrounded by high-density commercial properties.   
 
As reflected in the title of this Section, one of the most important considerations 
that the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission takes into account is 
Maintaining the Character of the Neighborhood.   Figure 3.3 shows the current 
percentages of Residential versus Commercial acreage, and how those percentages 
will change if the proposed zoning request is approved. 
 
Figure 3.3 Percentages of acreage Before and After the requested rezoning 
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It is rare to see such a sweeping change in the character of a neighborhood with 
a single rezoning.   
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3.7 Anticipated effects on property values in the 89A Dry Creek Community 
 
As a result of this sweeping change, the owner of the rezoned property would 
benefit from a higher property value, while the 40 owners of the surrounding 
residential properties within 1,000 feet of the Ranch would be see their property 
values fall. 
 
A particularly appalling consequence of this sweeping change is shown Figure 3.4, 
as a Black box in the ELS Site Plan.  Not only would the 7 residential landowners 
on the southern boundary of the Ranch find themselves surrounded by a high-
density sea of manufactured homes, but they would also have a 300-foot-long, 55-
foot-wide, 15-foot-high concrete bridge built only 15 feet from their residential 
property line!  This is exactly what Planning and Zoning is intended to prevent.   
 
Figure 3.4 The 300-foot-long, 55-foot-wide, 15-foot-high Concrete Bridge 
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3.8 A condensed version of the minutes from the July 20, 2005 hearing.   
 
Section 3.2 enumerated the similarities between: 
 
(1) The details and the arguments of the 2005 Sedona Pines rezoning request, 

and the details and arguments of the current ELS rezoning request, which is 
before the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

(2) The objections that were raised by neighboring landowners to the 2005 Sedona 
Pines rezoning request, and the objections that are being raised to the current 
ELS rezoning request.   

 
Those were extracted from the minutes of the 2005 hearing.  Appendix A provides 
a condensed (but word-for-word) presentation of the minutes of that hearing, for 
readers who wish to quickly verify the statements given in Section 3.2. 
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Section 4: 

The impact on local traffic 
 
4.1 The concern about increased Sedona traffic volumes 
On October 9, 2018, the Sedona City Council responded to the Yavapai County 
Planning Department's request for comments on the El Rojo Grande Ranch 
development proposal by convening a special hearing.  They invited Mr Rodney 
Jarvis (the ELS representative) to make a presentation about the proposed 
development of El Rojo Grande Ranch, and they also invited public comment.   
 
Note:  
A complete video of that Oct 9 meeting can be viewed online at: 
http://sedonaaz.swagit.com/play/10092018-1017 
Click on Item 8A to watch the video. 
 
One of the topics that become a central focus of discussion during that meeting 
was the impact of the increased traffic that would be entering and traveling through 
Sedona, as a result of such a high-density development only 2.5 miles outside the 
western gateway of Sedona.  (The word "traffic" appears 32 times in the transcript 
of that meeting.) 
 
During the discussion, one of the Councilors said "The traffic impact is something 
that we would be very interested in knowing more about, and I don't know how 
much time we have now (because of the time constraints) to find out more about it.  
One of the staff members replied "If we are to abide by what the County has 
requested of us [i.e.  the deadline for returning comments on the project] I really 
DON'T see a way logistically that we can get that review."  
 
4.2 A "little town" with no services 
Later, one of the Councilors said to Mr Jarvis "...you are basically creating a little 
town down there that's bigger than a lot of little towns in Arizona.  You are 
creating a town that will think it's in Sedona..." Mr Jarvis replied "...that's exactly 
what we are referring to in our experience...  It's our experience that we do create a 
little town..." 
 
However, the "little town" that ELS has planned will contain none of the services 
that are common to towns all over Arizona.  One of the Councilors said to Mr 
Jarvis "You say you're not going to have any shopping - any food on the premises."  
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Mr Jarvis replied "We may provide an area where people can come in and get a 
salad, get a sandwich, something like that."  
In their subsequent letter to the Yavapai County Planning Department, the Council 
noted that ELS had made no provision in their 1,200-resident Planned Area 
Development for any basic services, such as grocery stores, gas stations, drug 
stores, movie theaters, etc.  As a result, residents will need to leave the community, 
and enter the western gateway, into Sedona's already congested streets for even the 
most basic services.  The resulting traffic volume inside Sedona will further strain 
the City's already overburdened infrastructure.   
 
4.3 ELS has not done a traffic study 
The crucial question is how much additional traffic volume can Sedona residents 
expect to see from the proposed 650-unit manufactured home park?  Residents of 
Sedona are also residents of Yavapai County.  If the Yavapai County Planning and 
Zoning Commissioners recommend a zoning change to allow construction of a 
650-unit manufactured home park just 2.5 miles outside the city limits, they could 
adversely impact the day-to-day traffic experience of all of Sedona's residents and, 
arguably, their day-to-day quality of life.   
 
Concerned Sedona residents have been told repeatedly that all traffic questions are 
to be dealt with by the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT).  However, 
citizens who have contacted ADOT requesting a comprehensive traffic study have 
been told that ADOT's only responsibility is to ensure safe ingress and egress 
between Red Moon Drive and State Route 89A.  In doing that, ADOT is only 
required to consider the safety of motorists one-half mile in either direction from 
that intersection.  It is not within the scope of ADOT's responsibility (or its 
decision-making authority) to project increased traffic volumes from the proposed 
development, or to gauge the impact of that increased traffic volume through 
Sedona over State Route 89A.   
 
It would seem that experienced developers of large planned communities for 1,200 
people would have anticipated the need for basic services...  and for a traffic study 
that goes beyond the entrance to the community.  Mr Jarvis acknowledged early in 
his presentation that "Sedona has a traffic issue." Their due diligence should have 
included contracting with a traffic engineering firm to conduct a traffic study that 
projects the increased traffic volume from their development.  However, ELS did 
not do that prior to filing their Letter of Intent.  As a result, the Yavapai County 
Planning and Zoning Commission is forced to make an expeditious decision, but 
without the traffic study needed to make an informed decision.  Faced with this 
situation, the Sedona City Council decided not to endorse the project.  It would 
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seem reasonable for the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission to do 
the same. 
 

Section 5 
Will the proposed ELS development provide workforce housing? 

 
5.1 ELS says that its development will provide affordable housing 
ELS has made the promise of "affordable" and "workforce" housing a central 
argument in support of their proposed high-density development at El Rojo Grande 
Ranch.  In fact, this was a major topic of conversation between the Mr Jarvis and 
the Sedona City Council during their meeting on Oct 9, 2018. 
 
An analysis of the transcript of that meeting shows that Mr.  Jarvis used the word 
"affordable" 7 times, and the word "workforce" 8 times during his presentation.   
 
These same terms clearly caught the attention of the Council members.   In their 
responses to Mr Jarvis, the Council members used the word "affordable" 4 times, 
and the word "workforce" 9 times. 
 
Wikipedia defines these terms as follows: 
"Workforce housing is generally understood to mean "affordable housing" for 
households with earned income that is insufficient to secure quality housing in 
reasonable proximity to the workplace." 
 
"Affordable housing is housing which is deemed affordable to those with a 
median household income, as rated by the national government or a local 
government by a recognized housing affordability index. 
 
5.2 How does ELS define affordable housing? 
At one point during their discussion, one of the Council members asked Mr Jarvis 
"What would you define as affordable?" 
 
Mr Jarvis replied "The purchase price for a really nice manufactured home is 
in the $100,000 to $130,000 range.  If you buy one of those units and you put it 
on site, you pay a monthly fee of $980 a month.  I would define that, as 
compared to Sedona, very affordable." 
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5.3 What will it cost to live in a home within the ELS development?  
Home mortgage interest rates run about 4%.  However, a manufactured home in 
Arizona is not real estate.  It is personal property.  So, a loan to purchase a 
manufactured home would need to come from a specialized lender, who would 
typically offer an interest rate of 7%.   
 
If the purchaser owns the land upon which the home will be installed, that could be 
used as collateral for the loan.   However, if the home is to be installed on rented 
land, that's not an option.   
 
FHA insures loans for manufactured homes.  To qualify for such a loan, a home 
must be "permanently affixed" to a foundation that meets FHA standards.  A 
$115,000 loan, with a term of 30 years, and an interest rate of 7%, will have a 
monthly loan payment of $765. 
 
Below is a summary of the monthly costs of ownership of a $115,000 
manufactured home, if it were installed in the proposed ELS development.    
 
Monthly cost of ownership (less maintenance) 
Description Monthly cost 
Loan payment $765 
Park rental $980 
Insurance $85 
Total $1,830.00 
 
Thus, the annual cost of ownership would be 12 x $1830 = $21,960 
 
Lenders typically want to see a debt-to-income ratio of no more than 30%.   
Thus, a new homeowner moving into the ELS development would need to have an 
annual income of at least $73,200 to qualify for the loan.   
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5.4 Will homes in the ELS development be affordable workforce housing? 
To satisfy the above definition for "affordable" or "workforce" housing in Yavapai 
County, the ELS housing cost would need to be no more than the median income 
for the County.   So how does the required $73,200 annual income compare to 
that median income?  According to the US Census Bureau, the median income in 
Yavapai county is $46,638.   
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/yavapaicountyarizona 
 
Based on these numbers, a manufactured home in the ELS development would 
clearly not be regarded as "affordable" workforce housing. 
 
5.5 The cost of an ELS home versus a Sedona home 
Early in his argument for the "affordability" of homes in the proposed ELS 
development, Mr Jarvis stated that "This housing will be less than one third of the 
median listing price of homes in Sedona..."   
 
His statement was based on a comparison of the $115,000 purchase price for an 
ELS double-wide manufactured home, compared to a median listing price of 
$469,000 for a "stick-built" home in Sedona (per Realtor.com).   
 
However, Mr Jarvis's statement is misleading.  It avoids the fact that a home buyer 
in Sedona is also purchasing the land under the home.  A purchaser of a 
manufactured home in the new ELS development will not be buying any land, 
and will be required to pay a monthly rental fee for the 30-year life of the loan. 
 
A $469,000 stick-built home in Sedona would typically qualify for a 4% mortgage.  
A 30-year mortgage at 4% would have a $2,239 monthly payment. 
 
As shown above, a $115,000 manufactured home in the ELS development would 
have a $1,830 monthly payment.   
 
It is true that $1,830 per month is 19% lower than $2,239 per month.  However, Mr 
Jarvis's statement that "This housing will be less than one third of the median 
listing price of homes in Sedona..." is clearly misleading. 
 
5.6 But what about rent increases over time? 
All of the above analysis is based on the assumption that no rent increases will 
occur over the lifetime of the 30-year loan.   This is clearly an optimistic 
assumption.   Given that inflation will continue, rent will increase over time.  This 
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will be a 55+ community, and many of the residents will be living on "fixed" 
incomes (such as Social Security) that are only incremented to keep pace with 
inflation.  If rents continually increase faster than inflation, homeowners will find 
it progressively harder to make ends meet. 
 
So, what is the past track record for ELS rent increases?  Sedona Shadows (a 55+ 
mobile home park just outside the western gateway to Sedona) has been owned by 
ELS for 20 years, and provides a good basis for answering that question.    
 
ELS purchased the already populated Sedona Shadows mobile home park in 1997.  
Then (as the existing rental contracts expired and had to be renegotiated) ELS 
began to sharply increase rental rates.  Overall, since ELS bought Sedona Shadows 
in 1997, it has increased rental rates by over 200%.  Meanwhile, the total inflation 
from 1997 to 2017 has only been 52.7%.  (See Figure 5.1) 
 

 
Figure 5.1 
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5.7 The story of residents who bought mobile homes in Sedona Shadows  
Over the last 20 years, ELS has raised the rent in Sedona Shadows at almost four 
times the rate of inflation.  Meanwhile, retired seniors living in that 55+ 
community (who are typically living on fixed incomes) have become more and 
more desperate, as they try, again and again, to cut their living expenses to pay the 
ever-increasing rents, so they can remain in their so-called "affordable" mobile 
home. 
 
Homeowners who eventually find themselves unable to pay the ever-higher rental 
rates are in a very precarious situation.  According to their rental contracts, falling 
behind on their rent is grounds for eviction, along with a demand to remove their 
mobile home from the park, within 60 days.  Faced with the possibility of eviction, 
they might try to find a buyer for their mobile home.  However, they find that 
prospective buyers are unwilling to pay them much for their mobile home, because 
of the high (and constantly-rising) rent.   As a result, the $90,000 retirement 
savings that they "invested" in their home is mostly lost. 
 
Faced with an inability to pay their increasing rent, homeowners have been forced 
to accept offers of $15,000 (or less) for their mobile home.  However, before they 
can sell their home to a buyer, their ELS rental contract requires them to report 
that deeply discounted offer to ELS, who can then exercise their "Right of First 
Offer" to (1) purchase the home at this deeply discounted price, and (2) market that 
home to a new tenant, along with new rental terms that make it more attractive to 
the potential buyer.   
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Sign posted in Sedona Shadows 
If the homeowners are not able to find a buyer at any price, they might be forced to 
just abandon their mobile home.  Their rental contract then allows ELS to simply 
claim ownership of their home, and sell it to another renter, along with new leasing 
terms that make it more attractive to the potential buyer.    
 
5.9 Immobile homes 
ELS has emphasized that their new development will be populated with 
"manufactured homes" rather than "mobile homes".   As mentioned earlier, one of 
the stipulations for getting a loan to buy a manufactured home is that it must be 
"permanently affixed" to a foundation that meets FHA standards.  This means that, 
once installed, a manufactured home typically becomes an "immobile" home for 
the life of the 30-year loan.   
 
Contrast this with mobile homes.  While moving a mobile home is not easy, it is 
possible.  Some homeowners in Sedona Shadows have moved their homes out of 
the park.  Given that the new ELS development is to be populated with 
manufactured homes (instead of mobile homes) and given the ELS track record for 
steeply raising rents (after home buyers have finished populating the development 
with purchased homes) this should certainly raise some concerns about 
"affordability" of those manufactured homes in the future.   
 
Below is a chart that shows the average rent in Sedona Shadows over the last 20 
years.  ELS has been increasing rents at an average rate of 6% per year.  Rental 
rates are now over 3 times as high as when ELS bought Sedona Shadows in 1997.  
These steep rent increases demand a new term in any equation for calculating the 
future "affordability" of the ELS homes within their new development on El Rojo 
Grande Ranch. 
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5.8 The rental history of Sedona Shadows 
 
Year Number 

of rental 
lots 

Percent 
Occupied 

Monthly 
rent [3] 

($) 

Annual 
rent 
($) 

Rent 
Increase 

(%) 

CPI 
Increase 

(%) 
1997 198 86.0 267 3,204  1.7 
1998 198 87.0 279 3,348 4.5 1.6 
1999 198 88.0 295 3,540 5.7 2.7 
2000 198 88.0 306 3,672 3.7 3.4 
2001 198 91.4 327 3,924 6.9 1.6 
2002 198 93.4 355 4,260 8.6 2.4 
2003 198 93.4 391 4,692 10.1 1.9 
2004 197 97.5 429 5,148 9.7 3.3 
2005 198 97.0 475 5,696 10.6 3.4 
2006 198 100 526 6,316 10.9 2.5 
2007 198 99.5 559 6,702 6.1 4.1 
2008 198 100 590 7,074 5.6 0.1 
2009 198 99.5 625 7,503 6.0 2.7 
2010 198 100 649 7,793 3.9 1.5 
2011 198 99.5 689 8,266 6.1 3.0 
2012 198 99.5 706 8,468 2.4 1.7 
2013 198 99.5 722 8,669 2.7 1.5 
2014 198 99.5 749 8,983 3.6 0.8 
2015 198 99.0 779 9,349 4.1 0.7 
2016 198 99.5 821 9,849 5.3 2.1 
2017 198 99.0 [2] [2] ? 2.1 
 
Notes: 
[1] Rent figures taken from Equity Lifestyles Annual Reports (1997 - 2016) 
[2] Starting with their Annual Report for 2017, ELS has stopped showing their 
rental rates for their mobile home parks. 
[3] Monthly rents rounded off to the nearest dollar. 
[4] Consumer Price Index (CPI) figures taken from: 
http://www.usinflationcalculator.com/inflation/consumer-price-index-and-annual-
percent-changes-from-1913-to-2008/  
[5] Inflation figures taken from: https://www.usinflationcalculator.com/ 
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Section 6 
Inconsistencies between the ELS Development Plan 

and the Objectives and Goals of 
the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan, 

the Red Rock/ 89A Corridor/Dry Creek Plan, 
and Resolution #1156 

This section lists Goals and Objectives from the Yavapai County Comprehensive 
Plan, and two other County Planning Documents that we feel are incompatible 
with the ELS plan to construct a 650-unit manufactured home development on El 
Rojo Grande Ranch.  We believe that these incompatibilities, when taken 
collectively, are sufficient reason to deny rezoning to PAD, based on the ELS-
submitted Site Plan. 
 
Headings are included to provide reference within the quoted document.   
 
Text passages presented in a Bold font have been extracted from Yavapai County 
documents.  Text passages presented in a normal font are commentary provided by 
us.   
 

YAVAPAI COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN          
(Yavapai County Board of Supervisors passed Sept.  17, 2012) 

Relevant Sections 
The Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan adopted by the Yavapai County Board 
of Supervisors on September 17, 2012, begins with a “Yavapai County Vision” 
that includes the following…. 
 
“The County’s vast recreational and outdoor opportunities, abundant natural 
beauty, scenic vistas, clean air, forests, grasslands, healthy rivers and bio-
diverse riparian areas will be protected and preserved through the 
implementation of the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan’s goals and 
objectives.”  
 
II.  LAND USE ELEMENT… Goals, Objectives and Recommendations  
Goal 2: Sustain the County’s attractive image.   
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Objective a: Mitigate fragmentation of landscapes to preserve the County’s 
natural character.   
The ELS 650-unit development will form a 172-acre sea of similar-looking mobile 
homes covering a very large area of pristine land that was originally developed to 
be a Red Rock showplace.  That development does not “mitigate the 
fragmentation” of the Sedona area’s landscape, nor it does it “preserve its natural 
character,” and it does not “sustain the County’s attractive image” as this element 
of the Comprehensive Plan plainly recommends.    
Objective c: Discourage undesirable and incompatible land uses along scenic 
corridors. 
SR 89A in this area is an ADOT designated scenic corridor.  The resulting uniform 
sea of rooftops will destroy a large and prominent portion of the aesthetic qualities 
of the land alongside this scenic route. 
Objective d: Encourage site design of mixed uses that enhance and protect the 
aesthetic quality of the local region and scenic routes   
(This uniform sea of rooftops will destroy, not enhance, the aesthetic quality of this 
ADOT scenic corridor.) 
Goal 3: Maintain a variety of land uses and design standards.   
Objective c: Discourage incompatible land uses.   
Goal 5: Maintain public participation criteria for land use decisions.   
Objective a: Consider the impact of new development on existing 
communities, cities or towns, and existing natural resources.   
Public participation has been very evident, and virtually unanimous in opposition 
to this proposed development.  Hundreds of Yavapai County citizens have written 
letters opposing the rezoning.  The Sedona City Council unanimously opposed it, 
and there is ongoing public outcry.  
Objective d: Consider zoning amendments with the purpose of community 
improvement, and place priority on existing and future community vision 
statements and input from local area citizens regarding local projects.   

This zoning change will NOT improve our community.  It will have numerous 
negative impacts on the surrounding residential neighborhoods, the 89A corridor, 
and on the city of Sedona.  It is in direct opposition to many parts of existing 
community vision statements, such as the Red Rock/ 89A Corridor/Dry Creek 
Plan. 
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111.  TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT...  Goals, Objectives and 
Recommendations 
Traffic in the Sedona and Cottonwood area is already a #1 problem for residents 
and visitors.  As such, it is already a hot topic that is being closely followed by 
residents and landowners in the area.  Many topics and problems relating to 
transportation are currently being discussed extensively, in coordination with 
planning decisions.  Public participation has been robust, as evidenced by the 
Sedona In Motion (SIM) controversy, and is reminiscent of the King Ranch 
rezoning hearing in 2005, during which a very similar but smaller high-density 
rezoning request was denied by a vote of 6 to 1.  Traffic was a significant factor in 
that decision, and traffic is still such a high-profile problem that it is discussed in 
virtually every planning session.  650 additional densely-packed homesites (and 
the increased traffic volume associated with them) will make this problem much 
worse - especially at the Western Gateway into Sedona. 
Goal 1: Ensure coordination between Transportation Planning, Land Use 
Planning and other stakeholders.   
Objective b: Promote Land Use categories that reflect development 
allowances as they relate to transportation corridors.   
The population of this ELS development will be one-eighth the size of Sedona, 
with all of its traffic entering 89A at a single point.  How will adding one eighth of 
the population of Sedona through a single ingress/egress point into the main travel 
artery ensure the following? 
Recommendations  
 •  Ensure that Land Use designations reflect correlation to current and 
future transportation plans.   
 •  Continue to coordinate planning and communication efforts between 
Yavapai County and other transportation and land use agencies including the 
utilization of studies from wildlife management agencies to mitigate impacts 
on wildlife corridors.  
 



 

Report on the Requested Rezoning of El Rojo Grande Ranch [12/10/18] Page 29 of 42 

 
IV.  WATER RESOURCES ELEMENT  
Water availability and use is a highly complex and controversial topic, especially 
in Arizona, one of the most arid states in the US.  In contemplating a development 
of this enormous size and density, water resources must be a primary 
consideration.  Water use also creates sewage effluent which, in this proposed 
development, would be discharged into the same aquifer that supplies this and 
neighboring developments’ drinking water. 
Statutory Requirements  
Water Resources is a required element of the Comprehensive Plan for 
counties with a population of 125,000 or more (mandated by the Growing 
Smarter Legislation).  The Statutes (ARS §9-461.05 and ARS §11-804) 
stipulate that the Water Resources Element will address the following:  
a.  The known legally and physically available surface water, groundwater 
and effluent supplies.   
b.  The demand for water that will result from future growth projected in the 
county plan, added to existing uses. 
Sedona Ventures (owned by ELS) operates the water utility that serves Sedona 
Pines, Sedona Shadows and Sunset Hills.  Because of its limited supply, it has 
instituted a "Water Curtailment Plan".  (For example, customers are told that 
"water shall be conserved both inside and outside the home" and the restaurant in 
Sedona Pines "shall serve water to customers upon request only".  How does 
adding 650 more housing units, and drawing from the same aquifer, comply with 
the following? 
c.  An analysis of how the demand for water that will result from future 
growth projected in the comprehensive plan will be served by the water 
supplies identified...or a plan to obtain additional necessary water supplies.  
d: Analyze any proposed water intensive uses and evaluate those uses based 
on their merits, environmental impacts and economic value to the residents of 
the county.  
Extensive pumping of water from beneath riparian habitats has been shown to dry 
up those habitats, and destroy their ability to sustain wildlife.  (A large portion of 
El Rojo Grande Ranch is riparian.) 
e: Encourage the preservation of the Verde River and all other major 
waterways in Yavapai County and support the protection of riparian 
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resources.   
 
V.  OPEN SPACE ELEMENT  
Goals, Objectives and Recommendations  
Goal 2: Preserve the open space character of the County.   
Objective a: Protect scenic views and mountain vistas by encouraging new 
development to adapt sensitively to natural areas and by protecting wildlife 
corridors 
The mobile homes on the ELS development will be installed on lots 70 feet deep 
by 50 feet wide.  Since modern “doublewides” are typically between 24 and 32 feet 
in width, the homes will be between 26 and 18 feet apart on these lots.  Packing 
650 doublewides in the available (non-flood-plain) acreage dictates that they be 
packed shoulder-to-shoulder along both sides of the asphalt streets.  The only 
“open spaces” that are being left are the floodplains and the steep slopes.   
Objective b: Encourage the protection of riparian areas, watercourses and 
associated floodplains in new developments.   
The new development will encompass a significant stretch of the riparian area of 
Dry Creek, and will degrade its function as riparian habitat, watercourse and 
floodplain.  Urban runoff from pavement, landscaping (herbicides, pesticides) and 
associated pollution will flow down Dry Creek into Oak Creek, which are State 
Protected Waters. 
Objective d: Encourage property owners to maintain and protect historic 
access to public lands through their property 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
THE YAVAPAI COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMENDS THAT THE 
COUNTY, INCLUDING THE COUNTY SUPERVISORS: IDENTIFY 
TECHNIQUES FOR ACQUISITION OR EASEMENTS and DISCOURAGE 
DEVELOPMENT OF A PROPERTY SUCH AS EL ROJO GRANDE 
RANCH… 
  * Identify techniques for acquisition or easements on open lands, 
including farmland, riparian areas and wildlife corridors (e.g.  transfer 
development rights, conservation easements, etc.).    
  * Discourage development in environmentally sensitive locations 
such as floodplains, view sheds and wildlife corridors.   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 The Dry Creek riparian area winds its way through the heart of El Rojo 
Grande Ranch, plus the land comprises the view-shed at the base of the Red Hen 
redrock formation.  Since almost all of the 172 acres are open lands and wildlife 
corridors, it qualifies for the above recommendation. 
 
VII.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT  
Environmentally sensitive lands include areas with critical resources.  These 
include floodplains, riparian zones, rivers and streams, wetlands, springs and 
seeps and steep slopes.  These areas provide habitat for rare or endangered 
plant and animal species.  In addition, some are important for groundwater 
recharge.  Environmentally sensitive lands require special consideration in the 
development/design process… Riparian areas facilitate movement and 
provide water, food and cover for many species of wildlife.   
El Rojo Grande Ranch is largely riparian zones, streambed, eroded areas, and steep 
slopes.  ELS has designated those (undevelopable) portions of the Ranch as "open 
area"  Street runoff and other pollutants from the densely packed hills surrounding 
these areas will likely damage their ability to provide healthy habitat for native 
wildlife. 
Goal 3: Encourage and support projects, which maintain balance between the 
natural and built environment.   
Objective a: Develop standards to protect Wildland/Urban Interface.    
Objective b: Encourage land use strategies that conserve important wildlife 
habitat and environmentally sensitive lands.    
El Rojo Grande Ranch supports a wide diversity of species because of its broad 
range of habitats, including Mountain, Canyon, Riparian, and Chaparral.  See the 
NAU bio-study of the prolific native flora and fauna on El Rojo Grande Ranch, 
including 83 species of birds: http://elrojograndesedona.com/  
Objective c: Encourage projects that maintain wildlife connectivity and do not 
contribute to the habitat fragmentation. 
These sections of the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan cover only a portion of 
the objectives within that Plan that also deserve consideration. 

A number of other planning documents adopted by the County including The 
Vision Statement for the Red Rock/ 89A corridor/ Dry Creek Area of Yavapai 
County and Resolution 1156 and also contain elements that support these 
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recommendations.  These are shown below. 

VISION STATEMENT 

FOR THE RED ROCK/ 89A CORRIDOR/DRY CREEK AREA OF 
YAVAPAI COUNTY  

SUPPLEMENT TO THE YAVAPAI  COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
submitted December 2014: 

The Red Rock/ 89A Corridor/ Dry Creek Vision Statement is based on a survey of 
residents answering a number of questions that have to do with how they envision 
their neighborhoods flourishing into the future.   

Environmental Element 

* The Red Rock-Dry Creek area is an environment of splendid diversity,… 
(and) Planning for sustaining these resources is a primary desire and concern 
reported in the survey of citizens. 

* … much of the habitat for wildlife is relatively intact, but obstacles to 
movement between habitats exist in many places in the form of roads, fences 
and RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT.  (emphasis added)  
 
Goal 1.  Support the Environmental Element Goals and Objectives as stated 
in the Yavapai County Plan.   
Goal 2.  Support specific efforts to conserve the unique aquatic, riparian and 
watershed environments of the Red Rock-Dry Creek area.   
 
Goal 3.  Protect wildlife corridors.  (by…)  

Objective a.  Educate public and landowners about minimizing obstructions 
by road and fences.  

Objective b.  Preserve open spaces within and around buildings.  (i.e.  by not 
putting buildings so close together.) 

Land Use Element 

Character of the Red Rock-Dry Creek plan area and its three districts  
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The initial draft of the County Plan designated this area as 
"transitional"...somewhere between rural and metro...  with expectation that 
the area was destined to become urban.  Citizens of Red Rock-Dry Creek 
strongly opposed this categorization with the result that the final plan re-
designated the area to be a rural community.  Of note, when the City of 
Sedona was incorporated in 1988, the residents of Red Rock declined 
inclusion within the jurisdiction of the City.” 

Recommendations:  
Maintain current zoning for low density housing for all private parcels in the 
Red Rock-Dry Creek area. 
If any land is traded from public (USFS) into private hands (as was part of El 
Rojo Grande) the zoning should be re-designated from RCU-2A to the more 
restrictive designation, R1L-2.  (Emphasis added …) and… Encourage a 
regard of Red Rock-Dry Creek lands and communities as constituting a 
unique category of Park-like land.” 
 
Regarding the surveys taken of the local residents and landowners…  
The survey results show very strong sentiment in the community for 
preserving our Open Spaces and the Coconino National Forest, and the 
survey shows a strong preference for single-family residences on single 
parcels. 
 
The three major undeveloped parcels in the community are the Bella Terra 
property on Red Rock Loop Road; LaMerra, off Red Rock Loop Road; and 
El Rojo Grande Ranch on the frontage road parallel to 89A adjacent to 
Sedona Pines Resort (timeshares).   
 
While private lands are not considered Open Spaces by Yavapai County, our 
community did express a strong preference for scenic views being preserved… 
The entrance to El Rojo Grande Ranch is set in a picturesque hilly area.  
Development of these parcels should take into account the public’s desire to 
have the scenic nature of their settings remain unobstructed.   
 

Should Sedona Shadows and the adjoining El Rojo Grande Ranch be 
developed?  The survey shows a strong preference for single-family residences 
on single parcels (127 out of 145 agreed or strongly agreed). 
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There have been suggestions that the 89A Corridor would lend itself to 
commercial development.  The survey results are clear: there are strong 
negative sentiments toward light or heavy commercial development, shopping 
centers or time-shares in the whole area; there are strong sentiments toward 
maintaining single -family residences on individual lots and preserving the 
scenic beauty of the area; there is also a strong interest when placing any cell 
towers and utility wires in such a manner that the scenic integrity of the area 
is preserved.   
 
Survey results show a strong sentiment toward updating the designation of 
wetlands and flood plain as well as being more mindful of the need to protect 
the wildlife corridors and riparian area.   
 
In addition to Oak Creek, Community residents (133 of 144) also want to see 
the Dry Creek drainage basin protected and preserved.  The seasonally 
running Dry Creek is a tributary to Oak Creek. 
 
How to protect and preserve? 
• Septic tanks and wastewater treatment plants must not be located within the 
flood plain of Oak Creek nor of any tributary to Oak Creek. 
• Deny building permits in actual, not just official flood plain zones. 
• Prevent pollution by human waste by assuring that building permits of 
houses or multi-house units and their waste water treatment plants or septic 
systems are not planned in a flood zone of Oak Creek or any of its tributaries.   
A recent flood on Dry Creek washed uprooted trees over a guardrail on a bridge 
that was a total of 11 feet above the creekbed! 
 
 

RESOLUTION  #1156 
A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF YAVAPAI 
COUNTY, ARIZONA ESTABLISHING COMMON BONDS AND 
PRINCIPLES FOR REGIONAL COOPERATION AND COORDINATION 
IN LAND USE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DECISIONS IN THE 
VERDE VALLEY.”  

The various jurisdictions of the Verde Valley desire that their respective 
communities maintain their unique characteristics and distinctive gateways to 
surrounding rural and open space lands, and further desire to prevent those 
communities from growing together in a manner that would detract from 
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individual community and regional identity.   

Therefore the Board of Supervisors declares and finds that:  

Preservation of geographically distinct communities can be maintained by 
encouraging that significant open space and rural land use be maintained 
along highway corridors.   

Preservation of El Rojo Grande Ranch as open space and rural would help achieve 
this goal, avoiding the conclusion that follows in 1156:  

“Land use decisions made without regional perspective and outlook (as just 
described) will tend to create unintended and undesirable consequences.” 

Also in 1156: 

#3…each jurisdiction shall be responsible for considering the impacts of its 
decisions on its neighbors, the Verde Valley, and the region as a whole. 

#11.  Urban type development should be limited to within or immediately 
adjacent to corporate limits or where infrastructure and services (public 
roads, sewer and water facilities and police and fire protection) are in place or 
may be reasonably accommodated and extended to serve such development. 

 And lastly from 1156:  

“12.  Development outside of corporate limits should be limited to agriculture, 
ranching or very low density residential use (one unit per 2 or more acres) 
unless otherwise supported in an adopted County or regional land use plan or 
what current Zoning would permit with appropriate services.” 
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Appendix A Removed: Please contact elrojogranderanchinsedona@gmail.com  
for details.  
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Appendix B 

A condensed version of the minutes of the July 20, 2005 hearing 
of the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Commission 

 
Note: The narrative below provides a condensed (but word-for-word) version of 
the minutes of that hearing for readers who wish to quickly verify the statements 
given in Section 4.2.   (Bold emphasis has been added to the text to show words 
and phrases that are pertinent to the verification of the statements in Section 4.2.) 
 
The condensed minutes: 
 
Bill Ring, Attorney and representative of the applicant...  explained that...  there 
would be a wastewater treatment system and a well provided...  the average 
density was 6 units/acre...  The Red Rock/Dry Creek Community Plan designated 
this area...  rural, but...  this should be looked at as an in-fill project - a 
continuation of the resort community and density...  not inconsistent with the 
character of the neighborhood or the existing density. 
 
Mr. Ring commented that...  the proposed PAD respected the riparian area as 
open space...  as encouraged by the Community Plan [and] that this project 
would be an in-fill or continuation of the existing commercial use...  the densities 
were similar to the surrounding area...    
 
Traffic: 
Chairman Kerkman asked if there was any concern regarding visual problems...  
[based on] Mr. Ring’s comment alluding to the degree of difficulty in making a left 
turn from the property.   Mr. Shephard replied that there were no physical sight 
barriers at the intersection [with 89A], only the difficulty experienced due to the 
need to cross 2 lanes of westbound traffic to turn left.   Chairman Kerkman asked 
what the speed limit was.   Mr. Shephard responded 55 mph. 
 
Commissioner Garner...  [expressed a concern] that there was only one outlet for 
egress to the highway, as a point of concern for emergency services...   Mr. Ring 
commented that a frontage road and a second entry for turning maneuvers existed...  
and that they were willing to look at the feasibility of traffic signalization at that 
intersection and to be responsible for their proportionate share contribution.    
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Mr. Ring...  summarized the project noting that...  this was an in-fill project and 
continuation of the existing use... 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
The floor was then opened tor public participation.    
 
Bill Gignac, Sunset Hills Property Owners Association Board of Directors 
member...  and Sunset Hills Subdivision resident...  asked the Commission to 
uphold the General Plan goals.   He expressed the opinion that this was a rural 
area and that the property could better serve the community in a non-commercial 
manner.   He stated the Association’s concerns regarding traffic safety, and 
requested denial of the application.  Mr. Gignac also asked that the Commission 
consider and follow the Red Rock/Dry Creek Community Plan. 
 
Harry Easton, Red Rock/Dry Creek Community Plan Committee member 
explained the Plan goals (preservation of the character of the Plan area...) and the 
need to prevent any density changes in order to achieve those goals...  He 
described the 10-acre parcel noting that currently it would allow for 5 custom 
homes.   Mr. Easton concluded by requesting that the Commission not allow the 
Community Plan amendment and that they make a recommendation to deny the 
Zoning Map Change. 
 
Jeff Christensen...  gave his reason for opposition as “I am the closest neighbor to 
the proposed Sedona Pines II and am not in favor of the change of zoning.   I have 
common property lines with Sedona Pines I and the adjoining 10 acres on the 
south and west sides of my property.   A major concern for me is the potential 
decrease in the value of my property.   Also prospective buyers discouraged as a 
result of being encircled by timeshares.” 
 
Wayne Daniels, Sedona Shadows resident expressed his opposition, noting that 
the effluent plant location was adjacent to his property and, as such, he felt his 
property value would be decreased.    
 
Patrick Hickey, Sedona resident expressed his concerns in reference to a 
precedent being set regarding the type of development outside the Sedona 
boundary... 
 
Robert Dreizler...  requested that the Commission consider the human element 
noting that while the proposal would be good for business, it would not be good 
for the adjacent residents. 
 
Public Participation forms: 
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Comments from members of the audience who did not wish to speak: 
 
Shirley Ann Anderson – Too much negative impact...  additional traffic, noise 
James M.  Lieurance – Project is wrong for the area; too dense... 
Dorothy Frankel – Increased density, unsafe traffic... 
Betty Goddard – Traffic problems; destruction of scenic desert area for housing 
Lois O’Toole – More traffic, noise... 
John Giles – Increased density; effects of additional water use (aquifer) 
Margaret Giles – Increased density, traffic 
Gail Kennedy – Traffic concerns; urbanization of area... 
Ronald D.  Gordon – Need to have impact study, road into proposed area too 
narrow; proposed sewage plant next to existing houses; water problems 
existing... 
E. Ann Dreizler – Increased density... 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Mr. Ring...  commented in reference to the issue of density increase that...  
although the use was not recommended [in Community Plan] it was not 
prohibited, that this was just a continuation of the existing use...    
 
Mr. Easton stated that Mr. Ring had made an incorrect assessment regarding the 
Community Plan, that the Plan clearly stated “no density changes”. 
 
Elise Link, Planning Division Manager, commented that Community Plans are 
guides only, not laws or ordinances. 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
There being no further public comment, the floor was closed to public 
participation and returned to the Commission for further discussion and/or a 
motion. 
  
Chairman Kerkman commented that it was difficult to address concerns 
regarding a project that did not exist yet. 
 
Commissioner Garner commented in reference to signalization that he used that 
road quite often and would not appreciate a signal there...  Commissioner Garner 
expressed his opinion that density should not increase as one goes further from 
town and that while large residential lots might not necessarily be the maximum 
use desired by the applicant he felt that commercial development should not exist 
outside urban areas. 
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Commissioner Jackson commented that he felt some of the numbers presented 
were a little misleading, specifically that the number of letters of 
support/opposition did not take into account the fact that some of the letters were 
from association representatives who were representing large numbers of people...  
Commissioner Jackson said that he was a strong supporter of individual property 
owners and that he was opposed to the request. 
 
Commissioner McClelland concurred with Commissioner Garner and 
Commissioner Jackson and stated that she was opposed to the request.   She noted 
that she was familiar with the area, was sympathetic to the adjacent neighbors, that 
she felt the density of the project was too much and as such she could not support 
it...    
 
Commissioner Burcham said the community seemed to have 3 major concerns: 
(1) the commercial use, (2) the density, and (3) the traffic created by the density.   
He said he felt that water was also a major concern...   Commissioner Burcham 
expressed his opinion that a Community Plan change required great diligence by 
the Commission in scrutinizing it.   He concluded by stating that he was not 
convinced this was a good project. 
 
Commissioner Bitner expressed her concern regarding the density on the parcel. 
 
Commissioner Stewart stated that he had concerns with the commercial use, 
density and traffic.   He noted that he also had a concern regarding water usage (24 
hour/day running of well pump) and that his questions regarding that issue had not 
been answered.   Commissioner Stewart concluded that he could not support the 
application. 
 
Chairman Kerkman commented that this was a scenic area, which created tourist 
use and also required sacrifices by the community.   He noted that this was a well 
planned community, the high density was confined to 10 acres and that he was 
unable to find anything in the proposal that was in disagreement with County 
Ordinances.   Chairman Kerkman said that while he understood the concerns of the 
neighbors, he felt there was no technical reason to deny the application. 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Commissioner Garner made a motion to recommend denial of hearing 
applications H5121 & H5122, Zoning Map Change and Minor Plan Amendment. 
 
Commissioner Jackson seconded the motion. 
 
Voting ensued.   The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 1, with Chairman 
Kerkman voting in opposition to the motion. 


