
 
 
 
 
 
 
February 11, 2021 
 
 
Memorandum to: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
Thru: Charles P. Potucek, City Manager 
 Victoria Yarbrough, Assistant City Manager 
   
From: Matt McLachlan, AICP, Director, Dept. of Community Development 
 
Subject: REQUEST FOR AGENDA ITEM PLACEMENT 
 ORDINANCE NO. 2021-001 
 Proposed Text Amendment to Sierra Vista Development Code, 

Section 151.22.006, Matrix of Use Permissions by Zoning District, 
Manufactured Home Residence (MHR) District, to permit up to 30 
percent of the total lots in a manufactured home subdivision to 
have recreational vehicles.    

 
INITIATED BY:   
 
Amanda Root, property owner in Cloud 9 Ranch Estates 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
The City Manager recommends denial. 
The Director of Community Development recommends denial. 
The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended denial by a 3-1 vote.  Meeting minutes 
are attached. 
 
PROTEST AGAINST AMENDMENTS: 
 
Pursuant to Section 151.31.007, Protest Against Amendments, “if the owners of 20 percent 
or more, (1) either of the area of lots included in a proposed change or (2) those immediately 
adjacent in the rear or any side extending 150 feet, or (3) of those directly opposite extending 
150 feet from the street frontage of the opposite lots, file a written protest against a proposed 
amendment, it shall not become effective except by the favorable vote of ¾ of the remaining 
membership of the Council, provided that such required number of votes for passage shall, 
in no event, be less than a majority (4) of the full membership of the Council”.  Put simply, if 
the full City Council membership is voting, no less than six affirmative votes is required for 
passage. 
 
According to GIS parcel data, area of lots included in the proposed change amounts to 58.5 
acres.  On December 7, 2020, a written protest was filed by Nicholas J. Novasic.  Mr. Novasic 
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owns (via LLCs, individually, and through a trust) 125 lots within the Cloud 9 Ranch Estates 
subdivision comprising 16.6 acres.  His holdings equate to 28 percent of the area of lots 
included in the proposed change.  Therefore, the voting requirement for protested 
amendments must be met to approve.   
 
AMENDMENT REQUEST AND CODE SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant is requesting an amendment to Section 151.22.006, Matrix of Use Permissions 
by Zoning District, of the Sierra Vista Development Code (“the Code”) pertaining to the use 
permissions provided under the Manufactured Home Residence (MHR) zoning district.  
Specifically, the proposed amendment as more particularly described in Attachment “A” is 
seeking a text change to permit up to 30 percent of the total lots in manufactured home 
subdivisions to have recreational vehicles.  There are 352 parcels within the amendment 
area.  The proposed change would allow up to 106 of the properties in the affected 
neighborhoods to be occupied by recreational vehicles as a primary use.     
 
The currently adopted MHR zoning district boundaries encompasses both manufactured 
home subdivisions and manufactured home parks.  A manufactured home subdivision is a 
residential subdivision designed for the express purpose of offering lots under individual 
ownership for the placement of single-family dwelling units, whether manufactured homes or 
site-built homes.  Whereas a manufactured home park is defined as real property upon which 
two or more manufactured homes are intended to be occupied as dwellings, upon lots which 
are not conveyable. 
  
As depicted in Exhibit “A”, the MHR zoning district currently encompasses three 
manufactured home subdivisions:  Cloud 9 Ranch Estates; Sulger; and incorporated portions 
of Fry Townsite.   
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EXHIBIT “A” 
MANUFACTURED HOME RESIDENCE (MHR) ZONING DISTRICT 

SUBDIVIDED PROPERTIES 
 

 
 

 
 
Note:  Exhibit “A” above depicts all MHR zoned parcels within a platted subdivision (existing manufactured/mobile home parks 
are excluded as they are not subject to the proposed amendment) 
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The proposed amendment would permit up to 30% of the lots within these manufactured 
home subdivisions to have recreational vehicles as a primary use.   
 
The Code defines a recreational vehicle as: “a vehicular type unit that is:  
 

(1) a portable camping trailer mounted on wheels and constructed with collapsible 
partial sidewalls that fold for towing by another vehicle and unfolds for camping; 
(2) a motor home designed to provide temporary living quarters for recreational, 
camping, or travel use and built on or permanently attached to a self-propelled 
motor vehicle chassis or on a chassis cab or van that is an integral part of the 
completed vehicle. 

(2) A motor home designed to provide temporary living quarters for recreational, 
camping, or travel use and built on or permanently attached to a self-propelled 
motor vehicle chassis or on a chassis cab or van that is an integral part of the 
completed vehicle. 

(3) A park trailer built on a single chassis, mounted on wheels and designed to be 
connected to utilities necessary for operation of installed fixtures and appliances 
and has a gross trailer area of not less than 320 square feet and not more than 
400 square feet when it is set up, except that it does not include fifth wheel trailers. 

(4) A travel trailer mounted on wheels, designed to provide temporary living quarters 
for recreational, camping or travel use, of a size or weight that may or may not 
require special highway movement permits when towed by a motorized vehicle 
and has a trailer area of less than 320 square feet.  If a unit requires a size or 
weight permit, it shall be manufactured to the standards for park trailers in Book 
#A119.5 of the American National Institute Code. 

(5)  A portable truck camper constructed to provide temporary living quarters for 
recreational, travel, or camping use and consisting of a roof, floor, and sides 
designed to be loaded onto and unloaded from the bed of a pick-up truck.    

APPLICANT JUSTIFICATION: 

Applications for text amendments are required to contain the language of the proposed text 
amendment and the reasons for the proposed change.1  The burden of proof is upon the 
proponent.  The more drastic the change or the greater the impact of the proposal, the 
greater is the burden upon the proponent.2  The following justification was provided by the 
Applicant, in support of her request: 
 

• Public Health and Safety:  People are already living in RVs in these areas without 
any adverse effects on public health and safety.  The properties the City has noticed 
are safe. In fact, the properties the City has noticed are some of the safest ones in the 
neighborhood because people are actually living there, as opposed to the empty 
abandoned properties in the same neighborhood.  The proposed amendment will 

 
1 Section 151.31.002(A), Type of Amendments; Initiation of the Same, Sierra Vista Development Code 
2 Section 151.31.005(A), Burden of Proof, Sierra Vista Development Code 
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allow people to stay in their homes.  It does not change any of the other regulations of 
mobile homes or RVs.  

• Economic:  For many of the people living in RVs in these areas, this is the only 
housing they can afford.  I own both my property and my home free and clear.  I could 
not afford to pay rent on someone else’s home or property on my fixed income.  If I 
cannot live in my own home on my own property, I would be left homeless.  Other 
people who were noticed by the City are in the same situation as I am. 

• Public Facilities and Infrastructure:  No effect. 

• Changes in Community Characteristics:  No effects.  As noted, people are already 
living in RVs in these areas and have been for many years.  The properties the City 
has noticed are some of the nicest ones in the neighborhood because people are 
actually living there, as opposed to the empty, abandoned properties in the same 
neighborhood.  The proposed amendment will allow people to stay in their homes 
rather than create more abandoned property.   

• Consistency with General Plan:  This amendment is compatible with the General 
Plan because it does not change community characteristics, adversely effect public 
health and safety, and allows long-time residents of Sierra Vista to stay in their homes. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 
 
The stated purpose of the MHR zoning district regulations is: “to encourage the provision of 
open space and density comparable to multiple-family residential zoning districts.  Further, 
the regulations are designed to stabilize and protect the residential character of the district, 
to promote and encourage the family environment, and prohibit all incompatible activities”.3 
 
The residential character of the district is defined by its built environment, landscaping, natural 
features and open space, types and styles of housing, and number and size of roads and 
sidewalks.   
 

• Sulger is a 160-lot, low-density residential subdivision (5.7 DU/A) that was platted in 
three phases in the early 1970s in a traditional grid pattern.  The area bounded by E. 
Danny Lane and E. Busby Drive was incorporated in 1973.  The section between E. 
Danny Lane and E. Timothy Lane was annexed into the City in 2015.  Approximately 
three quarters of the homes are manufactured units and one-quarter are site-built.  
Timothy Park, Ciaramitaro Park, and McFadden Park are within close walking 
distance.   

The neighborhood is part of a low to moderate income census tract that has received 
a series of capital investments through the City’s Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) Program.  In the past decade, the City has improved streets and 
installed sewer service, streetlights, walking paths, drainage improvements, and other 
amenities to stabilize and enhance the neighborhood.  Proactive code enforcement 
combined with annual neighborhood cleanups and other volunteer efforts have also 
made a positive difference.   

 
3 Section 151.22.011 (A), Purpose of MHR District Regulations 
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• Fry Townsite is the original settlement area of the town platted in four phases the 
mid-1950s.  Approximately 45-acres of the 118-acre subdivision has been annexed 
into the City limits.  The residential portions of Fry Townsite are zoned MHR – the 
closest equivalent to the County’s MR-2 zoning designation which permits 
manufactured homes.  The housing stock is comprised of site built and manufactured 
homes at a nearly even ratio.  Len Roberts Park and Carmichael Elementary School 
are within walking distance and serve as a focal point of the neighborhood.   

Fry Townsite is within a low to moderate income census tract.  The City and County 
have funded over $2 million in CDBG program funds over the past 20 years to address 
major infrastructure deficiencies due to its age of development.  This has included 
sewer installation and street rehabilitation, curb, gutter and sidewalk improvements, 
solar street lighting and park upgrades.  The Sierra Vista MPO has budgeted funds to 
prepare a scoping document for renovating Theater Drive – the main east-west 
collector street that serves the neighborhood.   The City partnered with the County to 
demolish dozens of dilapidated trailers on delinquent property acquired and conveyed 
for redevelopment.  The City and County have supported ongoing neighborhood 
clean-up efforts.    

  
• Cloud 9 Ranch Estates is a medium density (7.4 DU/A) manufactured home 

subdivision located southwest of Highway 90 and S. Avenida Del Sol that was re-
platted into its current form in 1968 and annexed into the City in 1984.  The 
neighborhood contains 166-lots with the vast majority (121) owned by a single limited 
liability corporation.  The same corporation owns 33.5-acres of unsubdivided property 
zoned MHR adjoining Cloud 9 Ranch Estates that is in the process of being 
redeveloped.  Pre-HUD mobile homes (built before 1976) represent the predominant 
building type in Cloud 9 Ranch Estates with only a couple of site-built homes existing 
in the neighborhood.  There are vast swaths of vacant land where older manufactured 
homes have been removed and dozens more identified by the owner for demolition 
over the next year.  The streets are owned and maintained by the city while the water 
and sewer service are privately owned.       

Arizona Revised Statutes enables the governing body of a city to designate an infill incentive 
district in an area that meets three of the following requirements: 

 
(1) There is a large number of vacant older or dilapidated buildings or structures. 
(2) There is a large number of vacant or underused parcels of property, obsolete or 

inappropriate lot or parcel sizes or environmentally contaminated sites. 
(3) There is a large number of buildings or other places where nuisances exist or 

occur. 
(4) There is an absence of development and investment activity compared to other 

areas in the city or town. 
(5) There is a high occurrence of crime. 
(6) There is a continuing decline in population.   

 
On May 26, 2005, the City Council approved Resolution 2005-079 establishing infill incentive 
district policies for the Cloud 9 and West Sierra Vista Planning Areas upon finding that the 
statutory criteria have been met.  Goal 2-3 of the City’s General Plan, VISTA 2030, states 
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“economic development shall be considered when planning sites” by providing “incentives 
per the Infill Incentive District for development on the West End and in Cloud 9 Mobile Home 
Park” and “to encourage the conversion of manufactured home parks to single-family and 
multi-family developments”.  
 
Four of the mobile home parks on the West End have been acquired by new ownership in 
the past year and are undergoing redevelopment:  Mountain View, Garden Canyon, Sierra 
Grande, and Los Arcos.  Pre-HUD homes are being demolished and replaced with new 
manufactured homes.  The infill incentive district policy was used to modify the required front 
and rear yard setbacks to accommodate larger, more marketable family sized units.  In 2020, 
54 manufactured home permits have been issued for new units.   Several  of the mobile home 
parks on the West End have dedicated recreational vehicle spaces available for lease at an 
affordable rate.     
 
CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
The Commission and Council are to consider whether the proposed text amendment: 
 

(1) Demonstrates the need and justification for the change; and 
(2) Demonstrates the relationship of the proposed amendment to the City’s General 

Plan with appropriate consideration as to whether the proposed change will further 
the purposes of this Code and other City ordinances and regulations; and  

(3) Benefits the general public welfare and does not constitute a granting of special 
privileges to an individual owner.4 

 
RELATIONSHIP TO GENERAL PLAN: 
 
The Applicant’s request is potentially inconsistent with following goals and strategies 
contained in VISTA 2030: 
 

Promote quality affordable rental and owner-occupied l housing (Goals 12-1, 12-2) 
 
Revitalize Target Areas (Goal 12-5) 

 
Install public improvements in targeted areas, where needed, to encourage 
and strengthen rehabilitation and redevelopment activity. 
 
Continue the City’s commitment to revitalize and redevelop the West End. 
 
Support economic development efforts in the targeted areas with public 
improvements to community facilities when needed. 

 
Build Strong Neighborhoods (Goal 12-6) 

 
Safeguard the condition and quality of the housing stock in order to maintain 
attractive and livable neighborhoods. (Goal 12-7) 

 
 

4 Section 151.31.005 (D)(5), Considerations 
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Maintain and update, as necessary, the City’s development standards to 
encourage quality development. 

 
Develop High-Quality Housing Developments (Goal 12-9) 

 
Promote physical design, building structure, lot layout relationships, and 
landscaping opportunities between existing and new housing construction to 
help new developments complement the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 
STAFF FINDINGS: 
 

(1) Recreational vehicles are intended for short term occupancy.5  Property owners 
who purchased lots and constructed site-built or manufactured homes under the 
current MHR zoning regulations have an investment backed expectation that 
permanent dwellings are required.  Recreational vehicles do not promote and 
encourage the family environment or stabilize and protect the residential character 
of the district as intended. 

(2) Recreational vehicles are not subject to permitting or inspection by the City or the 
U.S. Department of Housing for meeting minimum housing and construction 
standards to ensure public health and safety.   

(3) Recreational vehicles are not affixed to a permanent foundation and do not meet 
wind load requirements. 

(4) Recreational vehicle or manufactured home parks, which are owned and managed 
as a single entity, provide appropriate locations for recreational vehicles due to 
their ability to provide centralized amenities and perimeter buffers to adjoining 
properties due to their larger parcel size.  Recreational vehicle spaces are currently 
available at an affordable lease rate.   

(5) Recreational vehicles are not assessed as taxable property or subject to 
development fees.   

(6) Recreational vehicles in established neighborhoods do not protect and conserve 
both the value of the land and the improvements throughout the City.  

(7) Recreational vehicles may hinder the City’s stated goal of fostering of the infill and 
redevelopment in the Cloud 9 and West End Planning Areas.     

ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Ordinance No. 2021-001 
 
A - Amendment Request 
B – Public Comments 
C – Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes 

 
5 Section 151.22.012(A), RV Recreational Vehicle Park (Purpose) 



 
ORDINANCE NO. 2021-001 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF SIERRA VISTA, COCHISE COUNTY, 
ARIZONA; ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE 
DEVELOPMENT CODE; REPEALING ALL 
ORDINANCES IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; BE IT ORDAINED 
BY THE CITY OF SIERRA VISTA AS FOLLOWS: 
 

  WHEREAS, the provisions of A.R.S. 9-462.04 and Chapter 151, 
Development Code, of the City Code of Ordinances, allow text amendments to be granted 
by the City; and  
 

WHEREAS, in accordance with the provisions of Article 151.31 of the 
Development Code and established policy, a property owner has proposed amendments 
to Section 151.22.006, Matrix of Use Permissions by Zoning District, relating to the 
Manufactured Home Residence (MHR) zoning district; and  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 151.31.005 of the Development Code, the 

burden of proof is upon the proponent to demonstrate: (1) the need and justification for 
the proposed change; (2) the relationship of the proposed amendment to the City’s 
General Plan with appropriate consideration as to whether the proposed change will 
further the purposes of the Development Code and other City ordinances and regulations; 
and (3) the amendment will benefit the general public welfare and does not constitute a 
granting of special privileges to an individual owner; and 
 
  WHEREAS, on November 17, 2020, the Planning and Zoning Commission 
considered all the facts of the application and the comments of the citizens at the public 
hearing and voted 3-1 to recommend denial of the text amendment request to the Mayor 
and City Council; 
 
  WHEREAS, a written protest against the amendments has been filed by 
the owner of 20 percent or more of the area of lots included in the proposed change 
pursuant to Section 151.31.007 of the Development Code;  
 
  WHEREAS, the amendment under protest do not become effective except 
by the favorable vote of three-quarters of the remaining membership of the City Council, 
provided that such required number of votes for passage shall, in no event, be less than 
a majority (4) of the full membership of the City Council;  
    

WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council held a public hearing on the 
proposed amendments pursuant to the requirements of Article 151.31 of the 
Development Code; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF SIERRA VISTA, COCHISE COUNTY, ARIZONA, AS FOLLOWS: 
   

SECTION 1 
   
  That the Development Code text amendments, as shown in Exhibit A, are hereby 
adopted. 
 
  SECTION 2 
 
  All other ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this 
provision are hereby repealed. 
 
  SECTION 3 
 
  Should any section, clause or provision of this Ordinance be declared by the courts 
to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions which can be given effect without the 
invalid provision, and to this end, the provisions of this Ordinance are declared to be severable. 
 
  PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SIERRA VISTA, ARIZONA, THIS 11TH DAY OF FEBRUARY 2021. 
 
 
 
 
        _______________________  
        FREDERICK W. MUELLER 
        Mayor 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:     ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________    ______________________  
NATHAN WILLIAMS      JILL ADAMS 
City Attorney       City Clerk 
 
 
PREPARED BY:   
 
Matt McLachlan, AICP 
Director of Community Development 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

 
  



 
 

Section 151.22.006 Matrix of Use Permissions by Zoning District 

A. Use Permissions by Zoning District.  No building, structure or land shall be used, nor 
shall any use be established unless it complies with the requirements of this Code.  
 1. Principal Uses (P) are those principal uses that are allowable on a property within 
each zoning district as provided in this Section.   
 2. Accessory Uses (A) are those uses which are customarily subordinate to, 
integrated with, and clearly incidental to a principal use on the same property as provided under 
this Section.  The Matrix of Use Permissions identifies certain accessory uses that are allowable 
within certain zoning districts.  Accessory uses not specifically listed, but are otherwise deemed 
to be compatible with the principal use of the property by the Community Development Director 
may be authorized in connection with a building permit.  
 3. Conditional Uses (C) are uses that may be appropriate in the zoning district and 
require individual review as to their particular characteristics, impacts, and location to determine 
if they require special conditions to their establishment in order to protect the health, safety and 
general welfare of the community in accordance with Article 151.26 of this Code. 
 4. Non-Conforming Uses (NC) are uses of land or of a structure which do not meet 
the use regulations of this Code but which lawfully existed at the time of adoption of this Code 
as specified under Article 151.24 of this Code.   
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AGRICULTURAL 
Agricultural Animals A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Aviaries A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Farming A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Kennel P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC P P NC NC NC 
Riding Academy P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Riding Stables P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

RESIDENTIAL 
Accessory Dwelling Unit P P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Accessory Use, Residential (e.g., 
swimming pool, garage, garden house, 
storage shed) 

A A A A A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

Adult Care Home (6 or less adults) P P P NC NC C C C C NC NC NC NC 
Adult Care Home (7 to 15 adults) C C C NC NC X P P P NC NC NC NC 
Bed and Breakfast P C C NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Campground, Developed NC NC NC NC C NC NC NC NC NC NC NC P** 
Campground, Primitive NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC* NC NC NC P** 
Congregate Care Facility C NC P NC NC C P P P NC NC NC NC 
Day Care Home P P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dormitory NC NC P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Multi-Family NC NC P NC NC NC NC NC P NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Single-Family Attached 
(Townhome) 

NC P P NC NC NC NC NC P NC NC NC NC 

Dwelling, Single-Family Detached P P P P A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Single-Family Semi-Detached NC P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Two-Family or Duplex NC NC P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Emergency Shelters NC C NC NC NC NC NC NC C NC NC NC NC 
Hotel/Motel NC NC NC NC NC NC P P P NC NC NC NC 
Nursing Home (6 or less persons) P P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Nursing Home (7 or more persons) C C C NC NC C P P P NC NC NC NC 
Recreational Vehicle NC NC NC NC/P*** P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Residential Treatment Facilities & 
Recovery Homes (6 or less persons) 

P P P NC NC C C C C NC NC NC NC 

Residential Treatment Facilities & 
Recovery Homes (7 or more persons) 

C C C NC NC C P P P NC NC NC NC 

* Except that primitive camping may be allowed on Arizona Trust Land with a Recreation Permit from the 
Arizona State Land Department provided the campsite is setback at least 100 feet from a property used for 
residential purposes and at least 50 feet from the drainageway. 
** Pursuant to Sec. 94.05 of the Code of Ordinances. 
*** Up to 30 percent of the total spaces in manufactured home parks OR LOTS IN MANUFACTURED HOME 
SUBDIVISIONS are permitted to have recreational vehicles. 
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DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMENDMENT

APPLICATION FORM

DIRECT TO: City of Sierra Vista

Department of Community Development 

1011 No. Coronado Drive

Sierra Vista, AZ  85635

(520) 458-3315

Date Submitted:   August 28, 2020                                     

1. Applicant Name:  Amanda Root

Address: 539 Cloud Ridge Sierra Vista, AZ 85635

Telephone:  520-227-4035   E-mail:  mymeow55@gmail.com

2. Agent Name: 

Address:  

Telephone:   Email:

3. Attachments (Check those which are included with this application):

Request Letter;

Application Fee - $150 AND $300 Publication Deposit:;

Letter of Agency (if submitting for the applicant)

3. Section of existing Code for which amendment is requested:     § 151.22.011(E)(1) and § 151.22.006                    

                                                                                                                                                                                    

4. Proposed amendment (s) wording (attach a separate sheet if necessary):     Please see attached amendments to 

§ 151.22.011. Conforming amendments to the matrix at § 151.22.006 will also be necessary.                                 
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5. Reasons for the amendment (attach a separate sheet if necessary).      Please see attached.                                 

                                                                                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                                                                                    

6. Justify how the proposed amendment will better meet the public interest(s) in the following areas, if applicable 

(attach separate sheet if additional space is needed):

Public Health & Safety:     People are already living in RVs in these areas without any adverse effects on public 

health and safety. The properties the City has noticed are safe. In fact, the properties the City has noticed are some 

of the safest ones in the neighborhood because people are actually living there, as opposed to the empty, 

abandoned properties in the same neighborhood. This proposed amendment will allow people to stay in their 

homes. It does not change any of the other regulations of mobile homes or RVs.                                                    

Economic:     For many of the people living in RVs in these areas, this is the only housing they can afford.  I own 

both my property and my home free-and-clear.  I could not afford to pay to rent someone else’s home or property on 

my fixed income. If I cannot live in my own home on my own property, I would be left homeless.  Other people who 

were noticed by the City are in the same situation as I am.                                                                                          

Transportation:  No effects.                                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

Water:  No effects.                                                                                                                                                       
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Recreation:  No effects.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

Schools:  No effects.                                                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

Conservation/protection of natural resources:  No effects.                                                                                          

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                                                                                     

Changes in community characteristics:  No effects. As noted, people are already living in RVs in these areas and 

have been for many years. The properties the City has noticed are some of the nicest ones in the neighborhood 

because people are actually living there, as opposed to the empty, abandoned properties in the same 

neighborhood. This proposed amendment will allow people to stay in their homes rather than create more 

abandoned property.                                                                                                                                                     

7. Explain how the text amendment is compatible with the General Plan (attach a separate sheet if additional 

space is necessary: 

This amendment is compatible with the General Plan because it does not change community characteristics, 

adversely effect public health and safety, and allows long-time residents of Sierra Vista to stay in their homes.

                                                                                                                                                                                     

 





  
  

Section 151.22.006 Matrix of Use Permissions by Zoning District 

A. Use Permissions by Zoning District.  No building, structure or land shall be used, nor shall any 
use be established unless it complies with the requirements of this Code.  

 1. Principal Uses (P) are those principal uses that are allowable on a property within each 
zoning district as provided in this Section.   

 2. Accessory Uses (A) are those uses which are customarily subordinate to, integrated with, 
and clearly incidental to a principal use on the same property as provided under this Section.  The Matrix 
of Use Permissions identifies certain accessory uses that are allowable within certain zoning districts.  
Accessory uses not specifically listed, but are otherwise deemed to be compatible with the principal use 
of the property by the Community Development Director may be authorized in connection with a building 
permit.  

 3. Conditional Uses (C) are uses that may be appropriate in the zoning district and require 
individual review as to their particular characteristics, impacts, and location to determine if they require 
special conditions to their establishment in order to protect the health, safety and general welfare of the 
community in accordance with Article 151.26 of this Code. 

 4. Non-Conforming Uses (NC) are uses of land or of a structure which do not meet the use 
regulations of this Code but which lawfully existed at the time of adoption of this Code as specified under 
Article 151.24 of this Code.   

(Ord. 2016-002, passed 2-25-16 Am. Ord. 2018-002, passed 2-8-18) 
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AGRICULTURAL 
Agricultural Animals A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Aviaries A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Farming A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Kennel P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC P P NC NC NC 
Riding Academy P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Riding Stables P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
RESIDENTIAL 
Accessory Dwelling Unit P P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Accessory Use, Residential (e.g., 
swimming pool, garage, garden house, 
storage shed) 

A A A A A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 

Adult Care Home (6 or less adults) P P P NC NC C C C C NC NC NC NC 
Adult Care Home (7 to 15 adults) C C C NC NC X P P P NC NC NC NC 
Bed and Breakfast P C C NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Campground, Developed NC NC NC NC C NC NC NC NC NC NC NC P** 
Campground, Primitive NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC* NC NC NC P** 
Congregate Care Facility C NC P NC NC C P P P NC NC NC NC 
Day Care Home P P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dormitory NC NC P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Multi-Family NC NC P NC NC NC NC NC P NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Single-Family Attached 
(Townhome) 

NC P P NC NC NC NC NC P NC NC NC NC 

Dwelling, Single-Family Detached P P P P A NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Single-Family Semi-Detached NC P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Dwelling, Two-Family or Duplex NC NC P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Emergency Shelters NC C NC NC NC NC NC NC C NC NC NC NC 
Hotel/Motel NC NC NC NC NC NC P P P NC NC NC NC 
Nursing Home (6 or less persons) P P P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Nursing Home (7 or more persons) C C C NC NC C P P P NC NC NC NC 
Recreational Vehicle NC NC NC NC/P*** P NC NC NC NC NC NC NC NC 
Residential Treatment Facilities & 
Recovery Homes (6 or less persons) 

P P P NC NC C C C C NC NC NC NC 

Residential Treatment Facilities & 
Recovery Homes (7 or more persons) 

C C C NC NC C P P P NC NC NC NC 

* Except that primitive camping may be allowed on Arizona Trust Land with a Recreation Permit from the 
Arizona State Land Department provided the campsite is setback at least 100 feet from a property used for 
residential purposes and at least 50 feet from the drainageway. 
** Pursuant to Sec. 94.05 of the Code of Ordinances. 
*** Up to 30 percent of the total spaces in manufactured home parks OR LOTS IN MANUFACTURED HOME 
SUBDIVISIONS are permitted to have recreational vehicles. 
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From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: Fw: rezoning Cloud 9 subdivision
Date: Monday, December 07, 2020 8:29:16 PM

From: Nicholas Novasic <njn22019@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, December 7, 2020 8:07 PM
To: Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: rezoning Cloud 9 subdivision
 

WARNING: This email originated from outside of SierraVistaAZ.gov. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Matt,
 
Please enter the statement below into the record for the 12/10/20 council meeting (although I
currently plan to attend):
 
I Nicholas J. Novasic, am the owner (via LLC’s) of the real estate known as Cloud Nine Mobile Home
Park and adjoining land.  This includes 128 (77%) of the platted lots in the 166 platted lot subdivision
recorded as Cloud Nine Ranch Estates. The proposal addresses only the subdivision.  I oppose the
proposed rezoning of the subdivision for three reasons:
 

1. Change without Consent and Favoritism: The proposal would change, without the consent of
the majority owners of Cloud Nine Ranch Estates subdivision lots, the use of the lots upon
which the owners relied when they purchased. In addition, the proposed change is only for
the clear and immediate benefit of just 2 of the 166 lot owners which as I understand it is
“favoritism” without a clear public purpose/benefit and not allowed by statute.

 
2. Impairment of Resale Value and Marketability: I believe that this change would impair the

value and marketability of most of the subdivision lot owners. A major well known local real
estate developer and expert supports this opinion.

 
3. Reduce incentive to further redevelop Cloud 9: This is related to #2 above. If the proposed

change is approved, I or a potential future owner of my property might decide that the likely
reduced future property values don’t justify further significant investment for redevelopment.
Low income residents and the community could lose an opportunity for further significant
improvement.

 
Based on the existing zoning, we have spent a lot of time, effort and money to improve Cloud 9 over
many years, despite the very long, devastating SV recession which nearly destroyed our business.

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV


With great support from Community Development, Code Enforcement and the police, we’ve
substantially improved Cloud 9 - driven out criminal activity, removed debris and have been
removing old vacant trailers. We want to continue that progress but this proposal could frustrate
that.
 
Nicholas J. Novasic
njn22019@outlook.com

 
Information in this message (including any attachments) is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended solely for the use of the person(s)
identified above.  The sender did not intend to waive any privilege by sending this message.  If you are not the intended recipient of this message,
please notify the sender by replying to this message and delete the original and any copies of the message.  Any duplication, dissemination or
distribution of this message by unintended recipients is prohibited.
 
 

mailto:njn22019@outlook.com


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 11:11:15 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Arlene T Gonzales <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 10:51 AM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Arlene T Gonzales <agon6130@cox.net>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
I wish to comment on the proposal amendment to the Sierra Vista Development Code concerning the use of
recreational vehicles as primary housing in manufactured home residential subdivisions.  I feel that the current code
for recreational vehicles used as primary housing should stay restricted to areas already listed in the city code.

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Monday, November 30, 2020 5:20:28 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Fredrick Stickler <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 5:01 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Fredrick Stickler <fredstickler@cox.net>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
If the city wants to increase the value of homes in the area, it would seems counter-productive to allow such a
change in the ordinances affecting this area.  Higher property values equate to more revenue for the city via property
taxation. In addition, on the West of side of this area, there already is a venue for recreational vehicles. It seems that
the city is trying to clean up many areas within the city limits especially, the existing  county enclaves. Why create
another situation that will have to be dealt with in the future? The old Garden Canyon Trailer Park is an example.
Why not convert/zone that area into a RV area? There are some homes being built in the Sulger area replacing the
mobile homes. Vote NO on any changes.

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/




















From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 1:57:24 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: David Brown <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 12:16 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: David Brown <Brownd3max@centurylink.net>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
This proposal will NOT increase or help the city's quality of living standards! What's next- allowing "tent cities"?
Opening this "barn door" will result in a permanent downgrading of our city's desirability. Please don't do it!

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 1:29:28 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Deborah Cathemer <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 11:09 AM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Deborah Cathemer <dmcathemer@gmail.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
This is a lovely park we were considering as a place to bring our RV.  It is a great and safe place for seniors.

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Thursday, October 22, 2020 8:43:49 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: jere fredenburgh <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2020 5:10 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: jere fredenburgh <jcfred@jcdx2.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
Please approve the proposed zoning changes.  Travel Trailers are in most cases actually a better built, better
dwelling than a mobile home.  Travel trailers are designed to withstand over-the-road use; mobile homes are
designed to be placed once and never moved.

The travel trailer properties in question are some of the best maintained properties in the ‘subdivision(s)’.  Pride of
ownership.

The subdivisions have had travel trailers as dwellings for many years with no negative impacts to the surrounding
properties.

Thank you.

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 1:29:20 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Virginia Mendiville <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 1:06 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Virginia Mendiville <vmendiville@gmail.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
This affects my sister and brother-in-law, The Montgomery's,  in a very detrimental way.  I have visited them on
numerous occasions and the site on which they have
their trailer located is really pleasant  and suits their needs perfectly.  The trailer NEVER MOVES,  so to classify it
as a recreational vehicle is absurd.  I am sure there are others who are in similar situations in that area and that is
their PRIMARY residence.   I would think it would not be that difficult to amend the zoning restrictions to enable
these people to stay where they are.   It's the humanitarian thing to do!

Sincerely,
Virginia Mendiiville

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
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October 25, 2020 
 
Rachel Gray, Mayor Pro Tem 
1011 N. Coronado Drive  
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 
 
RE:   Proposed Text Amendment to Sierra Vista Development Code 
 Section 151.22.006 Allowing 30% of lots to have RV’s 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Gray: 
 
I am writing regarding the abovementioned amendment being contemplated by the Council.  I was asked by the 
owner of Cloud Nine to evaluate the current proposal and how it would likely impact the community of Cloud Nine 
and resulting value. After reviewing the proposed amendment, it becomes painfully obvious there are a few 
residents that violated the code and rather than comply, would rather change the rules, or in this case, the code to 
facilitate their compliance.  Development codes are road maps to guide future development and provide guidelines, 
restrictions and boundaries that ultimately maintain the spirit of the development over time and protect investment 
that is being made in the property by the original developer and ultimate owners.  
 
Mr. Novasic assumed the responsibility of the development when his father passed and has spent every year since 
attempting to improve the property.  Because of the unique situation created by random lots being previously sold 
off, the development faces a number of challenges.  Nonetheless, the primary objective has always been to maintain 
the integrity of the Park and protect the value of previously sold lots and remaining lots available for rent.   In spite 
of the challenges, a great deal of capital has been invested to improve the living conditions in Cloud Nine with the 
intent to stabilize the park, and implement a plan that facilitates future redevelopment of the property.  Allowing 
RV's was not the original intent of Cloud Nine.  Moreover, allowing RV’s today frustrates the redevelopment effort, 
ultimately undermines values, and fosters destabilization of the community.   
 
Owners who have purchase property in Cloud Nine over the years made their investment reliant on Code restrictions 
which protected their investment through development standards, required methodology for installation, and types of 
construction allowable under the Code. This is why RV’s are not permitted in a platted subdivision.  Enforcement of 
building and development codes is the basic tenet of proper community development.  It seems rather 
counterproductive to remove code restrictions, or protection mechanisms in a development, after the majority of the 
property owners have complied since the developments inception in 1968.  More importantly, this action is being 
contemplated only to accommodate a few individual refusing to comply.  The original CC&R’s specifically 
disallowed RV’s, as did the development code that followed, a protection to which owners within the Park have 
become reliant. Reducing these standards makes a challenging situation worse.   
 
It is fairly clear the impact of such a code revision would devalue lots within the park and result in a destabilizing 
force counterproductive to any future redevelopment of the property.  We hope you would consider these issues in 
making a final decision. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Frank T. Moro 
President 
First West Properties Corporation 











From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 3:21:04 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Gail Tillman <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 2:59 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Gail Tillman <gtrosegarden@gmail.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
I think the code amendment is a good Idea . For many reasons like Sierra Vista is a military town and soilders need
temporary  quarters. Also there are many retired snow birds that come to visit family. And sometimes like with
covid 19 its practical and best. And some of the old buildings could be torn down finally and replaced with a RV. I 
think it should be in good taste. This city area really needs a boost and cleaning up . Old trees cut down . And wash
area cleaned up to. Lets make Sierra Vista down town a great place to live and visit.

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Monday, October 19, 2020 7:53:15 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: lane blamer <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Saturday, October 17, 2020 6:27 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: lane blamer <laneblamer@gmail.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
NO I AM NOT FOR THIS CODE AMENDMENT I JUST THINK THIS WILL GIVE  YOU THE RIGHT TO
ADD OTHER THINGS TOO

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Monday, October 19, 2020 7:53:52 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: roy H billtard <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Saturday, October 17, 2020 11:49 AM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: roy H billtard <grasscutter85635@yahoo.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
I am not for  this code amendment about rv  as a primary use in manufactured home sub.

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Monday, October 19, 2020 7:52:56 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Loritton E Myers <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Sunday, October 18, 2020 12:45 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Loritton E Myers <lorittonmyers@gmail.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
This code amendment is so destructive to the original Zoning that it will lead to a loss of home valuation. Should it
pass the person implemented should pay the homeowners restitution.

1#  Reasons not to change the zoning.
     The proposed zoning  change is ambiguous
             A.  How many parking places need to be Provided for the people living in the RV.
2# who gets the 30 living space for RV's and can you have an RV and a mobile home on each property.
               A. Can an owner rent his or her mobile and RV out two to different families.
 3# Our the lots in this mobile home subdivision large enough to support a mobile home and RV  plus carports and
parking for the families.

I see so many problems with this zoning change you just can't let this happen!

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Oct 27th Public Hearing Notice
Date: Monday, October 05, 2020 2:32:38 PM

Please add to public correspondence file.
 

From: Larry Belyea <belyealarrya@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 05, 2020 2:28 PM
To: Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: re: Oct 27th Public Hearing Notice
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of SierraVistaAZ.gov. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Dear Mr. McLachlan:
 
I've just received a notice for the public hearing to which I will not be able to attend on the 27th. 
However, I do have some great concerns towards the issue here.
 
I just bought the property here at 104 N 1st Street as my retirement home on 05-08-2020.  With
moving here from Washington State, I totally relied on my realtor to find me something in my price
range to which he did but he didn't really fill me in on this neighborhood.  However, he did tell me
that the vacant lots that surround my new home were sold to developers and probably would be
building newer homes like those located at the end of N 1st Street.  From this notice that I've just
received about the public hearing, I guess my realtor was wrong?
 
Please understand my concern here about this upcoming meeting and the cities plan to possibly turn
these vacant lots into more of a disaster zone than it already is!  Mobile home parks for MHR only is
not a problem as long as they are both well managed - the tenants and the grounds and they usually
are.  That also goes for RV Parks that now allow year-round tenants to live in their RV's and from my
experience, these RV Parks that allow this are usually trouble for most cities or towns.
 
My neighbor John (?) who owns the large two lots next to me (106 A & B etc etc etc) is already
allowing RV's as primary use on his property.  In the 5 months that I've been living here in my new
home, I've seen nothing but drug trafficking (mainly from one tenant) whereas it's nonstop from late
nights to early mornings with autos, bicycles or foot traffic going in and out of the place.  Every night
it gets all of the dogs going and too many times during the day, the police are making a visit?  
 
I would say a strong 'NO' to subdivisioning in any area of Sierra Vista with allowing RV's to set up
camp year round outside of a RV Park.  I truly hope that my opinion counts here.  Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Larry A Belyea
belyealarrya@gmail.com
 

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:belyealarrya@gmail.com


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Friday, October 09, 2020 8:16:44 AM

Please add to correspondence file.

-----Original Message-----
From: Martin D. Jones <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2020 7:44 PM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Martin D. Jones <martydj020@gmail.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
I am strongly opposed in allowing RV's to occupy a space in a manufactured home subdivision.  From the get go,
the area  in question is the Cloud 9 mobile home park.
The original name of this subdivision was Cloud 9 Ranch Estates.   People were allowed to purchase a piece of
property and actually own the lot to put their
manufactured home on.  At the time, this area was in the county.  At no time was this subdivision considered a
mobile home park until the property was sold and the name was changed.  By allowing this change, where is it
going to stop.  You are trying to clean up the West end of the city, but at the same time you are going to allow RV's
in the Sulger Subdivision area for primary use, again, where will this end?  The next thing that you know every
subdivision homeowner in the city will be renting out a space in their back or side yards to make a quick buck, just
like what is currently happening in the Cloud 9 area. The whole city will then look like an RV park with a house on
it..  Remember, by setting a precedence, it will lead to lawsuits that will cost us tax payers, tax dollars to defend 
from the special interest attorney's that want to get their 5 minutes of glory in the news.

Thank you for your consideration.

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan
To: Jeff Pregler
Subject: FW: Public Comment Item
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2020 8:47:13 AM

Add to public correspondence.

-----Original Message-----
From: Jeanette Morris <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2020 7:29 AM
To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector
<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>;
Yvette Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>
Subject: Public Comment Item

From: Jeanette Morris <4jeanetteanderson@gmail.com>
Subject: [your-subject]

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured home
subdivisions

Message Body:
Are you kidding me?
Why is this being allowed?
Does that mean RV’s will be allowed being parked on streets without being moved?
Who picks up trash and sewage?
I just bought this property and don’t need extra trash on the streets Why has the mayor allowed this?
Is this a money generator.......
Shame on your planning committee!!

--
This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov)

mailto:Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
mailto:Jeff.Pregler@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV
http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


From: Matt McLachlan 

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 8:52 AM 

To: Jeff Pregler 

Subject: FW: Public Comment Item 

 

Please add to case file. 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Loritton E Myers <wordpress@sierravistaaz.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 7:42 AM 

To: Public Comment <PublicComment@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Judy Hector 

<Judy.Hector@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Matt McLachlan <Matt.McLachlan@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV>; Yvette 

Matthias <Yvette.Matthias@SIERRAVISTAAZ.GOV> 

Subject: Public Comment Item 

 

From: Loritton E Myers <lorittonmyers@gmail.com> 

Subject: [your-subject] 

 

Topic: Code amendment regarding permitting recreational vehicles as primary use in manufactured 

home subdivisions 

 

Message Body: 

This proposed amendment permitting recreational vehicles as the primary use in a manufactured home 

subdivision is directly contrary to the reason I and others in our subdivision establish residence. Before 

buying, I reviewed the zoning in this subdivision and found that it did not allow recreational vehicles 

please see the definition that I relied on to invest in this subdivision. (Mobile home subdivision - A 

platted residential development consisting of mobile homes or single-and two-family dwellings located 

on the individual, separately-owned lots. ... Mobile home subdivision means a residential subdivision 

where lots are offered for sale for use exclusively by mobile homes.) I saw this as a place where families 

could afford to establish permanent residents and raised children in an environment that the city of 

Sierra Vista could and would support.  The possibility of offering a transient element in this community is 

just not what we think is acceptable to our community. 

 

PLEASE DENY THIS PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT !! 

  

Loritton Myers ( Mike) 

 

--  

This e-mail was sent from a contact form on Sierra Vista, Arizona (http://www.sierravistaaz.gov) 

 



ATTACHMENT C –  
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

 
October 27, 2020 

November 17, 2020 



SIERRA VISTA PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
OCTOBER 27, 2020 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
Meeting Minutes 

 
The regular meeting of the Sierra Vista Planning and Zoning Commission was called to order at 
5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers. 
 
Members Present:  Sharon Lake, Chair 
    Bradley Snyder, Vice-Chair 

David Thompson 
  David Grieshop  

Stephen Miller 
Patricia Olson  
Chrysti Lassiter 

 
Members Absent:  None 
   
 
Staff Present:   Matt McLachlan, Community Development Director 
    Jeff Pregler, Senior Planner 
     
Council Present:  Mayor Pro Tem Gray 
    Councilmember Umphrey 
      
Others Present:  Nathan Williams, City Attorney 
     
 
ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA: 
 
Mr. Thompson made the motion to accept the agenda. The motion was seconded by Ms. Lassiter. 
 
VOTE: Approved by a vote of 7-0. 
 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF THE MINUTES: 
 
1. Mr. Snyder made the motion to accept the minutes of July 7, 2020.  The motion was 

seconded by Ms. Olson.   
 
VOTE: Unanimously approved, 7-0. 
 
2. Mr. Miller made the motion to accept the minutes of August 18, 2020.  The motion was 

seconded by Ms. Olson. 
 
VOTE: Unanimously approved, 7-0. 
 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 
 
None. 
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NEW BUSINESS 
 
3. Public Hearing 

Resolution 1173 
Development Code Text Amendment 
Section 151.22.006, Matrix of Use Permissions By Zoning District  

 
Mr. McLachlan gave the staff presentation. The amendment was proposed by a citizen and not 
City staff.  The staff presentation is as follows: 
 
The Code provides three benchmarks in determining whether a text amendment should be 
approved: 
 

First, whether the applicant demonstrates the need and justification for the change. 
 
Second, is the request consistent with the General Plan and does it further the purposes 
of the Development Code and other City ordinances and regulations? And  
 
Third, that the text amendment benefits the welfare of the general public.  The Code 
prohibits the City from granting special privileges to an individual owner.  The request 
must be considered from a district wide perspective.   

 
By Code, the proponent shoulders the burden of proof and must show that these three 
considerations are satisfied.   
 
Regarding the request, the applicant is seeking to amend the district regulations relating to the 
Manufactured Home Residence zoning district.  The MHR zoning district encompasses both 
manufactured home parks and manufactured home subdivisions.  The scope of this request is 
limited to manufactured home subdivisions.  Manufactured home subdivisions are essentially 
single-family residential neighborhoods that allow manufactured homes in addition to site-built 
homes on fee simple lots that are individually owned.   
 
As shown on the map exhibit, the City has three manufactured home subdivisions under the 
MHR zoning designation.  On the West End, there are the Sulger and Fry Townsite 
neighborhoods, and on the East End there is Cloud 9 Ranch Estates.  According to our GIS 
records, there are 359 parcels of land within these areas. 
 
The proposed code amendment would allow up to 30 percent of the total lots in manufactured 
home subdivisions to have recreational vehicles as a primary use.  Now it’s important to 
understand that the Code definition of a recreational vehicle covers the full spectrum and 
complexion of recreational vehicle types from a pop-up camper trailer to a Class A motor 
home.   If approved, any type of recreational vehicle could be used as a living unit either by the 
owner or renter on a full-time basis in cases where no other living unit exists on the property.  
We would need to set up a permitting and monitoring process to ensure that the 30 percent 
threshold is not exceeded.  We’d also need to clarify how the maximum would be measured – 
on a subdivision by subdivision basis or the overall total of MHR zoned lots.    
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The stated purpose of the MHR zoning district regulations is to encourage the provision of 
open space and density comparable to multiple-family residential zoning districts.  Further, the 
regulations are designed to stabilize and protect the residential character of the district, to 
promote and encourage the family environment, and prohibit all incompatible activities. 
 
The residential character of the district is defined by its built environment, parks and open 
spaces, types and styles of housing, and level of infrastructure improvement. 
 
Fry, Sulger, and Cloud 9 Ranch Estates share the distinction of being platted and developed in 
the early years of the city’s history prior to modern development codes being enacted.  Two-
thirds or more of the households in these neighborhoods fall within the low to moderate 
income category making them eligible for Community Development Block Grant funding.  
 
Sulger is a 160-lot, low density subdivision that was platted in three phases during the early 
1970s.  The City annexed the last section of the neighborhood between Danny and Timothy 
Lane in 2015.  Manufactured homes make up three quarters of the housing stock.  Timothy, 
Ciramitaro and McFadden Park are within walking distance providing residents with access to 
open space and playground facilities.   
 
Over the past decade, the City has carried out several projects in Sulger to stabilize and 
enhance the neighborhood.  The City has improved streets and installed sanitary sewer 
service, solar streetlights, walking paths, and drainage improvements.  The most recent 
upgrades at Timothy Lane Park being completed this past year.  We’ve also partnered with the 
Southwest Sierra Vista Residents Association to carry out neighborhood clean ups.  Our 
combined efforts have made a tangible difference. 
 
Fry Townsite is part of the original settlement area of town platted in four phases in the 1950s.  
Most of Fry Townsite remains a county enclave with 45-acres of the 118-acre neighborhood 
being within the city limits.  The housing stock within the city limits is comprised of site built 
and manufactured homes at a nearly even ratio.  Len Roberts Park and the Carmichael School 
are within walking distance and serve as a focal point of the neighborhood.   
 
The City and County have funded over $2 million in CDBG projects over the past 20 years to 
address major infrastructure deficiencies.  The City recently completed an alley improvement 
project between first and second street and added curb, gutter and sidewalk along the west 
side of 5th Street North.  The City commissioned a massive public art project on the water 
tower on Denman Avenue.  Solar street lights have been added within the City owned right of 
way.  In 2016, the City and County entered into a Settlement Agreement with a local property 
owner as part of a bankruptcy proceeding to acquire ten properties that were in back taxes.  
An estimated 45-50 dilapidated mobile homes and dozens of junk vehicles were removed from 
the neighborhood.  Cochise College students are building new affordable housing units on the 
lots deeded over on North 2nd Street.  The rest were conveyed as part of a deal to acquire an 
important piece of the Fry Cemetery property.  The revitalization efforts that have taken place 
are supported by the Carmichael Neighborhood Association.  In the upcoming year, we will be 
exploring the redevelopment potential of Theater Drive through the MPO.   
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Cloud 9 Ranch Estates is a medium density manufactured home neighborhood located 
southwest of Highway 90 and S. Avenida Del Sol.  The subdivision was re-platted into its 
current form in 1968 and annexed into the City in 1984.  The MHR zoning district has been in 
effect since its incorporation date. This neighborhood is different from Sulger and Fry Townsite 
in the sense that the vast majority of the lots in the subdivision are rental properties held by the 
same owner who also owns a 33.5-acre tract of land adjoining the subdivision.  The company 
has been actively clearing out the older units to prepare the land for redevelopment. Most of 
the manufactured homes in the subdivision are the original units that were installed prior to the 
federal HUD building code and inspection process taking effect in 1976.   
 
In 2005, the City adopted a Resolution to designate the West End and Cloud 9 Planning Areas 
as an Infill Incentive District to encourage their redevelopment.  The economic recession that 
the region experienced during the early part of the last decade has hampered revitalization 
efforts.  The recent recovery in home sales and prices has contributed to four of the mobile 
home parks on the West End being acquired by new ownership in the past year where we’re 
seeing significant private investment taking place.  The older dilapidated units are being 
replaced with new, family-sized units.  The new owners are making significant investments to 
rehabilitate the infrastructure and on-site amenities.  We understand that redevelopment is a 
process and that success will not be achieved overnight but the important thing is that the 
properties are trending in a positive direction.  
 
 
STAFF FINDINGS 
 
The code defines recreational vehicles as temporary living quarters intended for short term 
occupancy.  Property owners who have purchased lots in a manufactured home subdivision 
have an investment backed expectation that permanent dwellings are required.  It’s highly 
unusual for a city to allow recreational vehicles to be used as permanent housing outside of a 
park setting.  We were unable to find a city in the state that has adopted zoning that allows 
recreational vehicles as a primary use in a single-family or manufactured home subdivision.   
The MHR district regulations are designed to stabilize and protect the residential character of 
the district, to promote and encourage the family environment, and prohibit all incompatible 
activities.  We find that recreational vehicles are incompatible with this intent.   
 
It's also important to consider that recreational vehicles are not subject to permitting or 
inspection by the City or HUD for meeting minimum housing and construction standards to 
ensure public health and safety.  I encourage you to keep in mind the full spectrum of 
recreational vehicles that exist and that they are not all manufactured at the same level of 
quality.  You can anticipate porches, roof coverings and other add on’s being made to expand 
their footprint.  We are mindful that there is a class of landlord in this town that could take 
advantage of this ordinance change to provide a substandard level of rental housing.     
 
Another point to consider is that recreational vehicles are not assessed as taxable property or 
subject to development fees.  Introducing recreational vehicles in existing developed 
neighborhoods do not protect and conserve both the value of the land and the improvements.  
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We find that recreational vehicle and manufactured home parks, which are owned, managed, 
and maintained by a single entity, provide more appropriate locations for recreational vehicles 
due to their ability to provide centralized amenities and perimeter buffers to adjoining 
properties due to their large parcel size.  Existing parks have approved recreational vehicle 
spaces for lease at an affordable rate.   
 
Finally, we find that approving the request may hinder the City’s stated goal of fostering the 
infill and redevelopment of Cloud 9 and West End Planning Areas.   
 
Mr. Pregler provided a summary of public comments.  He stated that the City received 17 total 
public comments.  Eight comments in favor of the amendment and nine comments in 
opposition.  He stated that the comments in favor of amendments include: 
 

1) That RV’s are better built than manufactured homes; 
2) RV’s are good for military and snowbirds looking for temporary housing; 
3) That the lots in Cloud 9 that include RV’s are well maintained with no negative impacts; 
4) Cloud 9 is an ideal location for RV’s and is safe for seniors; 
5) Trailers that are stationary should not be classified as recreational vehicles;   

 
The comments in opposition to the amendments include: 
 

1) Allowing RV’s in manufactured home subdivisions will open the potential to other uses 
and structures not allowed in subdivisions; 

2) Perceived negative impacts of RV’s; 
3) Allowing RV’s would compromise the integrity of Cloud 9; 
4) Reduce property values; 
5) Development standards or building codes not applicable to RV’s as they would be to 

manufactured homes; 
6) Frustrate redevelopment efforts; 
7) The proposed text amendment is ambiguous. 

 
Mr. Pregler then read four letters of support which were received that night at the meeting, to 
include on the record.   
 
The applicant next gave their presentation to the Commission.  The applicant is Ms. Amanda 
Root, 539 Cloud Ridge Drive.  She stated that she has lived in Cloud 9 for about 20 years.  
She had a manufactured home that burned down and replaced it with an RV.  Ms. Root 
handed out pictures of her home, which showed the greenery surrounding her property.  She 
indicated that, when viewed from the street, an individual could not determine that she lived in 
an RV.  In addition, Ms. Root explained that she was disabled and that the RV was ideal 
because it was smaller than a manufactured home which allowed her to better care for her 
home and property.  Finally, she indicated that the amendment would allow her to stay in the 
RV until she died.   
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The meeting was opened to the public.  The first members to speak were those in support of 
the code amendment. 
 
Ken Froiland-418 Sunrise Circle 
Stated that he moved to Cloud 9 in 1980.  He mentioned a number of maintenance issues 
associated with Cloud 9.  However, he felt that the residents that have lived in the park for a 
number of years should be grandfathered from current codes.   
 
Charles Parrish-91 Steffens Street 
Mr. Parrish states that RV’s are better built than manufactured homes because they built to 
handle long distance travel.  He further explained that RV’s and manufactured homes are both 
homes and that there should not be a distinction between the two structures.  He stated that 
the tenants of the RV’s are better tenants than those in manufactured homes.  As someone 
who assists in renting out RV’s, he says that they have lost money as a result of the most 
recent zoning enforcement.  He concluded by stating that living in RV’s are very affordable.   
 
Georgia Montgomery-606 Milky Way 
Ms. Montgomery states that the smaller size of RVs is beneficial because it takes less time to 
clean than a standard manufactured home, which allows her more time to take care of her 
disabled husband.  She also indicated that the location of Cloud 9 is close to amenities such 
as the grocery store and hospital.  She highly encouraged RV living. 
 
Grandy Montgomery-606 Milky Way 
Mr. Montgomery talked about the positive benefits of living in an RV and said that he could not 
afford to live at another location.  He then stated that the emphasis on RV living in Cloud 9 
should be on what is best for the residents rather than on investment.    
 
Paul Avelar 
Managing Attorney-Institute of Justice 
Mr. Avelar states that Ms. Root created the proposed amendment because current zoning 
laws prohibit her from living in her own home despite the fact that RV living is consistent with 
the uses in the subdivision.  He emphasized that the affected residents have lived in Cloud 9 
for years and do not have anywhere else to go.  In referencing the City’s proposal to arrange 
for alternative living arrangements, he said that the residents should ultimately decide their 
own living accommodations.  Again, it is mentioned that the RV lots are likely the best 
maintained lots in Cloud 9 and that property maintenance issues can be handled through 
property maintenance codes.  He concludes by indicating that the affected residents are not a 
threat to the existing residents in Cloud 9. 
 
Members speaking in opposition to the amendment were next to speak: 
 
Ryan Bushnell-206 Stardust  
Mr. Bushnell bought property in Cloud 9 in 1985.  His grandfather was the original builder and 
owner of Cloud 9.  He said that he built a home on the property in 1995 and has abided by all City 
permitting requirements.  Mr. Bushnell then states that his investment is threatened and that his 
property values will be reduced if RV’s are allowed as primary uses within the subdivision.  He also 
explained that many of the property maintenance issues are related to individual property owners 
not necessarily Moonglow Real Estate which owns a number of lots in the subdivision.  
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Tracy Olson-  
Requests that the properties zoned Manufactured Home Residence (MHR) in the Fry Townsite 
area not be applicable to the proposed text amendment so they can continue to improve the way of 
life in the area.    
 
Nick Novasic-owner of Moonglow Real Estate which owns 75 percent of the lots within Cloud 9. 
Mr. Novasic stated that property values will be reduced with the allowance of RV’s as primary uses 
in Cloud 9.  He explained that Moonglow is in the process of removing older manufactured homes, 
cars, and generally upgrading the Moonglow lots to make them more marketable.  However, he 
would not continue with the development efforts if RV’s were allowed in the subdivision, because it 
would reduce the property values of all the lots.  He concluded that the proposed amendment is 
only going to help three RV residents in the park. 
 
Mike Myers- 303 Rainbow Drive 
Mr. Myers stated that he bought his lot in Cloud 9 three years ago with the knowledge that it would 
be a manufactured home subdivision.  He talked about the increased safety of manufactured 
homes compared to RV’s because of the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) inspections 
performed on manufactured homes.  The manufactured homes were built to permanent living 
standards as opposed to temporary travel standards for RV’s.  Again, it was stated that RV’s would 
decrease the property values of the lots.  Mr. Myers then questioned the text amendment language 
itself, specifically the reference to vehicles which he presumed to mean more than one vehicle or 
RV allowed on the property.  
 
The public hearing next allowed for rebuttal form the applicant.   
 
Mr. Avelar spoke on behalf of the applicant.  He explained that Sierra Vista does not prohibit living 
in an RV, just the location of the RV.  The amendment would remove the prohibition of RV’s within 
a manufactured home subdivision.   
 
There being no further comment, the meeting was closed to the public. 
 
Mr. Thompson discussed a situation in Tucson where the residents in a manufactured home park 
lived in their homes without having to fix or repair the code violations on the structure due to the 
cost of the repairs.  The City of Tucson worked with subsequent property owners to fix the repairs.  
He further stated that the RV’s are a legal non-conforming use which are grandfathered and should 
be allowed to continue.  
 
Mr. Snyder stated that RV’s are an affordable housing alternative stating that manufactured homes 
are not affordable.  He explained that the City needs to provide additional affordable housing 
options in the community and that approval of the text amendment would strive to achieve this 
purpose and provide clean.  Also, he explained that many of the vacant manufactured home lots 
could be cleaned-up and occupied by RV’s thus adding value to the properties in the area.  
 
Mr. Miller asked about the catalyst for sending out the violation letters.  Mr. McLachlan indicated 
that the City received a complaint about individuals living in RV’s in Cloud 9.  The City followed up 
with an investigation and verified that some individuals were living in an RV.  He explained that the 
MHR zoning prohibits the RV living in manufactured home parks and therefore these individuals 
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were in violation of the Development Code, which is why the violation letters were sent.  All code 
violations do allow for due process as was the case in this situation.  
 
Mr. Snyder then asked that if there was not a complaint, would the City have issued a notice of 
violation?  Mr. McLachlan stated that the City provides both pro-active and complaint-based 
enforcement.  Further, he explained that just because the violation escaped the City’s attention, it 
does not legitimize it from a zoning and code perspective.  It was emphasized that the zoning 
district has never allowed for the use of RV’s as a primary use.  As such, there is no grandfathering 
or legal non-conforming status for the RV’s.   
 
In response to a comment regarding substandard housing, Mr. McLachlan mentioned that the City 
has a home repair program and works with non-profits to bring the substandard housing up to 
code.   
 
Mr. Miller asked if there were any alternative strategies that could be implemented rather than 
removal of the RV’s?  Mr. Snyder recommended a Conditional Use Permit as a potential avenue to 
permit RV’s in manufactured home subdivisions.   
 
Ms. Olson stated that she would like to see the City include a process to allow RV’s in 
manufactured home subdivisions.  
 
Ms. Lassiter would like the City to consider an alternative solution to the permitting of RV’s within 
manufactured homes by working with all stakeholders in the creation process.   
 
Ms. Olson made the motion to table Resolution 1173 until the November 17 meeting.  The motion 
was seconded by Ms. Lassiter. 
 
VOTE: Motion to table was unanimously approved 7-0.  
 
4. 2020-2021 Work Program-General Compliance Review 
 Element 5-Growth 
 
Mr. Pregler provided a Power Point Presentation regarding the City’s compliance with General 
Plan Element 5-Growth.  (A copy of the presentation is available upon request).  
 
Mr. Snyder indicated that growth in the community and nationwide is changing from the brick and 
mortar buildings to online.  Therefore, the City needs to consider alternative ways to increase 
growth in the community in addition to just looking at vacancy rates or construction of new 
buildings.  One idea is to create incubator hubs on the West End which allow individuals of upstart 
businesses to work both from home and from these incubators to help the business develop.  
Consider attracting those businesses or individuals that can work anywhere not necessarily in an 
office environment.   
 
In responding to a comment about the high vacancy rate at the Mall, Mr. McLachlan made the 
comment that the City recently amended the Development Code to allow multi-family housing 
within General Commercial (GC) zoning districts, which provides for the flexibility to convert a 
commercial building to a multi-family residence.    
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FUTURE DISCUSSION ITEMS, COMMISSION REQUESTS, AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
None. 
 
 
INFORMATION 
 
Mr. Pregler stated that the City received two new site plans:  Dutch Bros., located in the Plaza 
Vista Mall, and Tombstone Brewery, located at 332 North Avenue. 
 
Mr. Snyder asked about the status of two proposed Circle K’s in the community.  Mr. Pregler stated 
that a site plan was submitted to Cochise County for a new Circle K at the corner of State Route 92 
and Golden Acres Drive.  The status of the site plan is not known at this time.  He also mentioned 
the proposed Circle K at the corner of State Route 90 and Avenida Del Sol.  Regarding the status 
of this Circle K, a site plan has yet to be submitted.   
 
Mr. Snyder asked about the Bone Dry site plan at the southeast corner of North Avenue and Taylor 
Road.  Mr. McLachlan stated that the owner is currently working with an architect and a site plan 
will be submitted soon.  
 
 
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON COMMENTS: 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Gray stated that Veteran’s Day activities will be virtual this year due to Covid-19.  
She also clarified that there is no restriction on Halloween activities in the City. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:30 p.m. 
 
 
___________________________  ________________________ 
SHARON LAKE    MATT MCLACHLAN, AICP 
Chair      Executive Secretary 
Planning & Zoning Commission  Planning & Zoning Commission 
        
        
      ________________________ 
      JEFF PREGLER, AICP 
      Recording Secretary 



SIERRA VISTA PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
November 17, 2020 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
DRAFT Meeting Minutes 

 
The regular meeting of the Sierra Vista Planning and Zoning Commission was called to order at 
5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers. 
 
Members Present:  Sharon Lake, Chair 

David Thompson 
  David Grieshop  

Stephen Miller 
 
Members Absent:  Bradley Snyder, Vice-Chair 
  Patricia Olson 
  Chrysti Lassiter 
   
 
Staff Present:   Matt McLachlan, Community Development Director 
    Jeff Pregler, Senior Planner 
     
Council Present:  Mayor Pro Tem Gray 
    Councilmember Umphrey 
      
Others Present:   
 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA: 
 
Mr. Thompson made the motion to accept the agenda. The motion was seconded by Mr. Grieshop 
 
VOTE: Approved by a vote of 4-0. 
 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF THE MINUTES: 
 
1. Mr. Miller made the motion to accept the minutes of October 27, 2020.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Grieshop.   
 
VOTE: Unanimously approved, 4-0. 
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OLD BUSINESS: 
 
2.  

Resolution 1173 
Development Code Text Amendment 
Section 151.22.006, Matrix of Use Permissions By Zoning District  

 
Mr. Miller made the motion to remove the item from the table.  Mr. Thompson seconded the 
motion. 
 
VOTE: 3-1, Mr. Grieshop voted to deny the request to remove the item from the table.  
 
Mr. McLachlan gave the staff presentation.  The presentation is as follows:  
 
At your last meeting, you opened and closed the public hearing.  You have heard testimony from 
staff, the applicant, and members of the public.  The discussion ended in a vote to table the item to 
provide additional time to discuss and deliberate on your options before making a 
recommendation.    
 
To reiterate Staff’s position, we find that the proposed text amendments, including the alternate 
proposal that was submitted last Friday, do not meet the required criteria for approval and are 
recommending that the request be denied.  Allowing RV’s on a permanent basis in manufactured 
home subdivisions will undermine the City’s revitalization efforts.  The owners of 135 of the 166 
platted lots in Cloud 9 Ranch Estates have signified their opposition to the request.  Three owners 
who own four lots are in the neighborhood are in favor.   
 
We understand your desire to want to help Ms. Root.  There is no avenue we haven’t explored to 
try and help just like any other citizen with a hardship.   However, there are legal limits to what we 
can and can’t do that need to be recognized.   
 
We have a shared responsibility to adhere to the land use regulations that govern our community.   
Any change to the rules is to be guided by the City’s General Plan and the criteria in the code.  The 
criteria were enacted to ensure that amendment requests are not self-serving but rather advance 
city policy and address a legitimate public interest.     
 
As you reflect, ask yourself, will this amendment: 
 

• Promote quality affordable rental and owner-occupied housing.   
• Revitalize target areas. 
• Build strong neighborhoods. 
• Safeguard the condition and quality of the housing stock in order to maintain 

attractive and livable neighborhoods. 
• Develop high-quality housing developments.   

 
These are the stated goals of the Housing and Neighborhoods Element of the City’s General Plan 
as approved by the voters. 
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The same showing of consistency is required for any conditional use permit request which is why 
we are also recommending against this alternate method of regulation.   
 
I will circle back to the three benchmark considerations that should be emphasized in making your 
recommendation: 
 

1. Has the applicant adequately demonstrated the need and justification for the change; 
2. Has the applicant sufficiently demonstrated the relationship between the proposed 

amendment to the City’s General Plan with appropriate consideration as to whether the 
proposed change will further the purposes of this Code and other City ordinances and 
regulations; and 

3. Has the applicant demonstrated how the text amendment benefits the general public 
welfare and does not constitute a granting of special privileges to an individual owner. 

 
Again, your options are approval, approval with modifications, or denial of Resolution 1173.    
 
Mr. Thompson asked if Could 9 received Community Development Block Grants.  Mr. McLachlan 
stated that historically, CDBG funding has been used in the Sulger Subdivision and Fry Townsite 
areas.   
 
Mr. Thompson asked about the timeframe for the removal of the recreational vehicles should the 
City deny the applicant’s text amendment.  Mr. McLachlan stated that enforcement action has been 
suspended until the text amendment process is completed.  At that point staff would work with the 
applicant on a schedule to bring the property into compliance with zoning regulations.  His 
recommendation is that the schedule for compliance would not begin until the governor’s 
emergency orders have been lifted from the pandemic.   
 
Mr. Miller, when referencing a property owner opposition map of Cloud 9, asked how the City 
obtained the opposition from the property owners.  Mr. McLachlan stated that the City received 
either verbal or written opposition from the property owners.  He clarified that Nick Novasic owned 
75 percent of the lots in Cloud 9 which reflected most of the opposition lots on the map.   
 
Ms. Lake then asked the applicant to provide comments.   
 
The applicant, Ms. Amanda Root stated that she did not believe that the property owner opposition 
map was accurate.  She further stated that due to the property maintenance issues, such as 
overgrown weeds on additionally owned properties in the subdivision, that she would not be able to 
sell her property. 
 
The applicant’s lawyer, Mr. Paul Avelar, Managing Attorney-Institute of Justice, stated that he 
provided the Commission with additional draft language that would allow RV’s in manufactured 
home subdivisions through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  He went to clarify that the CUP would 
be approved administratively, but then appealed to the Commission should the staff deny the CUP, 
and the appealed to the City Council should the Commission deny the CUP.  He explains that the 
proposed CUP process would provide for a streamlined process and be minimal cost to the 
applicant.   
 
Mr. Miller asked why staff was opposed to the proposed Conditional use Permit language.  Mr. 
McLachlan stated that CUP’s are reviewed against the criteria in the Development Code.  One of 
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the criteria is evaluation of consistency between the proposed use and the goals and strategies in 
the General Plan, and whether it is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning district 
regulations.  He further states that RV’s conflict with the purpose and intent on MHR zoning district.  
In addition, he explained that the proposed CUP language would essentially be a permitted use 
which would not go through a public hearing process like a typical CUP.  Staff could not support a 
CUP because there is a lack of consistency between an application for a recreational vehicle and a 
manufactured home subdivision as well as the goals and strategies of the General Plan. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if the petitioner request will proceed to City Council if the Commission denies it. 
Mr. McLachlan stated that the process will conclude with the City Council’s decision.   
 
After the Commission stated concerns about their role in hearing the issue, Mr. McLachlan asked 
that the Commission separate the individual circumstances regarding the lot and to consider the 
current text amendment.    
 
Mr. Miller wanted to clarify that the proposed text amendment was created in response to a 
complaint regarding individuals living in RV’s in Cloud 9.  Mr. McLachlan stated that the code 
enforcement action was in response to a complaint.  The applicant chose to pursue a code 
amendment based on the code enforcement action.   
 
Mr. Grieshop made a motion to deny Resolution 1173 with the condition that following the 
governor’s lift of the emergency orders, that the applicant be given 6 months to relocate.  There 
was no second to the motion.   
 
Mr. Thompson made a motion to approve Resolution 1173, to the Mayor and City Council, finding 
that the request was consistent with the requirements of the City’s General Plan and Development 
Code.  There was no second to the motion.   
 
Mr. Miller stated that for the purpose of addressing the issue and moving the request along, he is 
making a motion to deny Resolution 1173 to the Mayor and City Council, finding the amendment 
inconsistent with the requirements of the City’s General Plan and Development Code.  Mr. 
Grieshop seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  Motion was denied by a vote of 3-1.  Mr. Thompson voted against the denial.  
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
 
3. 2020-2021 Work Program-General Compliance Review 
 Element 17-Urban Design 
 
Mr. Pregler provided a Power Point Presentation regarding the City’s compliance with General 
Plan Element 17 Urban Design.  (A copy of the presentation is available upon request).  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that the Town Center should be built as close to the airport as possible 
because it is an underutilized area.   
 
 
FUTURE DISCUSSION ITEMS, COMMISSION REQUESTS, AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
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None. 
 
 
INFORMATION 
 
None. 
 
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON COMMENTS: 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Gray thanked the Commission for deciding on the proposed text amendment item.    
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:00 p.m. 
 
 
___________________________  ________________________ 
SHARON LAKE    MATT MCLACHLAN, AICP 
Chair      Executive Secretary 
Planning & Zoning Commission  Planning & Zoning Commission 
        
        
      ________________________ 
      JEFF PREGLER, AICP 
      Recording Secretary 
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