
 

 

 

CITY OF SIERRA VISTA 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

MAY 19, 2020 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
1011 N. CORONADO DRIVE 

REGULAR MEETING 
 
REGULAR MEETING………………………………………………………………..5:00 PM 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES 
 

1. January 28, 2020 
 
CHAIR COMMENTS 
 
CALL TO PUBLIC 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
 

2. PUBLIC HEARING- 
Resolution 1171 
Conditional Use Permit 
Haven Health Building Addition 
660 S. Coronado Drive   

 
FUTURE DISCUSSION ITEMS, COMMISSION REQUESTS, AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

 
INFORMATION 
 
Update on Projects 
 
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON COMMENTS  
 
Update on City Council Items 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Due to health concerns related to COVID-19, public access to City buildings has 
been suspended. To comment on an agenda item or Call to the public, please call 
515-4004, access code 27848490 to directly connect into the meeting.  The phone 
line will be available starting at 5:00pm. 

http://www.sierravistaaz.gov/


SIERRA VISTA PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
JANUARY 28, 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 
  Robert Karp 

Stephen Miller 
Chrysti Lassiter 

 
Members Absent:  Patricia Olson  
   
 
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.  Ms. Lassiter seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  Approved by a vote of 6-0.   
 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF THE MINUTES: 
 
1. Mr. Snyder made the motion to accept the minutes of December 17, 2019.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Miller.  
 
VOTE:  Unanimously approved- 6-0. 
 
 
CHAIR COMMENTS 
 
None 
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CALL TO THE PUBLIC 
 
Ms. Lake opened the meeting to the public.  There being no public requesting to speak, Ms. Lake 
closed the meeting to the public. 
 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 
 
None. 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
2. Resolution 1168  

Appointment of Chair 
 

Mr. Thompson made the motion to reappoint Ms. Lake as Chair of the Planning & Zoning 
Commission.  Seconded by Mr. Grieshop. 

 
VOTE: Resolution 1168 was unanimously approved appointing Ms. Lake as Chair of the 
Commission. 
 

3. Resolution 1169 
 Appointment of Vice-Chair 
  
 Mr. Miller made the motion to reappoint Mr. Snyder as Vice-Chair of the Planning & Zoning 

Commission. Seconded by Mr. Thompson. 
 

VOTE: Resolution 1169 was unanimously approved appointing Mr. Snyder as Vice-Chair to 
the Commission. 
 

4. Resolution 1170 
 
 Ms. Lassiter made the motion to approve Resolution 1169.  Seconded by Mr. Miller.   
 
 Mr. Pregler gave the staff presentation.  He stated the following: 

 

Article 151.19-Subdivision Platting Procedures and Requirements 
City staff is proposing comprehensive revisions to Article 151.19 which provide for clear and 
understandable review processes, flexibility, and address many of the concerns of the 
development community.   

 
Section 151.19.001-Purpose 
Staff is proposing to include a Purpose section to explain the intent and purpose of this 
Article. Including a purpose section in the individual Articles is a standard practice in most 
municipal Development Codes. 
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Section 151.19.002-General Regulations 
Another section proposed to be included in this Article is Section 151.19.002, General 
Regulations.  The inclusion of this section provides for common rules and regulations, 
applicability, and the parameters for which each development is required to meet.  For 
example, this section includes the definition of subdivision, minor subdivision, and minor lot 
divisions.  

 
Section 151.19.003-Related Statutes 
The next section proposed for inclusion is Section 151.19.003-Related Statutes. This 
section indicates that all rules and regulations within this Code will be compatible with all 
applicable federal and state laws.  Citations and references to the applicable state laws are 
included.     
 
Section 151.19.004-Subdivisions 
The current language in the Article references the subdivision platting process to include a 
separate review process for both preliminary and final subdivision plats.  The proposed 
amendments contain additional review processes for both minor subdivisions and minor 
land divisions.  All processes are distinctive, as such, three separate sections were created.  
This section addresses the review process specifically to subdivisions.   
 
The amendments to this section include revisions to the subdivision review process to 
include the pre-application stage, the preliminary plat stage, and the final plat stage.   
 
The notable changes to the preliminary plat review stage include simplifying and clarifying 
the submittal and approval processes, adding submittal requirements for condominiums, 
and providing for additional development flexibility.   
 
Regarding the proposed submittal requirements for condominium subdivisions, the State 
Department of Real Estate regulates and enforces the creation of condominium 
subdivisions.  Therefore, staff's recommendation is not to require additional standards and 
regulations on condominium developers, but rather to review the state required submittal 
requirements for compliance with development code standards.  The condominium 
subdivision would follow the same review and approval process as a preliminary plat.  
Although City Council action is the final City approval, the developer would need to 
complete the review process with the Department of Real Estate.   
 
The next amendment relates to the validity and expiration of the preliminary plat.  The 
current language in this section states that a preliminary plat is valid for up to 12 months.  
Failure to submit a final plat within this 12-month period would require the developer to 
resubmit the preliminary plat unless the City Council extended the expiration date for an 
additional 6 months.  The proposed language is more flexible and allows an expiration date 
for preliminary plats of up to 2 years.  Further, there are additional avenues for the 
developer to request an extension which includes an automatic extension for those plats 
that are under a court order to cease the review process.  
 
The amendments proposed in the final plat section include simplifying and clarifying the 
submittal and approval processes. 
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Section 151.19.005-Improvement Security 
Improvement securities are required to be submitted by the developer as an assurance that 
the required public improvements, curb, gutter, sidewalk, etc. associated with the 
subdivision plat are constructed and completed to City standards.  The City will ultimately 
accept maintenance responsibilities for the improvements so meeting minimum 
construction standards is necessary to minimize future maintenance costs.   
 
The Development Code currently provides language related to improvement securities; 
however, the proposed amendments clarify the forms of security, provides minimum 
standards for the completion of the improvements, and includes parameters in which to 
release the assurances.      
 
Regarding the completion of the public improvements, the proposed amendment is 
requiring that the improvements be completed within 2-years of final plat approval.  This 
time frame is currently mandated through a separate document called a Subdivider's 
Agreement. The 2-year completion period will now be codified within the Development 
Code.  In addition, the developer will have the ability to request an extension of the 
completion period similarly to that in the preliminary plat process.   
 
Developers have stated their preference to construct the required public sidewalk 
incrementally and in conjunction with each individual platted lot rather than before the 
homes are constructed.  Developers indicate that while the homes are under construction, 
several large vehicles access the lot by driving over the sidewalk which often results in 
damage and requires the developer to re-pour that section of sidewalk.  As a result, staff is 
recommending, as an option, a separate construction timeline for sidewalks.  Rather than 
being completed in two years, staff is proposing that the entire sidewalk be completed 
either when all homes in the subdivision or phases have been constructed or within 5-years 
from the issuance of the first building permit, whichever is earlier.  The 5-year timeline 
provides enough flexibility for the developer to construct the sidewalk while still 
acknowledging and being sensitive to the need for disabled accessibility within the 
subdivision.  Due to the separate construction timeline for sidewalks, a separate 
improvement security will be required.  As such, the release of the sidewalk assurance or 
security will be independent of the release of the public improvement security.   
 
Another amendment to the release of assurances section would allow for the partial release 
of securities or in the case of a third-party trust, the partial release of lots.  The current 
language does not provide an avenue to release the funds incrementally based on partial 
completion of the improvements.  In the current economic state of new home construction, 
a developer will typically only construct a specific phase or block of homes at any one time.  
Allowing the flexibility to only construct those public improvements applicable to the active 
development area is a benefit to the developers.  Therefore, one amendment would allow 
the partial release or the assurance or lot.  The amount of the release would be based upon 
the cost of the improvements.  Typically, the contractor will provide the costs of all 
improvements to the City.  The assurance can be incrementally released in conjunction with 
the completed improvements until 75 percent of the total assurance or lots have been 
released.  After the 75 percent threshold is reached, all improvements are to be completed 
to allow the full release of the security or lots.    
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Section 151.19.006-Minor Subdivisions 
The current Article provides for subdivision standards and regulations.  However, staff is 
recommending including a new process called Minor subdivisions.  This section would allow 
Minor subdivisions, defined as ten lots or less to have a streamlined review process 
because these developments will typically be smaller in scope and scale than subdivisions.  
Minor subdivisions would only require the developer to go through a final plat process 
rather than the preliminary plat process, which ultimately helps to simplify the review.   
 
Section 151.19.007-Minor Plat Amendments 
The current subdivision regulations do not address amendments to subdivision plats.  
Currently, if a developer requests to amend a plat, they would follow the final plat process, 
which means obtaining signatures from all property owners in the subdivision and receiving 
City Council approval.  However, this process can be time consuming especially when the 
lots have been sold to individual property owners.  Staff therefore is proposing to include a 
process that addresses minor amendments to a plat.  Essentially, a minor plat amendment 
is defined as drafting or technical errors, or the combining, reconfiguring, or adjusting of 
lots. The adjustment of lots shall not change the external boundaries of the subdivision, 
increase the total number of lots, change the utility easements or dedications, and shall not 
affect more than 50 percent of the lots in the subdivision.  The inclusion of this process 
provides for additional flexibility and a streamlined review and approval process. 
 
Section 151.19.008-Minor Lot Divisions 
The current language in Article 151.19 does not address minor lot divisions or lot splits.  
Therefore, staff in recommending the inclusion of a review process for minor lot 
subdivisions into the regulations.  A minor lot division is any division of land not defined as a 
subdivision.  As you may recall, subdivisions are defined as lots split into six or more lots.  
Therefore, a minor lot division review consists of five or fewer lots.  A developer currently 
obtains permission to split the property through the County Recorder's Office.  This process 
allows the developer to obtain approval through the City. 
 
Section 151.19.009-Modifications 
The final section to be included in the Article relates to City Council modifications.  The 
Council can modify a provision in the Article if it is determined that extraordinary conditions 
exist which does not allow the developer to meet such provisions.  The burden of proof is 
on the developer to determine why a modification is necessary. 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
 
Mr. Grieshop asked staff to explain the 50 percent threshold for minor plat amendments.  
Mr. Pregler explained that a developer can only apply for minor plat amendment up to 50 
percent of the total lots in the subdivision.  For example, if there are 100 lots in the 
subdivision only modifications to 50 or less of the lots would be permitted.  
 
Mr. Grieshop asked staff to elaborate on the governor’s statement about reducing 
regulations.  Mr. McLachlan stated that that staff’s goal is not to increase regulation but 
rather to streamline the processes and make the code simpler and easier to understand.  
He says that the City receives feedback from various organizations when creating language 
to ensure all concerns are addressed.  
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Mr. Miller asked if the developers provided feedback regarding the proposed amendments.  
Mr. Pregler provided the amendments to both Castle & Cooke, Arizona and R.L. Workman 
Homes.  Mr. Pregler said that Castle & Cooke, Arizona indicated that they had no additional 
comments and that R.L. Workman Homes had no response.  He reiterated that the 
developers did provide input regarding the subdivision platting process prior to the 
amendments. 
 
Mr. Miller asked how the City will ensure that the developer constructs the sidewalks.  Mr. 
McLachlan stated that the improvement security would allow the City to construct the 
sidewalks should the developer be unable to complete them.   
 
Mr. Snyder asked about the state’s role in approving the subdivisions.  Mr. McLachlan 
stated that the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) does require developers, 
subdividing more than 5 lots to obtain a water adequacy letter.  The letter indicates that 
there is an adequate water supply for the proposed density. Mr. McLachlan clarified that if 
the developer requests to reduce the density then a water adequacy letter is not required.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Gray asked about the difference between the Real Estate Commissioner 
and state statute. Mr. Snyder stated that state statutes are approved by the state legislature 
while the Real Estate Commissioner approves other rules and regulations pertaining to real 
estate transactions. 

 
VOTE: Resolution 1170 was unanimously approved, 6-0, to recommend the code 

amendments to the Mayor and City Council. 
 

Per a request from Mr. Grieshop, Ms. Lake made a motion to reopen Resolution 1170 for 
possible amendment.  Mr. Thompson seconded the motion. 
 
In discussing the floodplain submittal requirements during the final plat review process, Mr. 
Grieshop asked how the submittal of these documents could alert homeowners to the fact 
that they live adjacent to a floodplain and that flood insurance may be required.  Mr. 
McLachlan stated that identifying the floodplain locations on the plat, which is a recorded 
document, will help a homeowner to determine that the lot is in the floodplain, which 
therefore may require flood insurance.  From the real estate perspective, both Mr. Snyder 
and Mayor Pro Tem Gray added that the real estate agent is required to disclose that the 
property is in a floodplain.  

 
Mr. Grieshop asked, when referring to condominium subdivisions, about the height of 
condominiums. Mr. McLachlan stated that the buildings cannot exceed the height maximum 
in the zoning district.  Mr. Grieshop that asked about the definition of a “leasehold 
condominium.”  Mayor Pro Tem Gray added that the term refers to ownership of a 
temporary right to hold land or property.  
 
VOTE: Ms. Lake reaffirmed the motion as originally stated. The Commission unanimously 

reaffirmed the motion as originally stated.  
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FUTURE DISCUSSION ITEMS, COMMISSION REQUESTS, AND ANOUNCEMENTS 
 
None 
 
 
INFORMATION 
 
Mr. Pregler stated that the City Council approved the street renaming request which will rename a 
portion of Sherbundy Street to Watkins Way.  He also mentioned that the Council opened a 30-day 
public comment period for the proposed amendments related to private schools of general 
education.   
 
Mr. McLachlan indicated that the City Council approved a Development Agreement for Mountain 
View Mobile Home Park which reduces setbacks to allow for new manufactured homes to be 
placed on the property.     
 
 
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON COMMENTS: 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Gray commented on the following items: 
 

1) The new owners of the Mountain View Mobile Home Park presented their development plan 
before the City Council and indicated that they would invest six million dollars into the Park.  
 

2) Another reason the City Council requested various code amendments about 5 years ago 
was to eliminate the subjectivity of the inspectors.  
 

3) The City Council on January 23, voted to increase the refuse rates by 15 percent which will 
take effect March 1, 2020.   
 

4)  The City Council’s next priority will be to work on the budget.   
 
 
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 



 
 

 
 

STAFF MEMORANDUM 

 

TO: Planning and Zoning Commission 

FROM: Jeff Pregler, AICP, Senior Planner 

THRU Matt McLachlan, AICP, Community Development Director 

MEETING 
DATE: 

May 19, 2020 

SUBJECT: 

PUBLIC HEARING 
Conditional Use Permit 
Haven Health of Sierra Vista 
660 S. Coronado Drive 

REQUESTED 
ACTION: 

I move that Resolution 1171, as shown in Exhibit A, is consistent with the 
requirements of the Development Code and the General Plan and is 
hereby recommended for approval to the Mayor and City Council. 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 

 

Request: 

Approval of Conditional Use Permit for Haven Health of Sierra Vista. 

 

Location: 

660 S. Coronado Drive (Parcel ID# 105-07-025A) 

 

Zoning: 

Multi-Family Residence (MFR) 

 

Site Area:  

5.02 acres MOL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Community Development Department 

1011 N. Coronado Drive 

Sierra Vista, Arizona 85635 

 



 
 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Haven Health of Sierra Vista is a nursing home facility currently located at 660 S. Coronado 

Drive.  The organization provides residents 24-hour nursing care to include physical therapy, 

occupational therapy, and speech pathology.  The applicant is proposing to expand their nursing 

services by constructing an additional wing to the existing building.  The new building addition 

will be approximately 10,000 square feet and have a total of 40 beds.  Overall, there will 131 

beds at the entire facility.   

 

Development Code Section 151.022.006, Matrix of Permissions by Zoning District, requires a 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a nursing home with more than 7 residents in an MFR zoning 

district. The nursing home was originally permitted in 1982 which predates the current 

Development Code. As such the nursing home is classified as a legal non-conforming use.  

According to Development Code Section 151.24.002, a legal non-conforming use shall not be 

enlarged or increased from the original approval date.  Therefore, the building addition requires 

compliance with all current codes and regulations.  Hence, the reason for the Conditional Use 

Permit request. The applicant will be submitting a site plan and building plans to be reviewed for 

code compliance should the Conditional Use Permit by approved. 

 

REVIEW CRITERIA 

 

No conditional use shall be recommended for approval or receive a final action of approval unless 

a positive finding based upon substantial competent evidence, either presented at a public 

hearing held by the Commission, or reviewed personally by the Commission members, is made 

on each of the following: 

A. Standards 

1. The characteristics of the site are suitable for the proposed use, considering size, 

shape, location, topography, existence of improvements, and natural features. 

2. The proposed development is timely, considering adequacy of transportation 

systems, public facilities and services existing or planned for the area affected by 

the use. 



 
 

3. The proposed use will not alter the character of the surrounding area in any manner 

that substantially limits, impairs, or precludes the use of surrounding properties for 

the primary uses listed in the district. 

4. The proposed use satisfies those goals, objectives, and policies of the General 

Plan that are applicable to the proposed use. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

Site Suitability: 

 

The site is suitable for a nursing home for the following reasons: 

 

First, the nursing home has been in continuous use on the site since 1982.  The site plan was 

originally approved in 1981 with a minor site amendment in 1998.  In both instances, the 

improvements conformed to the Development Code requirements at the time.  Therefore, the 

use is well established and designed to meet the needs of a nursing care facility.   

 

Secondly, the site provides adequate parking for the proposed nursing home use.  As stated, 

the expansion will add an additional 40 beds to the facility, which will provide an overall total of 

131 beds.  Further, there will be a total of 66 employees.  According to the Development Code 

Section 151.09, the parking ratio for nursing facilities is one space per three beds and one 

space per two non-resident employees.  Per this calculation the minimum number of required 

parking spaces is 77 spaces.  There is currently a total of 55 parking spaces on the site.  

However, according to the parking calculations on the site plan, an additional 24 spaces will be 

provided for a total of 81 spaces which does meet the minimum number of parking spaces 

required.   

 

Ability to Serve: 

 

There are currently three access points into the site, two from Coronado Drive and one from 

Wilcox Drive.  All three accesses will allow for appropriate traffic flow entering and exiting the 

site with minimal traffic impact.  The building is currently connected to City sewer.  

 

 



 
 

 

Compatible with Surrounding Area: 

 

The property to the north is the Bonita Vista Apartments, the property to the west is the Sierra 

Bella Apartments, the property to the south is vacant Arizona State Trust Land, and the property 

to the east are single family homes.  The existing apartment uses are more intensive and 

generate more traffic than a nursing facility.  Therefore, an increase in the facility will have 

minimal impact on the surrounding uses.  

 

Consistency with General Plan: 

This request does not conflict with the goals, objectives and policies of all elements of the City 

of Sierra Vista General Plan (VISTA 2030) and specifically satisfies the following goals:  

 

Goal 1-1, Increase citizen participation in the governmental decision process. 

Goal 12-7, Increase housing choices that serve all age groups and needs. 

 

Public Correspondence/Comment: 

 

The City is required to notify the public of the dates and times of the public hearings and request 

comment from any interested parties.  Notification consisted of a mailing to all property owners 

within 500 feet of the applicant's property, a posted sign on the property, and a display ad in the 

Sierra Vista Herald.  The City has received no public comments regarding the expansion of the 

nursing facility. 

 

Staff recommends that Resolution No. 1171 be approved to allow the expansion of a nursing 

facility within an MFR Zoning District.  The P&Z Commission can make additional modifications 

determined to be necessary after holding the required public hearing.  The City Council will 

consider this matter at their regularly scheduled meeting on May 28, 2020. 



 
 

RESOLUTION 1171 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING 
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SIERRA VISTA, COCHISE 
COUNTY, ARIZONA; REAFFIRMING VISTA 2030, THE 
CITY OF SIERRA VISTA GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, 
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT FOR THE EXPANSION OF NURSING HOME 
FACILITY, LOCATED ON PARCEL 105-07-025A, AT 660 S. 
CORONADO DRIVE, AS SHOWN IN EXHIBIT A; AND 
DIRECTING THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO PERFORM 
ALL ACTS NECESSARY TO CARRY OUT THE PURPOSES 
AND INTENT OF THIS RESOLUTION 
 

  WHEREAS, the provisions of A.R.S. 9-4622.0, C.1 and Article 151.26 of the City 
Code, permits uses on a conditional basis to be granted by the City; and 
 
  WHEREAS, in accordance with the provisions of Article 151.26 of the City Code, 
the applicant, Haven Health of Sierra Vista, has submitted an application for a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) for the expansion of a nursing home facility to be located within a Multi-Family 
Residence District; and 

  
  WHEREAS, Article 151.26 of the City Code requires that the Planning and Zoning 

Commission review all applications for Conditional Use Permits, to forward recommendation on 
the application to the City Council; and 
 
  WHEREAS, as required by Article 151.26 of the City Code, the Chairperson and 
Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on the application, after 
proper notice had been given; and 
 
  WHEREAS, the Chairperson and Members of the Planning and Zoning 
Commission considered all of the facts of the application and the comments of the citizens at the 
public hearing. 
 
 
  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING 
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SIERRA VISTA, COCHISE COUNTY, ARIZONA, AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
  SECTION 1 
 
  That the following goals and policies of VISTA 2030, the City of Sierra Vista 
General Development Plan are reaffirmed: Goal 1-1, provide ample opportunities for citizen 
participation.   
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  SECTION 2 
 
  That the Conditional Use Permit allowing the expansion of a nursing care facility 
for property located at 660 S. Coronado Drive, as shown in Exhibit A, be, and hereby is, 
recommended to the Mayor and City Council.  
 
  SECTION 3 
 
  That the Executive Secretary be, and hereby is, directed to transmit the Planning 
and Zoning Commission’s recommendation and comments to the City Council. 
 
  RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL BY THE CHAIRPERSON AND MEMBERS 
OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SIERRA VISTA, ARIZONA 
THIS 19TH DAY OF MAY, 2020. 
 
 
 
        _______________________  
        SHARON LAKE 
        Chairperson 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:     ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________    ______________________  
NATHAN WILLIAMS      JILL ADAMS 
City Attorney       City Clerk 
 
 
PREPARED BY:   
 
Jeff Pregler, AICP  
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RESOLUTION 1171 
PAGE TWO OF TWO 



 
 

EXHIBIT A 
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