
           

  AGENDA 
ORO VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL

REGULAR SESSION
April 20, 2011

ORO VALLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
11000 N. LA CAÑADA DRIVE

           

REGULAR SESSION AT OR AFTER 6:00 PM
 

CALL TO ORDER
 

ROLL CALL
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
 

UPCOMING MEETING ANNOUNCEMENTS
 

COUNCIL REPORTS
 

DEPARTMENT REPORTS
 

The Mayor and Council may consider and/or take action on the items listed below:

ORDER OF BUSINESS: MAYOR WILL REVIEW THE ORDER OF THE MEETING
 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
 

1. DIS Recognition Letter
 

2. TM Watson ACMA Harvard Scholarship
 

CALL TO AUDIENCE  – At this time, any member of the public is allowed to address the Mayor and
Town Council on any issue  not listed on today’s agenda . Pursuant to the Arizona Open Meeting
Law, individual Council Members may ask Town Staff to review the matter, ask that the matter be placed
on a future agenda, or respond to criticism made by speakers. However, the Mayor and Council may
not discuss or take legal action on matters raised during “Call to Audience.” In order to speak during
“Call to Audience” please specify what you wish to discuss when completing the blue speaker card.

 

PRESENTATIONS
 

1. Presentation of Certificates of Appreciation to the Sign Code Task Force Committee for their work
on the Oro Valley Sign Code

 

2. Presentation of the 'Golden Axe' at the request of Golder Ranch Fire, related to a March 17, 2011
life saving incident by Oro Valley Police officers.

 

CONSENT AGENDA 
(Consideration and/or possible action)

 

A. Minutes - March 2, 2011



 

B. Fiscal Year 2010/11 Financial Update Through February 2011
 

C. Police Department - February 2011 Statistics
 

D. Council approval of security upgrades for Council Chambers
 

E. Resolution No. (R)11-22, Authorizing and Approving a Line Extension Agreement for Construction
of Protected Water Facilities Under Private Contract Between the Town of Oro Valley and Copper
Canyon Development, LLC

 

F. Resolution No. (R)11-23, Appointing Town Manager Jerene Watson as Applicant Agent for the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Arizona Department of Emergency Management,
Lomas De Oro Wash Project

 

G. Resolution No. (R)11-24 Authorizing and approving a first amendment to the lease for the Police
Department substation located at Mountain View Plaza

 

REGULAR AGENDA
 

1. PUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCE NO. (O)11-11, AMENDING THE STEAM PUMP VILLAGE
PLANNED AREA DEVELOPMENT LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF ORACLE ROAD
BETWEEN RAMS FIELD PASS AND HANLEY BOULEVARD

 

2. PUBLIC HEARING - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING ORDINANCE NO.
(O)11-05, ADOPTING REVISIONS TO THE ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED (OVZCR)
SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA, ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT
“A”; AND AMENDING CHAPTER 31, DEFINITIONS

 

3. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING DISPOSITION OF THE DEVELOPMENT
AND INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES DEPARTMENT TRANSIT SERVICES DIVISION

 

4. COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON RECOMMENDED EMPLOYEE MEDICAL
& ANCILLARY BENEFIT PROVIDERS FOR PLAN YEAR 2011-12

 

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  (The Council may bring forth general topics for future meeting agendas.
Council may not discuss, deliberate or take any action on the topics presented pursuant to ARS
38-431.02H)

 

CALL TO AUDIENCE – At this time, any member of the public is allowed to address the Mayor and Town
Council on any issue  not listed on today’s agenda. Pursuant to the Arizona Open Meeting Law,
individual Council Members may ask Town Staff to review the matter, ask that the matter be placed on a
future agenda, or respond to criticism made by speakers. However, the Mayor and Council may not
discuss or take legal action on matters raised during “Call to Audience.” In order to speak during “Call to
Audience” please specify what you wish to discuss when completing the blue speaker card.

ADJOURNMENT

POSTED:  04/08/11 at 4:00 pm by tlg

When possible, a packet of agenda materials as listed above is available for public inspection at least 24
hours prior to the Council meeting in the office of the Town Clerk between the hours of 8:00 a.m. –
5:00p.m.



5:00p.m.

The Town of Oro Valley complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If any person with a
disability needs any type of accommodation, please notify the Town Clerk’s Office at least five days prior
to the Council meeting at 229-4700.

 

INSTRUCTIONS TO SPEAKERS

Members of the public have the right to speak during any posted public hearing. However, those
items not listed as a public hearing are for consideration and action by the Town Council during
the course of their business meeting. Members of the public may be allowed to speak on these
topics at the discretion of the Chair.

If you wish to address the Town Council on any item(s) on this agenda, please complete a speaker card
located on the Agenda table at the back of the room and give it to the Town Clerk. Please indicate on
the speaker card which item number and topic you wish to speak on, or if you wish to speak
during “Call to Audience”, please specify what you wish to discuss when completing the blue
speaker card.

Please step forward to the podium when the Mayor announces the item(s) on the agenda which you are
interested in addressing.

1. For the record, please state your name and whether or not you are a Town resident.
2. Speak only on the issue currently being discussed by Council. Please organize your speech, you will
only be allowed to address the Council once regarding the topic being discussed.
3. Please limit your comments to 3 minutes.
4. During “Call to Audience” you may address the Council on any issue you wish.
5. Any member of the public speaking must speak in a courteous and respectful manner to those present.

Thank you for your cooperation.



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   1.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Submitted By: Suzanne Smith, Development
Infrastructure Services

Subject
DIS Recognition Letter

Attachments
Whirlygig Letter of Recognition





   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   2.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Submitted By: Arinda Asper, Town Manager's
Office

Subject
TM Watson ACMA Harvard Scholarship

Attachments
TM Watson ACMA Harvard Scholarship





   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   1.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Submitted By: Amanda Jacobs, Town Manager's
Office

Department: Town Manager's Office

SUBJECT:
Presentation of Certificates of Appreciation to the Sign Code Task Force Committee for their work on the
Oro Valley Sign Code

RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
N/A

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
N/A

FISCAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUGGESTED MOTION:
N/A



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   2.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Presentation of 'Golden Axe' by Golder Ranch Fire

Subject
Presentation of the 'Golden Axe' at the request of Golder Ranch Fire, related to a March 17, 2011 life
saving incident by Oro Valley Police officers.



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   A.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk Submitted By: Mike Standish, Town
Clerk's Office

Department: Town Clerk's Office

SUBJECT:
Minutes - March 2, 2011

RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
N/A

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
N/A

FISCAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to approve the March 2, 2011 Council meeting minutes.

Attachments
March 2, 2011 Minutes



 

 MINUTES  
ORO VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL 

March 2, 2011  
ORO VALLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS  

11000 N. LA CANADA DRIVE  
   

REGULAR SESSION  
 
CALL TO ORDER - at 5:00 PM  
 
ROLL CALL  
 
PRESENT:  Satish Hiremath, Mayor  

Mary Snider, Vice Mayor  
Bill Garner, Councilmember 
Joe Hornat, Councilmember  
Steve Solomon, Councilmember 
Lou Waters, Councilmember  

 
ABSENT:     Barry Gillaspie, Councilmember 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Waters and seconded by 
Councilmember Hornat to go into Executive Session at 5:01 p.m. for the purpose 
of personnel matters regarding the annual evaluation of Town Magistrate 
pursuant to ARS 38-431.03 (A)(1). 
 
MOTION carried, 6-0. 
 
Mayor Hiremath stated that the following staff members would join Council in 
Executive Session: Town Magistrate George Dunscomb and Human Resources 
Director Betty Dickens. 
 
RESUME REGULAR SESSION  
 
CALL TO ORDER - at 6:03 PM  
 
ROLL CALL  
 
PRESENT:  Satish Hiremath, Mayor  

Mary Snider, Vice Mayor  
Bill Garner, Councilmember  
Barry Gillaspie, Councilmember 
Joe Hornat, Councilmember  
Steve Solomon, Councilmember 
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3/2/11                                    Minutes, Town Council Regular Session 2

Lou Waters, Councilmember  
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Hiremath led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
UPCOMING MEETING ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
Assistant Town Manager Greg Caton announced the upcoming Town meetings. 
 
COUNCIL REPORTS  
 
Vice Mayor Snider reported that Councilmembers Hornat, Solomon, herself and 
Chief Sharp attended a conference in Phoenix sponsored by the Goldwater 
Institute regarding best practices to improve community policing to protect the 
public.  Vice Mayor Snider said that it was an excellent conference and the 
Goldwater Institute was recommending these concepts to benchmark community 
policing.  These benchmarks are used by the Town of Oro Valley Police 
Department. 
 
Councilmember Gillaspie attended the introduction of the CDO/Amphi School 
District International Baccalaureate program last week and reported that the 
program will be going live in the fall of 2012.   
 
DEPARTMENT REPORTS  
 
Town Clerk Julie Bower announced that the artwork on display in the Council 
Chambers was created by artist Ms. Anne Leonard. 
 
ORDER OF BUSINESS  
 
Mayor Hiremath stated that the order will stand as presented but a few changes 
will be proposed once the Council reaches the Regular Agenda. 
 
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS  
 
A. Community Letters of Appreciation
 
B. Letter of Appreciation 
 
CALL TO AUDIENCE  
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Howard Richmond said that he attended a Golder Ranch 
Board meeting about three to four years ago and explained to them the problems 
that they would face regarding the large lots in La Cholla Airpark.  Last year, 
Golder Ranch started an annexation process and not everyone was happy about 

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=88990
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=88991
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=88992
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=88995
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=88997
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=88999


3/2/11                                    Minutes, Town Council Regular Session 3

it.  Since the start of the annexation process, he has received a series of 
threatening letters from Golder Ranch and has recently received a letter from the 
Town asking him to sign up for Golder Ranch Fire services.   Mr. Richmond was 
disappointed in Council’s lack of leadership and disappointed that both sides 
weren’t brought together in order to come to a mutually acceptable solution.  
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Gill Alexander was disappointed with the letters from 
Golder Ranch Fire District and the fact that Golder Ranch has seemed to drop 
two months off of the one year deadline.  He was also disappointed with the letter 
from the Mayor essentially saying that residents in the La Cholla Airpark couldn’t 
develop anymore on their property.  He said that they have hydrants in the 
Airpark and they meet the planning and zoning requirements. There is no code 
stating that the residents need to be annexed by a fire district.  Mr. Gill said that 
he was disappointed with Council’s actions at this time. 
 
PRESENTATIONS  
 
A. Proclamation - Girl Scout Week March 6-12, 2011
 
Mayor Hiremath presented a proclamation to the Girl Scouts of Southern Arizona 
Sahauro Council. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
A. Minutes - February 2, 2011
 
B. Coyote Run Monthly Report January 2011
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Vice Mayor Snider and seconded by 
Councilmember Waters to approve the Consent Agenda. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
REGULAR AGENDA  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Gillaspie and seconded by 
Councilmember Garner to table items (5), (6), (7), and (8). 
 
MOTION carried, 4-3 with Vice Mayor Snider, Councilmember Hornat, and 
Councilmember Solomon opposed. 
 
 
1. RESOLUTION NO. (R)11-13 AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE 

NAMING OF FIELD #1 AT JAMES D. KRIEGH PARK IN MEMORY OF 
LITTLE LEAGUE BASEBALL PLAYER CHRISTINA-TAYLOR GREEN 
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3/2/11                                    Minutes, Town Council Regular Session 4

Parks, Recreation, Cultural Resources & Library Director Ainsley Legner gave an 
overview of the item.  Ms. Legner said that Christina Taylor Green played 
baseball for the Canyon Del Oro Little League at James D. Kriegh Park and her 
family spent a lot of time at the park as well.  A letter was submitted to the Town 
by Christina’s parents in support of naming field #1 after Christina and there has 
also been strong support from the community. 
 
The unveiling of the new name will take place on April 1, 2011 if the proposal is 
approved by Council.  The Town is currently working with the Canyon Del Oro 
Little League and other community partners on the signage.  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Vice Mayor Snider and seconded by 
Councilmember Waters to approve Resolution No. (R)11-13, authorizing and 
approving the naming of Field #1 at James D. Kriegh Park in memory of Little 
League baseball player Christina-Taylor Green. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0.  
 
2. REVISION TO THE ZONING CODE - CHAPTER 28, SIGNS 
 
 
a. RESOLUTION NO. (R)11-14 DECLARING AS A PUBLIC RECORD THAT 

CERTAIN DOCUMENT ENTITLED CHAPTER 28, SIGNS, ATTACHED 
HERETO AS EXHIBIT "A" AND FILED WITH THE TOWN CLERK 

 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Waters and seconded by 
Councilmember Hornat to approve Resolution No. (R)11-14, declaring as a 
public record that certain document entitled Chapter 28, Signs, attached hereto 
as Exhibit "A" and filed with the Town Clerk. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
b. PUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCE NO. (O)11-07 ADOPTING A NEW 

ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED (OVZCR) CHAPTER 28, SIGNS 
AND REPEALING ALL RESOLUTIONS, ORDINANCES AND RULES OF 
THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY IN CONFLICT THEREWITH; 
PRESERVING THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES THAT HAVE ALREADY 
MATURED AND PROCEEDINGS THAT HAVE ALREADY BEGUN 
THEREUNDER, OV709-007. 

 
Planning Manager David Williams gave an overview of the proposed 
amendments to the Sign Code.  
 
The Town Council initiated the Sign Code update in November, 2009.  The Sign 
Code Task Force was then formed and worked on the Sign Code revisions for 
over a year and a half.  The stakeholders included residents, developers, 
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3/2/11                                    Minutes, Town Council Regular Session 5

businesses, sign and real estate companies, and Town Board members. The 
Sign Code Task Force held twelve meetings to discuss Sign Code revisions. 
 
Mr. Williams discussed the changes to permanent signs which included 
entryway, monument, and wall signs. 
 
Changes to illumination standards include: 
     -Halo or internal illumination - No longer limited to white 
     -Illuminated signs may be turned on no earlier than 5:00 a.m. 
     -Shall be turned off at 11:00 p.m. or close of business   
 
Changes to temporary signs:  Commercial District 
-Banners: three types of allowable banners include: 
     -New Business 
     -Season or Event 
     -3-Day Special Event Banners 
 
New design standards include: 
    -Secure anchoring 
    -Materials 
    -Color 
 
Commercial Districts:  Real Estate Signs 
     -Increase allowed area from 16 to 32 square feet 
     -Increase maximum height from 5 to 8 feet 
     -Permits valid for one year only 
 
Changes to Temporary Signs: Residential Districts 
     -Signs currently permitted for model homes 
 
Temporary signs in the Right-of-Way 
     -Clarified and updated location standards: 
          -Sign placement in relation to right-of-way and sidewalk/trail 
          -Preserve site distances 
          -Prevent roadway hazard 
 
Garage Sale Signs 
     -Now allowed one on-site sign 
     -Right-of-Way signs - allowed one per change of direction 
     -Town supplied signs for use in R.O.W. 
     -Fiscal impact/estimate Town costs - $4,000 for loaner signs  
 
A-Frame signs 
     -Optional section - subject to Council approval 
     -A-frames allowed only for pedestrian direction, not permitted along roadways 
     -Businesses can use four times per year for 30 days 
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Real Estate signs in the Right-of-Way 
     -Addresses repeated violations 
     -Applies to both agent and broker 
     -Improves enforcement for most frequent type of sign violation 
 
Garage Sale signs have been included in the enforcement section as well.  
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended approval in August of 
2010.  Staff recommends approval, including provisions for garage sale signs. 
 
Mayor Hiremath opened the public hearing. 
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Don Bristow said that multiple task forces and citizen 
surveys have stated that they do not like A-frames.  Town staff has not supported 
the use of A-frames.  Signs don’t appear as a top 10 reason why businesses fail.  
He said that there is no support amongst the citizens and no logical reason for 
this to come forward. Businesses will survive by listening to their customer's 
needs and desires. He opposed adding additional permanent signs at subdivision 
entrances. 
 
Oro Valley resident and member of the Sign Code Task Force Mr. Bob Semple 
said that he was happy that the Sign Code was coming to a vote.  He highly 
endorsed the proposed Sign Code except for the violations and enforcement 
section.  He would like the Town to notify the brokers about the changes that will 
be going into effect and asked Council to continue section (D) to a future 
meeting. 
 
Ms. Nancy Farina, owner of the California Design Center and Mr. Tony Johnson, 
General Manager of the California Design Center said that they support the 
usage of A-frames.  After they placed A-frames outside their business, they saw 
an 11% increase in traffic coming to their store.  Mr. Johnson demonstrated how 
his A-frame could be filled with water or sand to weigh it down. 
 
Ms. Farina said that she has received no objections from citizens regarding the 
A-frames.  The A-frame has been placed within 50 feet of their door.  She asked 
the Council to approve the permanent use of A-frames as long as they are 
aesthetically pleasing.  
 
Councilmember Garner asked if they had used banners. 
 
Ms. Farina said that they have used banners in the past but they are 
expensive and too difficult to put up and take down. 
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Ms. Eileen Bonk, associate of J. Marinara's restaurant, said that she is in favor of 
extending the length of time that businesses can use banners.  Every time a 
banner goes up or comes down, there is an additional expense to the business.  
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Bill Adler said that from the very beginning, there has 
never been any neutral/factual evidence provided that larger or more signs help 
business.  The type and location of signs does help.  There is observable 
evidence that larger and more frequent signs diminish the visual qualities of the 
Town.  He was disappointed that Council added conditions to the 
environmentally sensitive lands ordinance and feels that the environment is not a 
high priority of the Council.  Decisions need to be made regarding shared values 
and community values. He recommended that this matter be held over until the 
General Plan is updated so that the broader community could comment and 
participate.  
 
Councilmember Solomon stated that the public has had a lot of notice and many 
opportunities to provide input regarding signage. 
 
Councilmember Waters said that the Sign Code Task Force was created to 
engage the community and allow them the opportunity to comment on the Sign 
Code. 
 
Councilmember Garner said that a citizen and business survey was also utilized 
by the Town and some of those results have been reflected in the proposed Sign 
Code amendments. 
 
Mayor Hiremath closed the public hearing. 
 
Planning Manager David Williams clarified that the master sign program has not 
changed. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Gillaspie and seconded by 
Councilmember Garner to strike the new additions for garage sales in the 
proposed Sign Code ordinance. 
 
Councilmember Solomon said that it was problematic to make criminals out of 
citizens who would like to hold garage sales since the current code prohibits 
garage sale signs.  He felt that garage sale signs should be allowed during the 
course of the garage sale. 
 
Councilmember Hornat said that the purpose is not to criminalize residents but to 
control signage. 
 
Councilmember Garner suggested that this item be re-examined at a later date in 
order to give the Council ample time to review and digest the material. 
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Vice Mayor Snider agreed that the Town does not need to be policing garage 
sales. 
 
Councilmember Gillaspie amended his motion to state, "to extract references to 
garage sales from the Code presented tonight and discussion and possible 
action of either deletion of the restrictions for garage sales in the Oro Valley 
Zoning Code Revised or a new ordinance be brought forward to Council at a 
separate time.  The amended motion was accepted by Councilmember Garner. 
 
MOTION carried, 5-2 with Vice Mayor Snider and Councilmember Solomon 
opposed.  
 
Councilmember Solomon said that he liked the violations section regarding real 
estate signs because realtors should know where their signs are allowed and he 
is tired of seeing these signs in the middle of sidewalks, handicap areas, 
medians, etc. 
 
Councilmember Hornat was a proponent of the penalties.  Most cities and towns 
don’t allow real estate signs. 
 
Councilmember Garner inquired about the confiscation of signs that are an 
immediate threat to life and safety. 
 
Planning Manager David Williams clarified that Town staff is currently 
authorized to pull violating signs. 
 
Councilmember Waters asked if there is enough staff to properly cite and enforce 
the Sign Code. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding current staffing levels and the Sign Code 
enforcement process.  
 
Vice Mayor Snider asked for clarification regarding the sign requirements for 
professional signs placed in the front yard.  
 
Economic Development Director Amanda Jacobs explained that the Sign Code 
Task Force originally proposed to increase the area from four (4) to six (6) 
feet and the height from five (5) to six (6) feet.  Based on Council feedback from 
previous study sessions, staff decided to strike this out so that the current Code 
would remain the same. 
 
Vice Mayor Snider said the industry standard sign has been changing by design 
and these newer signs are approximately six inches taller.   
 
Ms. Jacobs clarified that within the current Code, they are allowed up to ten (10) 
inches with permission from the planning and zoning administrator.  
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Councilmember Hornat said that the realtors should be responsible for knowing 
where they can place signs and the penalties associated with not following the 
Sign Code. 
 
Mayor Hiremath called for a recess at 7:36 p.m.  
 
Mayor Hiremath reconvened the meeting at 7:47 p.m.  
 
Discussion ensued regarding illuminated signs and A-frames. 
 
Vice Mayor Snider did not want to eliminate A-frames but to rather consider them 
with guidelines attached. 
 
Councilmember Solomon said that the sign is not the problem; it’s the placement 
of the sign in medians, right-of-way, handicap accessible areas, roadways etc.  
He is also in favor of creating A-frame guidelines. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Garner and seconded by 
Councilmember Hornat to strike all iterations of the word "A-frame" to exclude the 
definition in the current Sign Code draft as presented and direct staff to come 
back at a later date to discuss the A-frame. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0 
 
Discussion ensued regarding changeable copy signs. 
 
Councilmember Solomon said that he would like to add a reference to service 
station, theater, schools, and any other uses for which changeable copy signs 
are allowed. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Gillaspie and seconded by 
Councilmember Garner to restrict entryway signs to the original 600 feet and 
strike "For projects with more than 800 feet of frontage, additional entryway signs 
may be approved by the Town". 
 
Discussion ensued regarding the number of allowable entryway signs. 
  
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Vice Mayor Snider to change the quantity of menu-board signs from one (1) per 
individual business to two (2) per drive-through lane. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
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MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Vice Mayor Snider to change four hundred (400) feet back to six hundred (600) 
feet regarding monument signs and to remove the phrase "No individual tenant 
may be displayed on more than one monument sign per street frontage and to 
add clarification that "No one tenant may be noted twice in one monument sign. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0.  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Gillaspie and seconded by 
Councilmember Hornat to change item 8(b) Monument Signs - Quantity, to read 
"If frontage is greater than six hundred (600) feet, a second sign is permitted and 
strike "For frontages greater than eight hundred (800) feet, additional signs may 
be approved". 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
Councilmember Solomon said that he was concerned about the Code wording 
regarding Menu-Boards, Section 7:E, "so as not to be readable from adjacent 
streets or property". 
 
Mr. Williams clarified that the language was intended to keep menu-board signs 
oriented away from neighboring properties but agreed that the wording should be 
changed from "readable" to "visible". 
 
Discussion ensued regarding illuminated wall signs. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Vice Mayor Snider to have Section 15. (b) Wall Signs read, "Quantity: No more 
than two (2) elevations may contain a wall sign.  If a single tenant occupies an 
end unit, there may be signs on three (3) elevations.  If a single tenant occupies 
an entire freestanding building, there may be signs on four (4) elevations but only 
two (2) elevations may have illuminated wall signs. 
 
Vice Mayor Snider made a friendly amendment to keep, "If a single tenant 
occupies an end unit, there may be signs on three (3) elevations with the 
clarification that the end unit means the end unit in the final phase and there may 
be signs on three (3) elevations but only two (2) may have illuminated wall signs 
on freestanding buildings”.  This amendment was accepted by Councilmember 
Solomon. 
 
MOTION carried, 5-2 with Councilmembers Garner and Gillaspie opposed. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Mayor Hiremath to strike out section 16. i(c) Window Sign Location. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding window sign location requirements. 
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Mr. Williams clarified that the intent of the language was to guide the customer to 
the door. 
 
MOTION failed, 1-6 with Mayor Hiremath, Vice Mayor Snider and 
Councilmembers Garner, Gillaspie, Hornat, and Waters opposed.  
 
Discussion ensued regarding the location of business hours of operation signs. 
 
Councilmember Solomon said that businesses don’t need to be micro-managed 
to the point of where they can place window signs. 
 
Councilmember’s Hornat and Waters agreed that the intent of the Code was to 
create a standard for signs so that businesses would look aesthetically pleasing. 
  
Councilmember Gillaspie stated that the size and location of window signs does 
get out of hand when there are no regulations.  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Councilmember Hornat to add to the design standards for banners that the height 
above grade limitation be set at five (5) feet and that the banner be placed in a 
solid frame that is the same color as the banner background. 
 
MOTION failed, 3-4 with Vice Mayor Snider and Councilmembers Garner, 
Gillaspie, and Waters opposed. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Vice Mayor Snider and seconded by 
Councilmember Hornat to limit freestanding banner height to a maximum of five 
(5) feet from grade. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding banner opportunities for new businesses. 
 
Economic Development Manager Amanda Jacobs clarified that a new business 
is allowed to display a banner that reads, "Coming Soon" for thirty (30) days and 
then once the new business opens, they are allowed another thirty (30) days for 
a banner that reads, "Now Open" or "Grand Opening".  
 
Councilmember Garner said that the current language creates a loop-hole that 
technically allows businesses that have been open for more than year, to be able 
to display a "Now Open" sign.  He would like this language cleaned up so that 
any new given business would be able to display the banners but not allow them 
to display them every year. 
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MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Garner and seconded by Vice 
Mayor Snider to direct staff to change the banner provisions for new business by 
removing language "per year" and adding "new business". 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
Councilmember Garner said that the current Code language allows two flag 
poles in both residential and commercial areas but he would like this language 
changed so that one flag pole would be permitted for each residential property. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Vice Mayor Snider to have Construction/Development Signs item (d) read, 
"Height: Not to exceed ten (10) feet from grade". 
 
MOTION failed, 2-5 with Mayor Hiremath and Councilmembers Garner, Gillaspie, 
Hornat, and Waters opposed. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Gillaspie and seconded by 
Councilmember Garner to change section (5)(.c) regarding Real Estate, Lease, 
Rent and For Sale Signs to allow a maximum sign area of sixteen (16) feet. 
 
Economic Development Director Amanda Jacobs said that the Sign Code Task 
Force recommended changing the maximum sign area to thirty-two (32) square 
feet due to visibility issues and to create better opportunities for tenets. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0.  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Gillaspie and seconded by 
Councilmember Garner to table regular agenda item number (2b) until regular 
agenda items three (3) and four (4) have been discussed. 
 
MOTION carried, 6-1 with Councilmember Hornat opposed.  
 
3. AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING CODE - SECTION 27.3, PUBLIC 

ARTWORK PROVISIONS 
 
a. RESOLUTION NO. (R)11-15 DECLARING AS A PUBLIC RECORD THAT

CERTAIN DOCUMENT ENTITLED CHAPTER 27, GENERAL 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION 27.3, PUBLIC ARTWORK 
PROVISIONS, ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT "A" AND FILED WITH 
THE TOWN CLERK 

 
MOTION: A motion was made by Vice Mayor Snider and seconded by 
Councilmember Waters to adopt Resolution No. (R)11-15 declaring as a public 
record that certain document entitled Chapter 27, General Development 
Standards, Section 27.3, Public Artwork Provisions, attached hereto as exhibit 

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=89021
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=89021
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=89021
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=89021
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=89021
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"A" and filed with the Town Clerk. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
b. PUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCE NO. (O)11-06 AMENDING THE ORO 

VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED, BY AMENDING CHAPTER 27, 
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION 27.3, PUBLIC 
ARTWORK PROVISIONS; REPEALING ALL RESOLUTIONS, 
ORDINANCES AND RULES OF THE TOWN OR ORO VALLEY IN 
CONFLICT THEREWITH; PRESERVING THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES 
THAT HAVE ALREADY MATURED AND PROCEEDINGS THAT HAVE 
ALREADY BEGUN THEREUNDER 

 
Planning Manager David Williams gave an overview of Ordinance No. (O)11-06.  
Mr. Williams stated that the proposed ordinance deals with four main issues 
which include: 
     1) Expand/revise fee in lieu 
     2) Maintenance of Town-owned art 
     3) Remote Locations 
     4) Replacement  
 
Mr. Williams stated that if the required budget is less than $10,000, they would 
be allowed to select the in-lieu option now.  The previous threshold was set at 
$2,500.  
 
Mr. Williams stated that the maintenance of Town-owned art is important and 
that the proposed changes would allow the in-lieu fee fund to be used for 
maintenance of Town-owned art. 
 
Artwork in remote locations with limited access or poor visibility may now utilize 
the fee in-lieu option. 
 
The proposed ordinance would exempt property owners from replacing missing 
or damaged artwork if the art was properly maintained. 
 
Staff recommends retaining the provision that responsibility for maintaining 
artwork transfers from owner to owner.  
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended unanimous approval on 
January 13th and staff recommends approval of the updated public art 
provisions. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding who would be responsible for private and public 
artwork that is damaged and the threshold for the fee in-lieu option. 
 

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=89023
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Mayor Hiremath opened the public hearing. 
 
No comments were received. 
 
Mayor Hiremath closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Waters and seconded by 
Councilmember Gillaspie to adopt Ordinance No. (O)11-06 amending the Oro 
Valley Zoning Code Revised, by amending Chapter 27, General Development 
Standards, Section 27.3, Public Artwork Provisions as shown in Exhibit "A". 
 
Councilmember Solomon made a friendly amendment to have staff modify 
section E-11 to clarify that the in-lieu fee may apply to part or all of the 1% 
regardless of the top limit, accepted by Councilmember Waters and 
Councilmember Gillaspie. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
4. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING THE EXISTING 

NARANJA PARK MASTER PLAN AND POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE 
USES 

 
Councilmember Solomon clarified that when this item was requested to be 
placed on an agenda, it was to discuss new possibilities, not to approve or deny 
the existing master plan. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Vice Mayor Snider and seconded by 
Councilmember Garner to table item four (4) and return with a discussion for 
alternative uses for the Naranja Townsite. 
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Jerry Perry said that he has had several meetings with 
Town staff and was asked to explore and find funding for creating an archery 
range at the Naranja Townsite.  He secured commitments for up to $30,000 for 
backstops and signage and also received additional commitments for funding 
from the Arizona Game and Fish Department.  The Archery Trade Association 
committed to provide additional funding and the Pusch Ridge Archers has 
committed additional funds as well.  An archery designer looked at the site 
and provided an estimate of 35 acres of space would be needed in order to 
create the range.  Many residents and students support the archery range at the 
Naranja Townsite.  
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Ed Davis, Commander of the Oro Valley American  
Legion Post, said that they currently have 145 members and anticipate that they 
will have over 400 members over the next five years.  The Post would like to 
have a home in Oro Valley.  The American Legion Post has many fundraising 
options including state authorized lottery games.  Mr. Davis stated that he would 

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=1168&meta_id=89025
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like to be given consideration as a future partner of the Town as the ultimate 
developer of the Naranja Townsite. 
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Ben Baker said that the American Legion can raise 
money by bonding in order to develop the Naranja Townsite and he would like it 
to be the center of a very vibrant community.  
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Harold Adair said that with the grant money from the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department and with private funding that has been 
raised, improvements could be made to the Naranja Townsite somewhere 
between sixty to eighty thousand dollars.  This would include composting toilets 
and shade structures. 
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Bill Adler preferred that the park space be developed the 
way the citizens and the Council originally adopted it.  He encouraged Council to 
engage in talks about economic development options at the Naranja Park Site 
that would occupy the space and make money for the Town.  Mr. Adler 
recommended that a solar farm be built at the townsite.  He is not in favor of 
developing temporary uses especially if people have to invest substantial sums 
of money in making the temporary use viable.  
 
MOTION carried, 6-1 to table item four (4) with Councilmember Hornat opposed. 
 
Mayor Hiremath called for a recess at 9:46 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Garner left the meeting at 9:52 p.m. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Councilmember Hornat to adjourn the meeting at 9:53 p.m. 
 
MOTION carried, 5-1 with Mayor Hiremath opposed. 
 
5. *DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON ANY CODES, POLICY, 

RESOLUTIONS OR DIRECTIVES THAT PROVIDE THAT THE CHIEF OF 
POLICE REPORTS TO ANYONE OTHER THAN COUNCIL AS A WHOLE 
(This item was tabled) 

 
 
6. *DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION AUTHORIZING COUNCIL TO 

APPOINT ONE OR TWO MEMBERS OF COUNCIL TO BE PRESENT AT 
AND PRIVY TO ANY AND ALL COMMUNIQUÉS, DISCUSSIONS OR 
MEETINGS INVOLVING NEGOTIATIONS OR MEMORANDUMS OF 
UNDERSTANDING FOR PUBLIC SAFETY EMPLOYEES AND ANY 
EXISTING POLICIES, DIRECTIVES, RESOLUTIONS OR CODES TO THE 
CONTRARY SHOULD BE BROUGHT FORWARD FOR DISCUSSION 
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AND ACTION (This item was tabled) 
 
7. *DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO PROVIDE THAT “FUNDED” 

BUT “UNFILLED” POSITIONS NOT BE FILLED UNTIL APPROVED BY 
TOWN COUNCIL (This item was tabled)  

 
8. *DISCUSSION REGARDING 2% UTILITY TAX INCREASE                  

(This item was tabled)  
 
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
There were no future agenda item requests. 
 
CALL TO AUDIENCE  
 
No comments were received. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:53 p.m. 
 
    Prepared by: 
 
    ______________________ 
    Michael Standish, CMC 
    Deputy Town Clerk 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the 
minutes of the regular session of the Town of Oro Valley Council of Oro Valley, 
Arizona held on the 2nd day of March 2011.  I further certify that the meeting was 
duly called and held and that a quorum was present. 
 
Dated this ____ day of ________________, 2011. 
 
 
______________________ 
Julie K. Bower, MMC 
Town Clerk 
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Town Council Regular Session Item #   B.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Wendy Gomez Submitted By: Wendy Gomez, Finance
Department: Finance

SUBJECT:
Fiscal Year 2010/11 Financial Update Through February 2011

RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
General Fund

Attachment B shows General Fund revenues and expenditures through February as well as year-end
estimates for each category.  Through February, revenue collections totaled $16,044,329 and
expenditures totaled $15,612,299.

The estimated year-end projections in the General Fund are as follows:

                   Revenues                                  $24,296,516
                   Expenditures                               25,263,588
 
                   Estimated Operating Deficit   ($  967,072)
 
General Fund Revenues 

Revenues through Febuary total $16,044,329, which represents 61.2% of the budgeted FY 10/11
revenues
Revenues are estimated to come in under budget by about $1,900,000, or by about 7%, primarily
due to the continued slowdown in construction activity and lagging construction sales taxes 
Although the distribution by revenue category has changed, the total amount of General Fund
revenues projected for this fiscal year are less than what was collected in FY 05/06

General Fund Major Revenue Categories

Local Sales Tax  

Fiscal year to date General Fund collections are $7,485,710 (roughly 3% less than FY
09/10 through Feb) 
Estimated to come in 10.5% below budget due to reduced construction sales tax collections

State-Shared Revenues  

Income Tax - fiscal year to date is $2,556,608 (25% decrease from FY 09/10 through Feb)
Sales Tax - fiscal year to date is $1,964,209 (1% increase from FY 09/10 through Feb)
Vehicle License Tax - fiscal year to date is $988,862 (7% decrease from FY 09/10 through Feb)



General Fund Expenditures

Expenditures through February total $15,612,299, which represents 58.8% of the budgeted FY
10/11 expenditures
Expenditures are estimated to come in under budget by about $1,300,000, or by about 5% 
Expenditure savings represent vigilant budget monitoring by departments, and includes the
additional $358K in savings identified at the February 23rd budget study session. 

See attachment B for additional detail on the General Fund, and attachments C through E for the
Highway, Bed Tax, and Public Transportation Funds.  See Attachment F for the monthly financial
dashboard.  

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
N/A

FISCAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUGGESTED MOTION:
N/A

Attachments
Attachment A - Summary
Attachment B - Gen Fund
Attachment C - HW Fund
Attachment D - Bed Tax Fund
Attachment E - Transit Fund
Attachment F - Dashboard 1 of 2
Attachment F - Dashboard 2 of 2



ATTACHMENT A

Actuals % Actuals Year End % Variance

Fund thru 02/2011 Budget to Budget Estimate to Budget

General 16,044,329$    26,215,984$    61.2% 24,296,516$    -7.3%

Highway 2,132,879$      3,797,842$      56.2% 3,354,931$      -11.7%

Bed Tax 161,627$         270,569$         59.7% 253,377$         -6.4%

Transit 288,541$         454,845$         63.4% 493,786$         8.6%

Actuals % Actuals Year End % Variance

Fund thru 02/2011 Budget to Budget Estimate to Budget

General 15,612,299$    26,560,334$    58.8% 25,263,588$    -4.9%

Highway 1,744,160$      4,105,231$      42.5% 3,975,872$      -3.2%

Bed Tax 174,068$         358,869$         48.5% 380,146$         5.9%

Transit 385,891$         482,320$         80.0% 602,246$         24.9%

Year End Year End

Fund YTD Budgeted Estimate Budgeted Estimate

General 432,030$         (344,350)$        (967,072)$     10,620,363$    9,346,080$      *

Highway 388,718$         (307,389)$        (620,941)$     3,772,144$      3,399,922$      

Bed Tax (12,441)$          (88,300)$          (126,769)$     987,870$         862,775$         

Transit (97,349)$          (27,475)$          (108,460)$     54,532$           27,576$           

*  Represents 37.0% of General Fund year-end estimated expenditures

February 2011 Monthly Financial Report

Expenditures

Surplus/(Deficit) Fund Balance

Revenues
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ATTACHMENT B

          February YTD Financial Status      FY 2010/2011

% Budget Completion through February  ---  66.7%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget

REVENUE:

LOCAL SALES TAX                7,424,558      12,464,250  59.6% 11,156,458   -10.5%

BED TAX ALLOCATION 334,140         600,000       55.7% 610,000        1.7%

(allocation from Bed Tax Fund to Gen Fund)

LICENSES & PERMITS                 593,757         1,276,510    46.5% 843,151        -33.9%

FEDERAL GRANTS                     433,014         881,239       49.1% 811,956        -7.9%

STATE GRANTS                       171,662         145,700       117.8% 230,543        58.2%

STATE/COUNTY SHARED                5,509,679      8,360,415    65.9% 8,360,415     0.0%

OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL            322,376         607,781       53.0% 600,281        -1.2%

CHARGES FOR SERVICES               601,435         1,021,715    58.9% 893,754        -12.5%

FINES                              139,417         195,000       71.5% 210,000        7.7%

INTEREST INCOME                    14,293           151,374       9.4% 21,333          -85.9%

MISCELLANEOUS                      132,999         145,000       91.7% 191,625        32.2%

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 367,000         367,000       100.0% 367,000        0.0%

16,044,329    26,215,984  61.2% 24,296,516   -7.3%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget
EXPENDITURES:

COUNCIL 150,642         220,610       68.3% 200,610        -9.1%

CLERK 240,818         378,581       63.6% 374,081        -1.2%

MANAGER 550,479         974,906       56.5% 886,881        -9.0%

HUMAN RESOURCES 289,097         484,189       59.7% 455,657        -5.9%

FINANCE 449,619         727,613       61.8% 721,613        -0.8%

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 721,953         1,120,106    64.5% 1,098,106     -2.0%

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 1,577,219      3,458,898    45.6% 3,221,869     -6.9%

LEGAL 455,550         842,785       54.1% 740,785        -12.1%

COURT 455,349         753,772       60.4% 744,922        -1.2%

DEV & INFRASTRUCTURE SVCS 1,769,356      3,084,586    57.4% 2,735,661     -11.3%

PARKS, REC, LIBRARY, & CULT RSCS 1,842,341      2,947,715    62.5% 2,886,705     -2.1%

POLICE 7,109,876      11,566,573  61.5% 11,196,698   -3.2%

15,612,299    26,560,334  58.8% 25,263,588   -4.9%

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) 432,030         (344,350)      (967,072)       

* Year-end estimates are very preliminary and subject to further revision.

TOTAL FINANCING USES

 Year End 

Estimate * 

Budget
 Year End 

Estimate * 

General Fund

Budget
FINANCING SOURCES

FINANCING USES

TOTAL FINANCING SOURCES
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ATTACHMENT C

          February YTD Financial Status       FY 2010/2011

% Budget Completion through February  ---  66.7%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget

REVENUE:

LOCAL SALES TAX                210,183        630,188        33.4% 398,807       -36.7%

LICENSES & PERMITS                 28,155          50,192          56.1% 50,192         0.0%

STATE GRANTS 125,406        317,000        39.6% 145,689       -54.0%

STATE/COUNTY SHARED                1,706,339     2,669,767     63.9% 2,669,767    0.0%

INTEREST INCOME                    6,226            53,205          11.7% 10,679         -79.9%

MISCELLANEOUS                      13,368          12,686          105.4% 14,992         18.2%

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 43,203          64,804          66.7% 64,804         0.0%

 

2,132,879     3,797,842     56.2% 3,354,931    -11.7%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget
EXPENDITURES:

ADMINISTRATION 453,439        1,029,154     44.1% 1,017,154    -1.2%

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING 329,646        1,285,320     25.6% 1,251,025    -2.7%

PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT 120,417        201,893        59.6% 201,893       0.0%

STREET MAINTENANCE 529,433        954,481        55.5% 873,317       -8.5%

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 311,226        634,383        49.1% 632,483       -0.3%

1,744,160     4,105,231     42.5% 3,975,872    -3.2%

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) 388,718        (307,389)       (620,941)     

Highway Fund

Budget
FINANCING SOURCES

FINANCING USES

TOTAL FINANCING SOURCES

TOTAL FINANCING USES

 Year End 

Estimate 

Budget
 Year End 

Estimate 
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ATTACHMENT D

            February YTD Financial Status

% Budget Completion through February  ---  66.7%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget

REVENUE:

BED TAXES 494,556        861,569     57.4% 861,569      0.0%

less allocation to General Fund (334,140)       (600,000)    55.7% (610,000)     1.7%

INTEREST INCOME                    1,211            9,000         13.5% 1,808          -79.9%

 

TOTAL FINANCING SOURCES 161,627        270,569     59.7% 253,377      -6.4%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget
EXPENDITURES:

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 174,068        358,869     48.5% 380,146      5.9%

TOTAL FINANCING USES 174,068        358,869     48.5% 380,146      5.9%

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) (12,441)         (88,300)      (126,769)     

Bed Tax Fund

Budget
FINANCING SOURCES

FINANCING USES

FY 2010/2011

 Year End 

Estimate 

Budget
 Year End 

Estimate 
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ATTACHMENT E

           February YTD Financial Status      FY 2010/2011

Public Transportation Fund

% Budget Completion through February  ---  66.7%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget

REVENUE:

RTA REIMBURSEMENT -                 -                 0.0% 74,762         0.0%

STATE GRANTS 94,826           -                 0.0% 129,770       0.0%

CHARGES FOR SERVICES 33,294           34,545           96.4% 50,400         45.9%

INTEREST INCOME 110                1,800             6.1% 164              -90.9%

MISCELLANEOUS                      634                18,500           3.4% 634              -96.6%

TRANSFER FROM GEN FUND 159,677         400,000         39.9% 238,056       -40.5%

 

288,541         454,845         63.4% 493,786       8.6%

Actuals % Actuals % Variance

thru 02/2011 to Budget to Budget
EXPENDITURES:

PUBLIC TRANSIT 385,891         482,320         80.0% 602,246       24.9%

385,891         482,320         80.0% 602,246       24.9%

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) (97,349)          (27,475)          (108,460)     

TOTAL FINANCING USES

 Year End 

Estimate 

Budget
 Year End 

Estimate 

Budget
FINANCING SOURCES

FINANCING USES

TOTAL FINANCING SOURCES
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Town of Oro Valley

 Financial Dashboard

Historical Annual Totals 

ATTACHMENT F

Retail Sales Tax Collections
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Town of Oro Valley

 Financial Dashboard

Historical Annual Totals 

ATTACHMENT F

State Shared Sales Tax Collections
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Town of Oro Valley

 Financial Dashboard

Historical Annual Totals 

ATTACHMENT F

General Fund

$- $8,000,000 $16,000,000 $24,000,000 $32,000,000

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

F
Y
 2
0
0
8

F
Y
 2
0
0
9

F
Y
 2
0
1
0

F
Y
 2
0
1
1
*

Budget Actual*thru February

Highway Fund 

$- $4,000,000 $8,000,000

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

F
Y
 2
0
0
8

F
Y
 2
0
0
9

F
Y
 2
0
1
0

F
Y
 2
0
1
1
*

Budget Actual

Bed Tax Fund

$- $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $2,000,000

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

F
Y
 2
0
0
8

F
Y
 2
0
0
9

F
Y
 2
0
1
0

F
Y
 2
0
1
1
*

Budget Actual*thru February

Transit Fund

$- $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,500,000

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

Revenues

Expenditures

F
Y
 2
0
0
8

F
Y
 2
0
0
9

F
Y
 2
0
1
0

F
Y
 2
0
1
1
*

Budget Actual

*thru February

*thru February



Town of Oro Valley

 Financial Dashboard

Historical Annual Totals 

ATTACHMENT F
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Town of Oro Valley

Financial Dashboard

Month-By-Month History

FY 2008 - 2011

ATTACHMENT F

Retail Sales Tax Collections
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Town of Oro Valley

Financial Dashboard

Month-By-Month History

FY 2008 - 2011

ATTACHMENT F

Hotel Bed Tax Collections

$-

$20,000

$40,000

$60,000

$80,000

$100,000

$120,000

$140,000

$160,000

$180,000

July August September October November December January February March April May June

2008 2009 2010 2011* *2011 Collections thru February

Construction Sales Tax Collections

$-

$100,000

$200,000

$300,000

$400,000

$500,000

$600,000

$700,000

$800,000

$900,000

July August September October November December January February March April May June

2008 2009 2010 2011* *2011 Collections thru February



Town of Oro Valley

Financial Dashboard

Month-By-Month History

FY 2008 - 2011

ATTACHMENT F

Utility Tax Collections
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Town of Oro Valley

Financial Dashboard

Month-By-Month History

FY 2008 - 2011
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Town Council Regular Session Item #   C.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Submitted By: Catherine Hendrix, Police
Department

SUBJECT:
Police Department - February 2011 Statistics

Attachments
February 2011 Statistics



2011 TOTAL JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Total Calls 2796 1389 1407

Commercial Veh Enforcement 50 23 27

Residential Burglaries**** 7 3 4

Non-Residential Burglaries**** 1 0 1

All Burglary Attempts**** 3 2 1

Thefts 106 69 37

Vehicle Thefts**** 8 4 4

Recovered Stolen Vehicles**** 2 2 0

Attempted Vehicle Thefts**** 0 0 0

DUI 24 13 11

Liquor Laws 9 5 4

Drug Offenses 36 18 18

Homicides 0 0 0

Robbery 0 0 0

Assault 19 6 13

Total Arrests*** 320 171 149

Assigned Cases 145 58 87

Alarms (Residential) 112 47 65

Alarms (Business) 68 38 30

K9 Searches 51 37 14

First Aid Calls 424 189 235

Accidents 93 54 39

Citations (Traffic)** 1133 697 436

Warnings 883 515 368

Repair Orders 163 60 103

Public Assists* 298 115 183

Reserve Man Hours 0 0 0

Dark House Checks* 2487 1027 1460

Drug Task Force Arrest 17 9 8

CVAP Dark House Cks 859 176 683

CVAP Public Assists 135 52 83

CVAP Total Hours 2830 1010 1820
(Arrest stats updated for the year 07/19/10)

*  Total Includes CVAP

ORO VALLEY POLICE DEPARTMENT POLICE ACTIVITY SUMMARY

***  As of 1/1/09, "Total Arrests" are compiled through the Spillman database and include all cite and release arrests along with all physical arrests.  Based on further investigation, 
actual classifications may change resulting in small variances of case counts.

**  Traffic data delayed 30 days due to data entry backlog

**** As of 8/10, Burglary Attempts and Non‐Residential Burglaries/Vehicle Theft Attempts and Stolen Vehicle Recoveries have been separated from total counts.



ORO VALLEY POLICE DEPARTMENT
MONTHLY BREAKDOWN OF CITATIONS BY VIOLATION

Citations 2011 TOTAL JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

TOWN CODE 57 57

SIZE, WEIGHT, LOAD 1 1

INSURANCE VIOLATION 96 96

REGISTRATION VIOLATION 68 68

DRIVERS LICENSE VIOLATION 48 48

DUI 13 13

RECKLESS/AGGRESSIVE DRIVING 1 1

SPEEDING 126 126

LANE VIOLATIONS 13 13

RED LIGHT 18 18

STOP SIGN 10 10

FAILURE TO YIELD 9 9

SEATBELT VIOLATION 9 9

CHILD RESTRAINT 0 0

EQUIPMENT VIOLATIONS 2 2

PARKING 6 6

LITTERING 1 1

ALL OTHER CITATIONS 15 15

Total Citations 436 436

TITLE 28 VIOLATIONS

Based on further investigation and updating of information, actual classifications may change resulting in small variances in counts.

Citations 2011



Jan-Feb Jan-Feb Jan-Feb February February February

2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011

Total Calls 2787 2710 2796 1391 1344 1407
Commercial Veh Enforcement ## 17 50 ## 6 27
Residential Burglaries 6 11 7 1 8 4
Non-Residential Burglaries**** 2 4 1 1 1 1
All Burglary Attempts**** 0 1 3 0 0 1
Thefts 68 77 106 38 45 37
Vehicle Thefts 4 5 8 2 2 4
Recovered Stolen Vehicles**** 4 2 2 3 1 0
Attempted Vehicle Theft**** 0 1 0 0 0 0
DUI 38 42 24 18 14 11
Liquor Laws 8 8 9 6 4 4
Drug Offenses 35 30 36 15 13 18
Homicides 0 0 0 0 0 0
Robbery 0 1 0 0 1 0
Assault 21 19 19 12 7 13
Total Arrests*** 416 367 320 212 193 149
Assigned Cases 141 126 145 82 66 87
Alarms (Residential) 122 124 112 70 68 65
Alarms (Business) 56 72 68 26 44 30
K9 Searches 21 36 51 5 10 14
First Aid Calls 388 361 424 179 184 235
Accidents 91 89 93 49 41 39
Citations (Traffic)** 1513 1333 1133 773 650 436
Warnings 1091 1335 883 591 612 368
Repair Orders 206 283 163 118 156 103
Public Assists* 275 376 298 139 201 183
Reserve Man Hours 431 266 0 213.5 132.5 0
Dark House Checks* 1181 1308 2487 537 462 1460
Drug Task Force Arrest 111 7 17 74 1 8

CVAP Dark House Cks 333 558 859 113 145 683
CVAP Public Assists 82 147 135 43 66 83
CVAP Total Hours 2217 2883.5 2830 1073.5 1448.5 1820
* Totals include CVAP 

## As of 1/1/10, New Category

** Traffic data delayed 30 days due to data entry backlog
*** As of 1/1/09, "Total Arrests" are compiled through the Spillman database and include all cite and release arrests along with all physical arrests. The 
"Total Arrests" line has been updated through this Spillman database method for previous years for comparison
**** As of 8/10, Burglary Attempts and Non-Residential Burglaries/Vehicle Theft Attempts have and Stolen Vehicle Recoveries have been separated 
from total counts



# of calls % # of calls %

Dispatch Time < 1 minute 17 85% Dispatch Time < 2 minute 49 96%
                     > 1 minute 3 15%                     > 2 minute 2 4%
Travel Time   < 4 minutes 14 70% Travel Time    < 6 minutes 41 80%
                    > 4 minutes 6 30%                     > 6 minutes 10 20%

14 70% 44 86%
6 30% 7 14%

Total Calls Total Calls

# of calls % # of calls %

Dispatch Time < 5 minute 331 98% Dispatch Time < 10 minute 771 98%
                     > 5 minute 6 2% > 10 minute 17 2%
Travel Time   <10 minutes 305 91% Travel Time    < 20 minutes 770 98%

>10 minutes 32 9%                     > 20 minutes 18 2%

322 96% 772 98%
15 4% 16 2%

Total Calls Total Calls

ORO VALLEY POLICE DEPARTMENT
FEBRUARY 2011

> 30 minutes

Total Response Time

Priority 4

< 8 minutes
> 8 minutes

51

Total Response Time

Priority 1

337

< 15 minutes
> 15 minutes

< 5 minutes
> 5 minutes

Priority 3

Total Response Time

20

Priority 2

788

Total Response Time
< 30 minutes



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   D.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Suzanne Smith Submitted By: Suzanne Smith,
Development Infrastructure
Services

Department: Development Infrastructure Services

SUBJECT:
Council approval of security upgrades for Council Chambers

RECOMMENDATION:
The Council Subcommittee recommends approval of the phase one security upgrades to Council
Chambers.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Two phases are planned for the security upgrades to the Council Chambers.  These upgrades will assist
in ensuring that members of the public and Council have a greater degree of protection than is currently
present.  This item is for phase one of the upgrades.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
The Council subcommittee met over the course of two months to review Town Hall security measures. 
This item focuses on security upgrades to the Council Chambers, which are planned to be addressed
in two phases.  These upgrades will assist in ensuring that members of the public and Council have a
greater degree of protection than is currently present.  Due to the sensitive nature of the improvements,
and to protect the public, disclosure of details regarding the upgrades are not delineated in this report.  

This item is for phase one of the security upgrades.  Phase two upgrades have been identified; however,
this phase will come back at an appropriate time in the future for discussion and funding options.

FISCAL IMPACT:
The estimated cost of phase one security upgrades to Council Chambers is estimated at $8,000 to
$12,000.  The FY 2010/11 General Administration capital projects budget has sufficient capacity to fund
the phase one security upgrades.

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to (approve, deny) the phase one security upgrades to Council Chambers.



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   E.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Mark Moore Submitted By: Mark Moore, Water
Department: Water

SUBJECT:
Resolution No. (R)11-22, Authorizing and Approving a Line Extension Agreement for Construction of
Protected Water Facilities Under Private Contract Between the Town of Oro Valley and Copper Canyon
Development, LLC

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. (R)11-22. This resolution authorizes the Water Utility
Director to sign and execute the agreement.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
This resolution is for the approval of a Protected Water Facilities Line Extension Agreement for the water
main extension that serves Sunset Canyon Estates, west of La Cholla and south of Tangerine.

The water facilities described in the agreement are transferred to the Town upon execution of the
document. Copper Canyon Development, LLC will be reimbursed by adjacent property owners that are
served by this pipeline. The Water Utility administers the agreement but does not pay for any
construction costs and/or reimbursement.

The Resolution and the Protected Main LEA (with site map) are attached.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
Background
Pursuant to section 15-12-4 of the Oro Valley Town Code, Copper Canyon Developement, LLC. may
protect water mains they construct so that they will be reimbursed if a non-participating party wishes to
connect to the water main within 10 years of the execution of the Protected Water Facilities Line
Extension Agreement. The Water Utility administers the Protected Main Line Extension Agreement by
collecting funds from adjacent property owners wishing to connect to the main described in the
agreement and then disbursing those funds to Copper Canyon Development, LLC. The Water Utility does
not and will not pay for any of the construction or reimbursement for this pipeline extension. 

This property is located at Vista Del Sol and Tangerine.  The property is already developed and the
developer has installed this pipeline.  This Protected Water Facilities Line Extension Agreement finalizes
the required documentation to convey the pipeline to the Town and provide for the portion of the pipeline
along Tangerine Road that would be protected.  

Concept and Basis for Protected Main Line Extension Agreements
The Line Extension Agreement (LEA) allows a developer to seek reimbursement for newly constructed
pipelines or facilities. The LEA also provides for the transfer of those facilities to the Town through the
Water Utility. This is a standard procedure for transferring assets to the Water Utility and common
throughout the water industry. The LEA protects a developer for a ten-year period if a nearby property
along the frontage where the pipeline is constructed connects to the pipeline. These agreements apply to



both residential and commercial developments in essentially the same manner and in accordance with
the Town Code.

FISCAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to (adopt, deny) Resolution No. (R)11-22, Authorizing and Approving a Line Extension
Agreement for Construction of Protected Water Facilities Under Private Contract Between the Town of
Oro Valley and Copper Canyon Development, LLC.

Attachments
Reso 11-22
Exhibit A - LEA



F:\RESOLUTIONS\2011\Resolution R11-22 LEA with Copper Canyon Development.doc      Town of Oro Valley Attorney’s 

Office/ca/032511 

RESOLUTION NO. (R)11-22 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY, ARIZONA, 

AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING A LINE EXTENSION 

AGREEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION OF PROTECTED WATER 

FACILITIES UNDER PRIVATE CONTRACT BETWEEN THE TOWN 

OF ORO VALLEY AND COPPER CANYON DEVELOPMENT, LLC 

 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Oro Valley is a municipal corporation within the State of Arizona and 

is vested with all the rights, privileges and benefits and is entitled to the immunities and 

exemptions granted to municipalities and political subdivisions under the laws of the State of 

Arizona; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-511, et seq., the Town has the requisite statutory authority 

to acquire, own and maintain a water utility for the benefit of the residents within and without the 

Town’s corporate boundaries; and 

 

WHEREAS, Copper Canyon Development, LLC is the owner of property located in a portion of 

Section 4, Township 12 South, Range 13 East; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Oro Valley Town Code Section 15-12-3, the Town is authorized to 

enter into Line Extension Agreements for construction of protected water facilities; and 

 

WHEREAS, Copper Canyon Development, LLC desires to enter into a Line Extension 

Agreement with the Town of Oro Valley for the construction of protected water facilities to 

provide service to the project known as Sunset Canyon Estates, under private contract, attached 

hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein by this reference; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Line Extension Agreement for construction of the protected water facilities is 

found to be mutually beneficial to both parties. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of Oro 

Valley, Arizona, that the Line Extension Agreement for construction of the protected water 

facilities between the Town of Oro Valley and Copper Canyon Development, LLC, attached 

hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein by this reference, is hereby authorized and 

approved. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor, the Water Utility Director and any other 

administrative officials of the Town of Oro Valley are hereby authorized to take such steps as are 

necessary to execute and implement the terms of the Line Extension Agreement. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Town Council of the Town of Oro Valley, 

Arizona, this 20th day of April, 2011. 

 

 

       TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 

 

             

       Dr. Satish I. Hiremath, Mayor 

 

 

ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

             

Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk    Tobin Rosen, Town Attorney 

 

Date:        Date:       
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EXHIBIT “A” 



















































   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   F.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: David Parker Submitted By: David Parker,
Development Infrastructure
Services

Department: Development Infrastructure Services

SUBJECT:
Resolution No. (R)11-23, Appointing Town Manager Jerene Watson as Applicant Agent for the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, Arizona Department of Emergency Management, Lomas De Oro
Wash Project

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The Lomas De Oro channel stabilization project was originally approved by FEMA/ADEM for study in
2006. The Town Manager at that time, David Andrews, was appointed by Council as the Applicant Agent.
The project began construction in January 2011 and should be completed this June. ADEM has
requested that the Town update our Applicant Agent to the current Town Manager for signatures on all
remaining required paperwork (i.e. reimbursement requests, inspection results, etc.).  ADEM has
identified the current Town Manager, Jerene Watson, as the Acting Agent to keep all aspects of the
project moving forward but does require that we officially change the Applicant Agent by Resolution of the
Town Council. 

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
The Lomas De Oro channel stabilization project is a $1.85 million FEMA/ADEM project that was
approved under a Presidential Disaster Declaration issued after the 2006 monsoon flooding in Pima
County.  The project includes restoration of eroded wash banks, over 3,000 feet of rock gabion bank
protection and the installation of an all weather access box culvert on Lucero Road.  Construction began
in January 2011 and is scheduled to be complete this June.  

FISCAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to (approve, deny) Resolution No. (R)11-23, Appointing Town Manager Jerene Watson as
Applicant Agent for the Federal Emergency Management Agency, Arizona Department of Emergency
Management, Lomas De Oro Wash Project.

Attachments
Reso 11-23
Applicant Agent Form
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RESOLUTION NO. (R)11-23 

 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 

TOWN OF ORO VALLEY, ARIZONA, APPOINTING THE TOWN 

MANAGER JERENE WATSON AS APPLICANT AGENT FOR 

THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT, 

LOMAS DE ORO WASH PROJECT 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Oro Valley is a political subdivision of the State of Arizona 
vested with all associated rights, privileges and benefits and is entitled to the immunities 
and exemptions granted municipalities and political subdivisions under the Constitution 
and laws of the State of Arizona and the United States; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) approved a $1.85 
million project along the Lomas De Oro Wash that includes repair and improvement of 
one-half mile of channel banks along the wash; and 
 
WHEREAS, the channel drainage improvement project (the “Project”) along Lomas De 
Oro Wash is the result of damage that occurred during the monsoon floods in 2006 and 
should be completed in June 2011; and 
 
WHEREAS, Mayor and Council originally appointed former Town Manager, David 
Andrews, as the Applicant Agent for the Project; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Arizona Department of Emergency Management (ADEM) requested 
that the Town update its Applicant Agent for signatures regarding any remaining 
paperwork, reimbursement requests, reimbursement funds, inspection results or other 
necessary documents for the Project; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the Town to appoint Jerene Watson, Town 
Manager, as Applicant Agent for the Lomas De Oro Wash Project. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of 
Oro Valley that Jerene Watson, Town Manager, is hereby appointed Applicant Agent 
for signatures regarding any remaining paperwork, reimbursement requests, 
reimbursement funds, inspection results or other necessary documents submitted to the 
Town by the Arizona Division of Emergency Management for the Lomas De Oro Wash 
Project. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of Oro Valley, 
Arizona this 20th day of April, 2011.  

 

       

TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 

 
   
             
       Dr. Satish I. Hiremath, Mayor 
 
 

ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 
 
 
             
Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk    Tobin Rosen, Town Attorney 
 
Date:        Date:       



ARIZONA  DIVISION  OF  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 
DESIGNATION  OF  APPLICANT’S  AGENT  FORM 

 
The intent of this DESIGNATION is to appoint an APPLICANT’S AGENT for the following term: 
 
       For PCA No. ______ only    For the period of ____ to____          Until further notice 
 
       Until further notice for HAZMAT incident 
 
Applicant Name:__________________________________________________________ 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
I, ____________________________________, duly appointed and ___________________________ of  
      (Authorizing Official’s Name)                (Title) 
 
________________________________________, do hereby certify that the information below is true  
  (Applicant Name) 
 
and correct, based on a resolution passed and approved by the _________________________________   
                       (Governing Body) 
 
of  ___________________________________ on the _________ day of _____________, __________.    
                              (Applicant Name)             (day)           (month)                  (year) 
 
_______________________________________________ has been designated as the Applicant Agent  

  (Name of Designated Applicant Agent)                              
 
to act on behalf of  ________________________________________________________ . 
                                                                                         (Applicant Name) 
 
____________________________________   __________________________ _________________                    

(Authorizing Official’s Signature)                (Title)            (Date) 
 

Designated Applicant’s Agent 
 
Name     ____________________________________________________________________________ 
     
Title/Official Position     _______________________________________________________________ 
     
Mailing Address     ____________________________________________________________________ 
     
City, State, Zip     _____________________________________________________________________ 
     
Daytime Telephone Number   ____________________________  Fax  __________________________                     
(Please include area code and extension if not a direct number) 
 
E-mail Address   ___________________________________  Pager/Cell _________________________ 
 

 

 Received By: ________________                          July 2000     Form # AZ PA 204-4 
                          (Initials & Date) 

For ADEM Use Only



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   G.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Daniel G. Sharp Submitted By: Colleen Muhr, Police
Department

Department: Police Department

SUBJECT:
Resolution No. (R)11-24 Authorizing and approving a first amendment to the lease for the Police
Department substation located at Mountain View Plaza

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The proposed amendment to the lease agreement for the Police Department substation located at
Mountain View Plaza would reduce monthly lease expense, and extend the duration of the lease.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
On February 7, 2011, the police department contacted both landlords Town West (Mountain View Plaza
located in Sun City) and Washington Federal (located at Magee and Oracle).  We requested
consideration for the renegotiation of monthly lease base payments in order to reduce the department's
overall budget.

Washington Federal sent a letter dated February 24, 2011 declining renegotiations, citing that a base
rent reduction of $3.20 per square foot was enacted in 2008 and that they are unable to negotiate for
further savings.

On February 11, 2011 the PD was notified that Town West was willing to lower the base rent rate by
$2.00 per square foot for the remainder of the term, if the Town agreed to extend the lease for an
additional four (4) years with annual increases of $0.50 per square foot.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Total cost for lease the remainder of current fiscal year = $4,200

Total cost for lease FY 2011/2012 = $17,100

Total cost for lease FY 2012/2013 = $17,700

Total cost for lease FY 2013/2014 = $18,300

Total cost for lease FY 2014/2015 = $18,900

Total cost for lease the first six months of FY 2015/2016 = $9,600

Total savings over the term of the amended agreement (April 1, 2011 through December 31, 2015) =



$11,400

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to (approve, deny) Resolution No. (R)11-24, Authorizing and approving a first amendment to
the lease for the Police Department substation located at Mountain View Plaza.

Attachments
Reso 11-24
First Amendment



F:\RESOLUTIONS\2011\R11-24 Amending PD Lease at Mountain View Plaza.doc  Town of Oro Valley Attorney’s Office/ca/031111 

RESOLUTION NO. (R)11-24 

 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 

TOWN OF ORO VALLEY, AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING A 

FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE LEASE FOR THE POLICE 

DEPARTMENT SUBSTATION CURRENTLY LOCATED AT 

MOUNTAIN VIEW PLAZA 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Oro Valley is a political subdivision of the State of Arizona 
vested with all associated rights, privileges and benefits and is entitled to the immunities 
and exemptions granted municipalities and political subdivisions under the Constitution 
and laws of the State of Arizona and the United States; and 
 
WHEREAS, the current Lease with Mountain View Plaza, LLC for the Police 
Department substation located at Mountain View Plaza expires on December 31, 2011; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, the Town negotiated an amendment to the Lease with Mountain View 
Plaza, LLC for the Police Department substation, to extend the Lease for an additional 
four (4) years, ending on December 31, 2015; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Town renegotiated the monthly lease payments, lowering the base rent 
from $16.00 to $14.00 per square foot until the end of the current Lease period of 
December 31, 2011 with an annual increase of $.50 per square foot for the remaining four 
(4) years; and 

 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the health, safety and well being of the residents 
of the Town of Oro Valley to enter into the First Amendment to the Lease for the Police 
Department substation located at Mountain View Plaza, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” 
and incorporated herein by this reference, with Mountain View Plaza, LLC. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of 
Oro Valley, that: 
 
SECTION 1. The First Amendment to the Lease between the Town of Oro Valley and 
Mountain View Plaza, LLC, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein by 
this reference, for the Police Department substation located at Mountain View Plaza is 
hereby authorized and approved. 
 
SECTION 2. The Mayor, Chief of Police and other administrative officials are hereby 
authorized to take such steps as necessary to execute and implement the terms of the First 
Amendment to the Lease. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Town Council of the Town of Oro Valley, 
Arizona this 20th day of April, 2011. 
 
 

       TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 

 
 
             
       Dr. Satish I. Hiremath, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
             
Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk    Tobin Rosen, Town Attorney 
 
Date:        Date:       



F:\RESOLUTIONS\2011\R11-24 Amending PD Lease at Mountain View Plaza.doc  Town of Oro Valley Attorney’s Office/ca/031111 

EXHIBIT “A” 



FIRST AMENDMENT TO LEASE  
dated January 1, 2009 

 
TO EXTEND THE LEASE TERM   

 
By and Between 

 
Mountain Vista Plaza, LLC ("Landlord") 

And 
the Town of Oro Valley on behalf of the Town of Oro Valley Police Department ("Tenant") 

 
R E C I T A L S 

 
 

A. WHEREAS, this FIRST AMENDMENT FIRST to Lease dated January 1, 2009, is entered into this 
_____ day of, _____________ 2011, by and between the Town of Oro Valley on behalf of the Town of 
Oro Valley Police Department (“Tenant”) and Mountain Vista Plaza, LLC, ("Landlord"). Landlord and 
Tenant are hereinafter referred to together as the "Parties"; 

 
B. WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant entered into the aforementioned Lease for approximately 1,200 

square feet of rental area located at 1171 Rancho Vistoso Blvd, Suite #115, in  Mountain View Plaza, 
Tucson, Arizona (“Premises”); and 

 
C. WHEREAS, the Parties wish to amend and modify the Lease to reflect Tenant's desire to extend the 

Lease for an additional, consecutive four (4) year term from the expiration date of the existing Lease 
Term under the following terms and conditions: 

 
A G R E E M E N T 

 
NOW THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is acknowledged 
by both parties, the parties agree as follows: 
 

1. Accuracy of Recitals.  The Recitals are true and correct. All terms used herein shall have the same 
meaning as stated in the Lease unless otherwise specifically stated herein. 

 
2. Extension Term. Landlord hereby grants Tenant an additional term under the Lease for an additional, 

consecutive four (4) year term which shall begin on January 1, 2012 and shall end on December 31, 
2015 (“Extension Term”). 

 
3. Base Rent. The Base Rent of the Lease for the Renewal Term shall be as set forth below : 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Lease Calculation  1,200 Sq Ft    
     

 Per Sq Ft Annual Month 
Remaining Term          
 4/1/2011-12/31/2011 14.00 16,800.00 1,400.00 
  Extension Term    

 1/1/2012-12/31/2012 14.50 17,400.00 1,450.00 
 1/1/2013-12/31/2013 15.00 18,000.00 1,500.00 
 1/1/2014-12/31/2014 15.50 18,600.00 1,550.00 
 1/1/2015-12/31/2015 16.00 19,200.00 1,600.00 



 
Base Rent does not include those additional charges as called for in the Lease. 

 
4. Option Term: Tenant is hereby granted one (1) additional, consecutive year five (5) term to the 

this Extension Term (“Option Term”) with $.50 annual increases to Base Rent by giving 
Landlord no less than 180 days written notice to exercise this Option Term, so long as, Tenant 
has not been and is not in default of the Lease, as amended from time to time. 

 
5. End of Term. If the Option Term is not exercised by Tenant pursuant to Section 4 hereof, Tenant shall 

timely vacate the premises and leave it in broom clean condition and as otherwise set forth in the Lease.  
 
 

6. Effect. Except as amended hereby, the Lease and its terms shall remain in full force and effect provided 
however, that this First Amendment shall govern and control to the extent that it conflicts with or is 
inconsistent with any provisions of the Lease, as amended from time to time.  

 
7. Execution. This First Amendment may be executed in separate counterparts by the parties hereto, all of 

which shall be attached to form a single instrument and agreement. An electronic facsimile of a 
signature to this First Amendment shall serve as an original signature. This First Amendment shall only 
become binding and effective upon its execution by both Landlord and Tenant..  

 
8. Ratified and Affirmed. The First Amendment is ratified and affirmed, as so modified and, except as 

otherwise provided herein, all other terms of the Lease shall remain unchanged. 
 
 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this First Amendment as of the above date. 
 
Landlord:     Tenant: 
 
Mountain Vista Plaza, LLC Town of Oro Valley  
     
 
By:__________________________  By: ________________________________ 
       Dr. Satish I. Hiremath, Mayor 
Its: __________________________  Its:  ___ Mayor _____________________ 
 
Date: ________________________   Date: ______________________________ 
 
 
ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________  ___________________________________ 
Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk   Tobin Rosen, Town Attorney 
 
Date: ________________________   Date: ______________________________ 
 

 



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   1.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: David Williams Submitted By: David Ronquillo,
Development Infrastructure
Services

Department: Development Infrastructure Services

SUBJECT:
PUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCE NO. (O)11-11, AMENDING THE STEAM PUMP VILLAGE PLANNED
AREA DEVELOPMENT LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF ORACLE ROAD BETWEEN RAMS FIELD
PASS AND HANLEY BOULEVARD

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of the proposed PAD amendment with the unanimous concurrence of the
Planning and Zoning Commission, subject to the conditions provided in Exhibit A. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The request before Town Council involves an amendment to the Steam Pump Village PAD.  The
substantive items specifically relate to freestanding building pads, convenience uses, development
standards, permitted uses including a gas station and other minor administrative and technical items.  As
specified in the attached applicant's letter (Attachment #2), the majority of items are relatively minor in
nature, with the exception of those noted above and addressed in the staff analysis.    

As specified by the applicant, the purpose of the amendment is to allow greater flexibility in designing
future phases of the Steam Pump Village development. The existing PAD is relatively stringent in terms
of permitted uses and development standards.  The applicant further states that, due to current economic
conditions, the PAD standards must allow more flexibility to attract potential businesses while
maintaining a high quality and aesthetically pleasing development as originally envisioned. 

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
The proposed PAD amendment involves the development known as Steam Pump Village, located on the
west side of Oracle Road between Rams Field Pass and Hanley Boulevard. The zoning is PAD -
Commercial.  The Steam Pump Vilage PAD covers approximately 41 acres between Oracle Road and
the CDO wash. The development has been built in three separate phases, although there are several
empty building pads remaining in each phase. A fourth phase remains undeveloped. Existing uses
include retail, restaurant, hotel and the Basis charter school. 

The Steam Pump Village PAD was first adopted in 1988. Since the adoption of the PAD, six
amendments have been approved, the most recent in 2005. 

Since September 2009, Town staff has met with the applicant on several occasions to discuss the
proposed amendment. The main goal was to express future growth expectations, community demand
and Town vision. On October 28, 2009, a Town Council study session was held to discuss some
preliminary ideas.  



In March 2010, the applicant began the PAD amendment process. Since this date there have been
numerous submittals and meetings to discuss concerns and resolve issues. Recently, the applicant
submitted an updated PAD document (Attachment #3). The goal of this amendment is to encourage a
mix of high quality retail, restaurant, bio tech employment and other office facilities, while also permitting
expanded convenience uses. 

Planning & Zoning Commission Action:

At their regular meeting of January 13, 2011, the Planning & Zoning Commission recommended
conditional approval of the proposed amendments (Attachment #4). The following conditions were
specified: 

For a small building pad in Phase 1, removal of the “one story” height restriction but must remain at
30’ (pad #1 in phase 1). The remainder of the property is allowed up to 49’.
A 50’ setback on the west property line.

Additional information is contained in the Planning & Zoning Commission staff report dated January 13,
2011 (Attachment #5).

STAFF ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

Below is a summary of the substantive changes contained within the PAD amendment: 

1. Freestanding buildings and convenience uses

Freestanding Pads

Existing requirement: No more than four freestanding pad buildings less than 5,000 square feet in size
may be located within 65 feet of Oracle Road. 

Proposed amendment: Applicant requests no more than four freestanding retail structures and four free
standing office/medical buildings (total of eight).

Staff response: If two uses are located adjacent to each other then the uses should relate with respect to
architectural design, pedestrian amenities, and circulation integrated with each other and the rest of the
development.  By achieving this, it will prevent the typical commercial strip appearance and
function. Specific language has been provided in the PAD.  Furthermore, the proposal conforms to the
applicable Oracle Road Scenic Corridor Overlay District requirements. 

Convenience Uses & Conditional Use Permits

Existing requirement: A total of four convenience uses are permitted and a conditional use permit is
required for all convenience uses. 

Proposed amendment: Applicant requests to allow a maximum of four convenience uses within
multi-tenant buildings and four freestanding convenience uses (total of eight) and also removal of
several convenience use standards.  Furthermore, one (1) gas station use shall be exempt from the CUP
process and procedures. 

Staff response: Convenience uses on freestanding pads would be subject to a CUP, with the exception
of the gas station. As part of the CUP process staff would evaluate more closely site layout, traffic
circulation and building design and confirm the standards and expectations of the PAD are met.  

2. Development Standards



Existing requirement: Development Areas A - D have specific standards relating to building height,
setbacks and floor area ratio. Each development area has different standards.

Proposed amendment: Applicant requests to establish unified standards for all development areas which
include increase in building height, increase in floor area ratio and provide average building setbacks.
Building heights would be lower along Oracle Road and increase for buildings along the west side of
property (adjacent to the wash). The attached applicant's request letter includes a summary table of
these items.     

Staff response: Establishing unified standards would simplify the PAD and provide more consistent
requirements.  The unified standards would allow more flexibility.

3. Permitted Uses

Existing requirement: The PAD addresses specific uses for each development area. In general, uses are
limited to retail, restaurant, office, and hotel. Residential use is not permitted. 

Proposed amendment: Applicant requests to allow more flexibility with permitted uses. Uses permitted
under Town C-N, C-1 and C-2 districts may be permitted.  Conditional uses must proceed through the
CUP process. This proposal would allow residential uses and additional convenience uses.  To maintain
a high quality development and prohibit uses that may not be compatible on the site, the applicant has
provided a list of prohibited uses.  Uses such as auto service, mini storage, sanatorium, pawn shop and
pool hall would be prohibited.   

Staff response: Uses permitted under the Town C-N, C-1 and C-2 would allow a broader range of uses
not envisioned as part of the original pad such as gas stations, residential and other more intense
convenience uses. Residential uses should only be permitted if integrated with commercial or
employment uses. For a complete list of permitted uses, conditional uses and prohibited uses,
please refer to the attached PAD document (Page 61).   

Public Notification and Comment

The property has been noticed and posted in accordance with Town requirements. 

To comply with the requirements of the Public Participation Ordinance, the required neighborhood
meeting was held December 9, 2010. At this meeting, nine residents attended and the items below were
discussed: 

1. The timing/funding of Rams Field Pass traffic signal
2. Mixed use design for site – how is it defined?
3. Providing a market study for demands on site
4. Height of buildings – provide illustrations
6. Lighting – height of poles and light pollution on adjacent properties
7. Assisted living care facilities do not fit on this site.

No further comments have been submitted since the completion of this report. 

FISCAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to [adopt, adopt with conditions, OR deny], Ordinance No. (O)11-11, AMENDING THE STEAM



I MOVE to [adopt, adopt with conditions, OR deny], Ordinance No. (O)11-11, AMENDING THE STEAM
PUMP VILLAGE PLANNED AREA DEVELOPMENT with conditions as specified in Exhibit A. 

Attachments
Ord 11-11
Att 2 Applicant Letter
Att 3 PAD Document (redline)
Att 4 PZC minutes dated January 13, 2011
Att 5 PZC report dated January 13, 2011
Att 6 Quick Trip Site Plan
Att 7 Quick Trip Elevations



F:\ORDINANCES\2011\Ordinance 11-11 Amending Steam Pump Village PAD.doc  Town of Oro Valley Attorney’s Office/ca/032311 

ORDINANCE NO. (O)11-11 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY, ARIZONA, 

AMENDING THE STEAM PUMP VILLAGE PLANNED AREA 

DEVELOPMENT LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF ORACLE 

ROAD BETWEEN RAMS FIELD PASS AND HANLEY 

BOULEVARD 

 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Oro Valley is a municipal corporation within the State of 

Arizona and is vested with all the rights, privileges and benefits and is entitled to the 

immunities and exemptions granted to municipalities and political subdivisions under the 

laws of the State of Arizona; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Steam Pump Village Planned Area Development (PAD) was adopted 

by the Town Council in 1988; and   

 

WHEREAS, an Applicant has requested a land use designation amendment applicable to 

the Steam Pump Village PAD to allow greater flexibility to attract businesses while 

intending a high quality and aesthetically pleasing development and to allow greater 

flexibility in designing future phases of the development; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Applicant’s request for a PAD land use designation amendment 

complies with the Steam Pump Village PAD, the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised and 

with the applicable General Plan requirements; and 

 

WHEREAS, on January 13, 2011, the Planning & Zoning Commission recommended 

approval for the Steam Pump Village PAD land use designation amendment with 

conditions, attached in Exhibit “B” and incorporated herein by this reference; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Oro Valley Town Council has duly considered the proposed amendment 

and the Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendations at a duly noticed Public 

Hearing on April 20, 2011 and finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with the 

Town's General Plan and the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised.   

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of 

Oro Valley, Arizona that: 

 

Section 1. The Steam Pump Village Planned Area Development located on the west 

side of Oracle Road between Rams Field Pass and Hanley Boulevard is 

hereby amended as shown in Exhibit “A” to this Ordinance, subject to the 

conditions contained in Exhibit “B” to this Ordinance. 

 

Section 2. All Oro Valley ordinances, resolutions or motions and parts of ordinances, 

resolutions or motions of the Council in conflict with the provision of this 

Ordinance are hereby repealed.  

 



Section 3. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this 

Ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the 

decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not 

affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof.  

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of Oro Valley, 

Arizona on this 20th day of April, 2011. 

 

 

       TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 

 

 

             

       Dr. Satish I. Hiremath, Mayor 

 

ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 

             

Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk    Tobin Rosen, Town Attorney 

 

Date:        Date:       



EXHIBIT “A” 

STEAM PUMP VILLAGE 

TOWN COUNCIL  

APRIL 20, 2011    

 
1. Revise Section 1.3.A.2(b) to include the following language regarding the gas 

station use: 

• No outside storage shall be permitted on site 

• No accessory uses such as propane tank filling will be permitted 

• If outdoor water and air service is available for patrons, this area shall be 

adequately screened from adjacent properties. 

 

2. Steam Pump Village will pay its proportionate share, as defined below, for the 
traffic signal at the intersection of Oracle Road and Rams Field Pass when 
warrants are met and approved by the Town of Oro Valley and 
ADOT. Proportionate share shall be determined by The Town Engineer based 
on a traffic impact analysis report provided by a registered traffic 
engineer and assessing the traffic generated and trip distribution benefitting 
from the traffic signal with respect to the total traffic contribution at this 
intersection created by the ultimate build-out of both Steam Pump Village and 
Big Horn Commerce Center developments. The traffic signal shall be installed 
at no cost to the Town of Oro Valley when warrants are met. 

 























































































































































































































































































































MINUTES  
ORO VALLEY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING  
January 13, 2011  

ORO VALLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS  
11000 N. LA CAÑADA DRIVE  

   
CALL TO ORDER AT OR AFTER 6:00 P.M.  
 
Special Chair Swope called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M. 
 
ROLL CALL  
 
PRESENT:  Robert Swope, Special Chair 

Don Cox, Vice Chair  
Alan Caine, Commissioner  
John Buette, Commissioner  
Robin Large, Commissioner  
Mark Napier, Commissioner  

 
ABSENT:  Robert La Master, Commissioner 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Special Chair Swope led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
CALL TO THE AUDIENCE (Non Agenda Items Only)  
 
Joe Hornat, Oro Valley Resident, Oro Valley Council Member, commented on the current 
Planning and Zoning Commission.  Mr. Hornat’s goal for the Planning and Zoning Commission 
is to see the commission well versed in the code and handling the different items accordingly.   
 
1. Election of Chair, discussion and possible action to nominate and elect a Planning and 

Zoning Commission Chair. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner Caine and seconded by Commissioner Buette 
to nominate Commissioner Swope as Chair from today through January 30, 2012.  
 
MOTION carried, 6-0.  
   
2. Election of Vice-Chair, discussion and possible action to nominate and elect a Planning 

and Zoning Commission Vice-Chair. 
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Vice Chair Cox and seconded by Commissioner Caine to 
nominate Commissioner Cox as Vice-Chair from today through January 30, 2012  
 
MOTION carried, 6-0.  
   
3. Public Hearing: Evergreen-Steam Pump LLC., requests approval of a Planned Area 

Development (PAD) amendment for Steam Pump Village.  The amendment will include 
revisions to the PAD relating to convenience uses, building heights, administrative clean 



up and changes to development standards and permitted uses.  The site is located on the 
west side of Oracle Road between Rams Field Pass and Hanley Boulevard, OV910-001.  

 
David Ronquillo, Planning Division Senior Planner,  presented the following: 
 
- Application Context 
- Location Map 
- Summary of Proposed Amendment 
- Reason for Request 
- General Plan Designation 
- General Plan - Applicable Policies 
- Staff Analysis - Substantive Items 
- Adjacent Residential Homes 
- Building Height Section - Looking North 
- Project Timeline 
- Summary  
 
David Williams, Oro Valley Planning Division Manager added staff would like to see the building 
height step down as it gets closer to the river park. 
 
Commissioner Cox asked if there was anything currently planned for the Steam Pump Ranch 
property.  Mr. Williams said only single stories adjacent to that site because of the historic rural 
nature of the property.   
 
Commissioner Caine asked if the document given to the commission was the proposed PAD 
amendment the applicant proposed.  Mr. Ronquillo responded that the PAD document reflects 
all the changes.   
 
Commissioner Caine asked for clarification that this is not the final document that staff is 
proposing.  Mr. Williams said rather than asking the applicant to keep revising and giving us 
new versions, staff forwards a version that is marked up like the one you have with any 
additional changes. 
 
Commissioner Caine asked whether the staff recommendation on the modifications of the 
PAD was included on the marked up version.  Mr. Williams responded yes. 
 
Chair Swope asked if the revisions the applicant makes and provided back to staff would come 
back before the commission.  Mr. Williams said it is not our practice to ask for a clean document 
before we go to council, this way everybody will be able to see the changes that are being made 
in the strike out format.   
 
Commissioner Caine commented that the commission would like to see the revisions.  Mr. 
Williams said if that is the pleasure of the commission, staff understands. 
  
Commissioner Caine commented that it is common practice for drive-through uses to go 
through the conditional use approval process, and if whether that is the case in this instance.  
Mr. Ronquillo responded yes.  
 
Commissioner Buette asked if the number of convenience uses are doubling from four to eight.  
Mr. Ronquillo replied yes. 
 



Commissioner Buette asked what is the allowable number of convenience uses and why 
does the PAD state it is exempt from the number of convenience uses.  Mr. Williams said that 
the number of convenience use is limited by the site area, you can only have one per 4.5 acres 
of site.    
 
Commissioner Buette asked if there are any limitations on drive through conveniences under 
the new proposal.  Mr. Ronquillo said the amendment states convenience uses would be limited 
to eight, four with a multi tenant building or four individual.  So there is a limitation on how many 
businesses that can have a drive-through on that site.  
 
Commissioner Large asked how residential uses will be integrated with commercial or 
employment uses and in what manner.  Mr. Williams said it is a horizontal integration verses a 
vertical.  
 
Chair Swope commented staffs response section was vague and lead to a number of 
questions from the commission.  It doesn’t tell us specifically what staff was agreeing to or not 
agreeing to in terms of the heights, setbacks and other requirements.  It would have been 
helpful if there had been more specificity and direction.   
 
Chair Swope asked if there were any view impact analysis conducted to show what kind of 
impact it might have on the Palisades neighborhood.  Mr. Williams said we did look at elevations 
and the nearest homes are about 40 feet higher than the elevation at Steam Pump Ranch. 
 
Chairman Swope asked for clarification on gas stations, convenience stores and other uses that 
are conditional under C-N, C-1 and C-2.  They are now going to be allowed but as a conditional 
use, is that correct.  Mr. Ronquillo said that is correct, unless specifically prohibited on the list on 
page 69. 
 
Chair Swope added that in the applicant’s letter there was a fair amount of discussion about gas 
stations, yet on page 69 auto services are prohibited use. 
Mr. Williams commented that gas stations are not auto service per our code definitions, they are 
a distinct use. 
 
Vice Chair Cox asked what are the building heights currently on the property.  Mr. 
Williams replied that the tallest structure is hotel.  Paul Keesler, Oro Valley Permitting Manager, 
added that the height of the hotel is 39 feet. 
 
Vice Chair Cox asked if any complaints were filed regarding the current heights of buildings 
during the neighborhood meeting.  Mr. Williams responded none that staff was aware of.  
 
Keri Silvyn, from Lewis and Rocca, representing Evergreen LLC, presented the following: 
 
Total Project Size - 40 Acres 
Major Onsite/Offsite Improvements 
Master Detention System 
Park Improvement 
Public Art 
Pedestrian Pathway and Utility Extensions 
Parking, Lighting, utilities, Etc. 
Vision now 
Site Plan 



Phase I Pad A 
Existing PAD Area’s A, B, C & D 
Design Guidelines Comparison Table 
Cross Section & Photograph  Location 
Cross Section 1 
Cross Section 2 
Permitted Uses 
Prohibited Uses 
Convenience Use Requirements 
Conditions 
 
Commissioner Caine asked if the applicant wanted to raise the building height from the current 
30 feet to 39 feet which is separate from the general requirements to allow 49 feet in certain 
areas.  Ms. Silvyn responded yes. 
 
Commissioner Caine asked if the vacant pad was the only vacant site adjacent to the historic 
area.  Ms. Silvyn said yes.  
 
Vice Chair Cox read a sentence from the staff report which stated "the applicant’s main reason 
for the amendments is to allow greater flexibility in designing future phases of the Steam Pump 
Village development", and went on to ask if that was a fair assessment.  Ms. Silvyn replied yes. 
 
Vice Chair Cox read from the staff report stating "the applicant states that the PAD standards 
must allow more flexibility to attract potential businesses", would that also be a fair statement.  
Ms. Silvyn said yes. 
 
Vice Chair Cox asked since the economic down turn, have you been approached by potential 
tenants that you had to turn away because of the restrictions on the PAD currently.  Ms. Silvyn 
replied yes. 
 
Vice Chair Cox asked the applicant for the specific fast food uses proposed for the site.  Ms. 
Silvyn said no specific tenants at the current time. 
 
Vice Chair Cox asked if the only building height request is the small pad that is immediately 
adjacent to what is commonly referred to as Steam Pump Ranch.  Ms. Silvyn said there are 
actually two building height changes.  One is the additional 5 feet for architecture on that site.  
The other is overall different height nomenclature which is similar to what currently exists.   
 
Vice Chair Cox asked if the applicant would be able to live with single story language taken out.  
Ms. Silvyn said yes. 
 
Vice Chair Cox asked if staff can live with single story language taken out.  Mr. Williams replied 
that the biggest concern was the additional five feet obstructing mountain views, staff prefers 
single story appearance and is fine with single story language taken out. 
 
Commissioner Buette asked if there are any clustering of convenience uses planned with space 
in between.  Ms. Silvyn said yes. 
 
Commissioner Buette commented that he wanted some assurance that it will not be a line of 
convenience uses similar to other locations.  Mr. Williams commented that there is no 
preclusion from that happening. 



 
Commissioner Buette asked Mr. Silvyn if she would address the issue of convenience use 
spacing. Chair Swope commented that these are items the commission could talk about as part 
of conditions.  
 
Commissioner Napier wanted confirmation that eliminating the single story prevision would be 
sufficient and no additional height is requested above the 30 feet for the site.  Ms. Silvyn said it 
is not preferred but would be comfortable with regard to the building pad in the corner of Phase 
one amending the wording to be a 30 foot height limitation and strike out single story as 
separate from rest of the height requirements. 
 
Chair Swope asked if staff is okay with these height changes.  Mr. Williams said staff was okay 
with these height changes. 
 
Commissioner Napier commented that he would rather see it in writing clearly stating the 50 foot 
setbacks.  Chair Swope commented that could be one of the conditions attached to our motion. 
 
Chair Swope asked if staff has the ability to make sure that this kind of development meets 
architecture and design.  Mr. Williams said yes we do.  
 
Chair Swope asked, if the applicant considered dedicated parking for trail users for the three 
pedestrian access point to river park trail.  Ms. Silvyn replied yes. 
 
Chair Swope asked if we have comparable densities in the town similar to 25 units per acre.  
Mr. Williams said the Town does not.  
 
Bill Adler, OV Resident, stated that there is incompatibility with this proposal.  
 
Chair Swope commented that staff is in agreement with the PAD as provided to the commission 
and the only area in conflict is building height and that small yellow pad.  
 
Todd Otis, OV resident, stated what is best for the Town is the proposed convenience and gas 
station uses.  The applicant is asking for 20 percent site coverage open space and wants the 
benefits of the park, which is ten percent of the site.  
 
Discussion: 
 
Commissioner Caine commented that clarification is needed in a lot of areas and the height 
issue needs to be cleaned up along with what staff would like to see in the amendment spelled 
out more clearly. 
 
Commissioner Napier asked whether anything in this amendment would compromise 
the architectural character of the this development.  Commissioner Napier wanted 
assurance that future developments would have the architectural character that the Town 
desires for that parcel.  Mr. Williams replied correct. 
 
Commissioner Buette commented that he would like further discussion about the 
convenience spacing. 
 
Vice Chair Cox asked if staff wanted a condition that there will be no single family residences.  
Mr. Williams said staff was comfortable as written. 



 
Vice Chair Cox asked if staff is clear on the 50 foot setback.  Mr. Williams replied yes. 
 
Vice Chair Cox commented that he is in support of the motion on the table. 
 
Commissioner Large asked Ms. Silvyn if 30 feet was adequate for the proposed building 
heights.  Ms. Silvyn said the applicant desired the additional 5 feet, but would make it work with 
30 feet and meet all of the standards of the Town. 
 
Commissioner Large asked if the 50 foot setback would be okay with the applicant as there are 
residents that have concerns with the current proposal.  Ms. Silvyn said there were no adjacent 
property owner’s concerns.   
 
Commissioner Large commented that she is comfortable with motion on the table.  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner Napier and seconded by Vice Chair Cox 
approve with a modification to include a 50 foot setback on the west property line and removal 
of the single story limitation from the yellow pad.  Building heights on the yellow pad 
must remain at 30 feet (PAD number 1 Phase 1).  
 
MOTION carried, 6-0.  
   
Break 7:52 
 
Resume meeting 8:04 
 
4. Public Hearing: Proposed amendments to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 27.3, 

Public Artwork Provisions by updating standards for in-lieu fees, use of in-lieu fees for 
maintenance of publicly owned artwork, and provision of in-lieu fees for art in remote 
locations, OV710-006.  

 
David Williams, Planning Division Manager, presented the following: 
 
Amendments to Public Artwork Provisions 
Fee-in-lieu of Artwork Provisions 
Artwork in Remote Locations 
Maintenance of Public Artwork 
Project Timeline 
Recommendation 
 
Commissioner Caine asked how permit valuations are calculated.  Mr. Williams said it is 
calculated from the building permit valuation and the expense of the improvements for the site. 
 
Commissioner Napier asked if this valuation method is being proposed to prevent the 
developer from deflating their construction budget.  Mr. Williams responded that no, this is not 
the purpose of tonight’s amendment.   
 
Commissioner Caine asked if the wording in section D might be missing.  Mr. Williams offered 
that staff would be comfortable striking the wording "ten thousand dollars $10,000" from the 
draft.  
 



MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner Napier and seconded by Vice Chair Cox to 
recommend that the Town Council approve proposed amendments to Oro Valley Zoning Code 
Revised Section 27.3, Public Artwork Provisions, OV710-006, by amending the Town Zoning 
Code as specified in Exhibit A.  
 
Commissioner Caine requested staff's input about possibly applying two different standards 
to private and public art.  Mr. Williams said that currently the Town has no funding system in 
place to maintain public art.  Should someone choose the in-lieu fee and Council authorizes 
funds for public art, these funds could be used for maintenance.  
 
MOTION carried, 6-0.  
   
5. Public Hearing: Amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 26.5 and 

Chapter 31, definitions, Recreational area requirements in residential subdivisions, 
OV710-001.   

 
Matt Michels, Planning Division Senior Planner presented the following: 
 
- Project Timeline 
- SAHBA Concerns Addressed 
- SAHBA Outstanding Issues 
- Metropolitan Pima Alliance Policy Committee Ideas 
- Findings 
- Recommendation  
 
Commissioner Caine asked Mr. Michels if he had a position regarding the letter from the 
Southern Arizona Home Builders Association (SAHBA). 
Mr. Michels responded with yes, with the following comments: 
1 - Sixty-six percent is a reasonable threshold 
2 - A recommendation from the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board to decrease the number 
of lots to 43 from the 85 lots proposed. 
3 - Originally there was a stipulation of constructed or available bicycle/pedestrian access. It 
was staffs intent to just say access, striking out the word bicycle. 
 
Mr. Williams added the Town is not recommending any changes based on these comments 
from SAHBA. 
 
Commissioner Cox asked if large lot developments are exempted from in-lieu fees.  Mr. 
Williams indicated that under the proposed code, large lot development would be exempt from 
having to provide a recreation area or in-lieu fee.   
 
Commissioner Cox asked if large lot developments are currently exempt for in-lieu fees.  Mr. 
Michels responded no.   
 
Commissioner Cox asked to explain the 43 lot or less thershold for using the in-lieu fee option.  
Mr. Michels said the in-lieu fee is intended to be an option for smaller subdivisions within this 
recreation code.   
 
Commissioner Cox asked if the developers are currently required to pay any in-lieu fees.  Mr. 
Williams responded that currently nobody is required to pay in-lieu fees, but it is an option to 
provide on-site recreation. 



 
Chair Swope asked if shallow retention basins (flood prone areas) would be accepted as 
recreational land and if so are there liability issues associated with this.  Mr. Andrews said from 
a liability stand point no.  This allows the developer a dual use, it cannot be a detention are 
which holds water, but rather a retention area that slows it down and let’s water out.  
Paul Keesler, Permitting Manager, commented that there are specific safety requirements with 
respect to side slopes and the depth of the ponding water in the basin that is acceptable for 
entrance areas without requiring safety barricade as around the basin.  It is not uncommon for 
parks to actually be built in the bottom of such basins that have adequate safety egress.    
 
Bill Adler, OV resident, commented he has always opposed in-lieu fees.  
 
Chair Swope asked staff if they could elaborate on in-lieu fees and generating adequate 
revenue.  Mr. Williams responded the Town has generated between $140,000 - $150,000 since 
in-lieu fees have been in effect.    
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner Caine and seconded by Commissioner Buette 
to recommend that the Town Council approve an amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code 
Revised Section 26.5, relating to provision of recreational area in residential subdivisions, and 
Chapter 31, Definitions, as depicted in Exhibit "A", OV710-001  
 
MOTION carried, 6-0.  
   
6. Planning Division Manager Update
 
David Williams, Oro Valley Planning Division Manager, presented the manager’s update: 
 
- ESL to Town Council public hearing on January 19. 
- Big Horn Commerce Center has applied for a change of rezoning conditions with the intent to 
broaden the uses permitted. 
- AT&T Wireless application in Highlands Mobile Home Park. 
- Conceptual Design Review Process. 
- Sign Code is scheduled for public hearing with the Town Council on February 16. 
 
7. Future Agenda Items
 
Vice Chair Cox stated he would like to see Planning and Zoning Rules and Procedures review.  
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Vice Chair Cox and seconded by Commissioner Caine to 
Adjourn the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting at 8:48 p.m.  
 
  
        Prepared by, 
 
       ___________________ 
       Roseanne Flores 
       Recording Secretary 
 



 



TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION   MEETING DATE: January 13, 2010 

 
TO: PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
 
FROM:   David A. Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Public Hearing: Evergreen-Steam Pump LLC., requests approval of a Planned Area 

Development (PAD) amendment for Steam Pump Ranch.  The amendment will include 
revisions to the PAD relating to development standards, revisions to permitted uses, 
administrative clean up and clarification of technical items.  The site is located on the west side 
of Oracle Road between Rams Field Pass and Hanley Boulevard, OV910-001. 

 
SUMMARY: 
 
The proposed Planned Area Development (PAD) amendment includes the property known as the Steam 
Pump Village development located on the west side of Oracle Road between Rams Field Pass and Hanley 
Boulevard.  The Steam Pump Ranch PAD is approximately 41 acres in size and was first adopted in 1988.  
There are existing buildings within Phases 1 - 3.  As part of this request, the applicant proposes a total of 
twenty three (23) changes to the PAD.  The proposed amendments involve a range of items and the 
majority of them are relatively minor in nature.  Of the twenty three proposed amendments, there are some 
items that are more substantive, specifically relating to permitted/conditional uses, building 
heights/setbacks, freestanding pads and convenience uses. 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Since September 2009, Town staff has met with the applicant on several occasions to discuss the proposed 
amendments. The main goal was to express future growth expectations, community demand and Town 
vision. On October 28, 2009, a Town Council study session was held to discuss some preliminary ideas 
(see attached TC minutes for specifics).   
 
In March 2010, the applicant began the PAD amendment process.  Since this date there have been 
numerous submittals and meetings to discuss concerns and resolve issues.  Recently, the applicant 
submitted an updated PAD document.  The goal is to encourage a mix of high quality retail, restaurant, 
biotech and other office facilities.   
    
Amendment Request  
 
The applicant’s main reason for the amendments is to allow greater flexibility in designing future phases of 
the Steam Pump Village development.  The existing PAD is relatively stringent in terms of permitted uses 
and development standards.  Because of the current economic conditions, the applicant states that the PAD 
standards must allow more flexibility to attract potential businesses; however, still maintain a high quality 
and aesthetically pleasing development as originally envisioned.   
 
Amendment History 
 
The Steam Pump PAD was first adopted in 1988 and since this meeting there have been numerous 
revisions, the most recent in 2005.  Since the adoption of the PAD, six amendments have been approved 
for this site.  
 
Site Conditions 

• Property is 41 acres  

• Zoning is Steam Pump Ranch PAD – Commercial  
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• The existing development has been built in three separate phases, as originally envisioned.  These 
phases have not been completely built out and there are several empty pads remaining.  Existing 
uses include retail, restaurants, hotel and a charter school. 

 
Approvals to date: 
 

• Development plans, preliminary plats and landscape plans have been approved for phases 1, 2 & 3.   

• Final plat has been approved for phases 1, 2 & 3.    

• Architectural elevations have been approved for the existing buildings.     
 

Surrounding Land Uses: 
 

Direction Zoning Land Use 

North R1-144, Single Family Residential CDO Wash 

South R1-144, Single Family Residential Historic Steam Pump Ranch 

East Pima County, CPI - Campus Park 
Industrial 

Foothills Business Park and Honeywell Office. 
(Residences located along Rams Field Pass) 

West R1-144, Single Family Residential CDO Wash and proposed River walk Trail. 
(Residences located west of wash)     

 
Town General Plan  
 
The Town General Plan designates this site as “Community/Regional Commercial”.  This designation 
denotes an area where commercial uses are located along major roadways.  Uses may include large scale 
developments which serve the region.         
 
The following are applicable General Plan policies; 
 

 Policy 1.3.3, “The Town shall encourage the establishment of new commercial uses in areas so 
designated on the land use map near new residential neighborhoods with the type, scale and 
potential for buffering to be taken into account” 

 
The proposed amendment will allow a greater variety of commercial uses integrating pedestrian 
amenities and unique architectural design that is compatible with the existing buildings and 
surrounding character.  

 
Policy 1.3.4, “The Town shall encourage clustering of commercial developments at specific nodes or 
villages that are planned with strict aesthetic and design guidelines.  The Town shall discourage strip 
commercial developments and free-standing pads” 

 
Close attention will be focused on integrated building design and aesthetics.  Existing buildings 
include a higher level of architectural design and treatment and this will continue for future buildings.  
A limit on free standing pads is already established.   

 
 Policy 3.1, “To ensure long-term financial and economic sustainability for the Town of Oro Valley” 

 
The Town should support commercial developments that will contribute to financial sustainability in 
the long term grown for the community. 
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 Policy 3.1.5, “The Town shall continue its efforts to attract new high-end retail and service 
businesses” 

 
The original intent of the PAD was to attract high quality business to this area.  This vision will be 
reinforced through the amended PAD language.    

 
 Policy 3.1.7, “The Town shall support the development of high quality employment-related uses that 
are compatible and consistent with the scale, character and workforce of community”  

 
Specific attention will be focused on biotech or park-type office facilities that are compatible in this 
development and along Oracle Road.   

 
 Policy 3.1.9 “The Town shall recruit commercial businesses and other employment-related uses that 
do not negatively impact the neighboring residential uses” 

 
Steam Pump Ranch does not directly abut any residential neighborhoods.  As part of this amendment, 
the applicant has provided a list of uses that are prohibited within the Steam Pump PAD.  These are 
primarily uses that would create unwanted nuisances.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED PAD AMENDMENTS  
 
The proposed PAD amendments involve a range of items and the majority of them are relatively minor in 
nature.  Of the twenty three (23) amendments, there are some items that are substantive, specifically 
relating to permitted/conditional uses, building heights, freestanding pads and convenience uses.  The 
attached Exhibit provides a summary of all twenty three amendments. 
 
Below is a summary of the substantive items followed by existing PAD requirements and staff commentary:   

 
1. Page 38 (Section 1.2 C 3), Applicant requests to remove the words “one story building height”.  

Prefer to limit the height of the building to keep the scale and compatibility but not limit the small 
pad to a single story.  This request is for five (5) additional feet, thirty feet (30’) plus 5’ for 
architectural elements.  

 
Existing PAD requirement: Adjacent retail uses from the Steam Pump Ranch complex 
(Phase 1 to the north) must be single story 30 feet. 
 
Staff Response: Taller buildings adjacent to Steam Pump Ranch are not consistent with the 
historic character and scale.  The existing wording should remain and no additional height is 
supported.     

 
2. Page 73 (Section 1.3 A 6 F) Applicant requests no more than four freestanding retail structures 

and four free standing office/medical buildings (total of eight). 
 
Existing PAD requirement: No more than four freestanding pad buildings less than 5,000 
square feet in size may be located within 65 feet of Oracle Road.  
 
Staff Response: Staff recommends freestanding building setbacks are staggered to mitigate 
commercial strip appearance.  A proliferation of freestanding structures impacts the intended 
preservation of scenic resources. 
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3. Page 75-81 (Section 1.3, Development Standards) Establish unified standards for all 
development areas. Increase in building height, increase in floor area ratio and provide average 
building setbacks.  Building heights would be lower along Oracle Road and increase for buildings 
along the west side of property (adjacent to the wash).  Refer to attached summary table for 
specifics.   

 
Existing PAD requirement: Development Areas A - D have specifics standards relating to 
building height, setbacks and floor area ratio.  Each development area has different 
standards (see attached amendment summary table for specifics).  
 
Staff Response: Establishing unified standards would simplify the PAD and provide more 
consistent requirements.  A graphic will be provided at the meeting to further illustrate.  
 

4. Pages 67-70 (Section 1.3 A) Applicant requests to allow more flexibility with permitted uses.  
Uses permitted under Town C-N, C-1 and C-2 districts may be permitted; however, uses that 
require a conditional use permit must proceed through the Town review process.  Residential 
uses would be limited and other uses would be prohibited.  

 
Existing PAD requirement: The PAD addresses specific limited uses for each development 
area.  Uses are limited to retail, restaurant, office, hotel and other uses.  Residential use is 
not permitted.  
 
Staff Response: Uses permitted under the Town C-N, C-1 and C-2 would allow a broader 
range of uses not envisioned as part of the original pad such as gas stations, residential and 
other more intense convenience uses.  Residential uses should only be permitted if 
integrated with commercial or employment uses.  The applicant has restricted uses that 
would not be compatible on this site (see list on page 69 of the PAD).   
 
Convenience uses must obtain a conditional use permit (CUP).  The convenience uses 
would be subject to all the requirements as specified in Section 25.1G of the zoning code 
with the exception of the following: 1) Locational requirements 2) Number of convenience 
uses 3) Timing of development and 4) Minimum building site.  All other standards of this 
section would apply.        

 
5. Page 70 (Section 1.3 A 2 A) Applicant requests to allow a maximum of four convenience uses 

within multi tenant buildings and four freestanding convenience uses and also remove the 
restrictive language for convenience uses.  

 
Existing PAD requirement:  A total of four convenience uses are permitted with the following 
convenience use standards: 

• A maximum of two drive-through or drive in convenience use pads, limited to 
Development Areas A&B. 

• A maximum of two non pad convenience uses which must be part of primary cluster of 
buildings. 

• Drive-through or drive in convenience uses are prohibited, except for coffee shops with a 
drive-through component.  

• One of the two non-pad convenience uses shall only be permitted upon completion of 
movie theatre. 

• There will be no fast food or gas stations convenience uses. Only coffee shops with a 
drive thru component will be permitted within the fast food convenience use category. 

  



TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION   __Page 5 of 7 

 

Staff Response: Removing the convoluted language is acceptable and would provide greater 
flexibility.  Convenience uses would be subject to a conditional use permit.  As part of this 
process staff would evaluate more closely site layout, traffic circulation and building design 
and confirm standards and expectations of the PAD are met.   
 
This proposal would allow fast food with drive through and gas station convenience uses. 
Convenience uses would be limited to eight: four freestanding and four within multi tenant 
buildings.     

 
Public Notification and Comment 
 
The property has been noticed and posted in accordance with Town requirements.   
 
To comply with the requirements of the Public Participation Ordinance, a neighborhood meeting was held on 
December 9, 2010.  At this meeting, nine residents attended and the items below were addressed.   
 
1. Timing/funding of Rams Field Pass traffic signal 
 

Applicant Response: When phase four of this site is developed, a traffic study will be prepared and at 
this time it will be determined whether a traffic signal will be warranted. There is no predetermined 
agreement of how this will be funded.    
 
Staff Response: When phase four is developed, the Town will require the developer to submit a revised 
traffic impact analysis, including a signal warrant study for the intersection of this development, Oracle 
Road and Rams Field Pass.  All funding for any required signalization shall be the responsibility of the 
developer.     
 

2. Mixed use design – how is it defined? 
 

Applicant Response: Different uses immediately adjacent to each other. A combination of uses with 
similar uses clustered together sharing pedestrian and vehicular access 
 
Staff Response: The PAD provides a fairly broad definition and mentions that such center would achieve 
a mix of uses, common driveways, internal circulation and shared parking.  The intent is to provide 
opportunities for various activities to be done in one place.       
 

3. Market study to provide demands for site 
 

Applicant Response: The applicant has not prepared a market study for the proposed uses.  
 
Staff Response: The completion of a market study is not recommended as a prerequisite to amending 
the PAD.    
 

4. Economic impact statement 
 

Applicant Response: Further information will be provided at the P&ZC meeting.  
 
Staff response: An economic impact statement is not currently required 
 

5. Height of buildings – provide illustrations 
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Applicant Response: A cross section illustration is being prepared and will be distributed to commission 
members.    
Staff Response: Acknowledged  
 

6. Lighting – height of poles and light pollution on adjacent properties 
 
Applicant Response: Lighting will be consistent with the existing phases and the lighting requirements of 
the PAD.  
 
Staff Response: Lighting will be in conformance with Oro Valley requirements.  
 

7. Assisted living care facilities do not fit on this site. 
 
Applicant Response: This type of use will be explored within Steam Pump Village.    
 
Staff Response: Acknowledged 

 
Additional information is available in the attached public outreach report.  No further comments have been 
submitted since the completion of this report.    
 
CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION  
 
The proposed amendments are in general conformance with applicable General Plan policies.  As previously 
mentioned, the purpose of the proposed amendments is to allow more flexibility in terms of permitted uses, 
building heights and other PAD standards within the Steam Pump PAD.  The existing PAD is fairly restrictive 
and as part of the original PAD specific uses were prohibited to maintain a high quality development.  The 
proposed amendments would allow much more flexibility within the site in terms of permitted uses, 
convenience uses, building heights and freestanding buildings.      
 
If the proposed amendments are incorporated, the PAD would allow greater flexibility to attract potential 
businesses and while still intending a high quality and aesthetically pleasing development as originally 
envisioned.   
 
In general, staff supports the proposed PAD amendments as listed in the applicant’s request letter and 
substantive items listed in the staff analysis, with a condition on item #1 item that no additional height is granted 
and item #4 convenience uses not be subject to the specified standards.  Furthermore, the land use proposal 
section needs to clarify the expectations for high end quality development through clarification and 
specificity on architectural styles and features, pedestrian and site amenities.  These items are listed as 
conditions in Exhibit A.  All other administrative and clean up items are supported.   
 
Staff recommends approval with the conditions listed in Exhibit A.   
 
SUGGESTED MOTION 
 
The Planning & Zoning Commission may wish to consider one of the following suggested motions: 
 
I move to [approve, approve with conditions, OR deny], OV910-001, request for approval of the Steam 
Pump Village PAD amendments as specified in Exhibit A.    
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Attachments: 
1. Amendment Summary Table  
2. Steam Pump Ranch PAD 
3. Applicant’s Letter with Proposed Amendments  
4. TC Study Session Minutes 
5. Public Outreach Report 
  
cc:  Allison Reis, Allison.Reis@Evergreendev.com 
 Keri Lazarus Silvyn, Ksilvyn@lrlaw.com 
 
Project Manager: David Ronquillo, OV Senior Planner 
 
 
       __________________________________ 
       David Williams, Planning Division Manager 
 
 
 



 
EXHIBIT A – CONDITIONS 

OV910-001 
STEAM PUMP PAD AMENDMENT 

 
 

1. Page 38 (Section 1.2 C 3), revise this section to specify 30’ single story must be established.  
  
2. Page 70, (Section 1.3 A), revise this section to include the following: convenience uses would 

be subject to all the requirements as specified in Section 25.1G of the zoning code with the 
exception of the following: 1) Locational requirements 2) Number of convenience uses 3) 
Timing of development and 4) Minimum building site.  All other standards of this section 
would apply.   

 
3. Page 36 (Section 1.2 A), revise the land use proposal section to clarify the expectations for 

high end quality development through clarification and specificity on architectural styles and 
features, pedestrian and site amenities. 

 
4. Remove any remaining references to development areas A, B, C & D.  Ensure that all cross 

references match as referenced and the document is corrected for grammar.    
 

5. Provide a revised PAD that is complete and fully corrected.  
   
  
 

 

 

 









   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   2.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Matt Michels Submitted By: Matt Michels, Development
Infrastructure Services

Department: Development Infrastructure Services

SUBJECT:
PUBLIC HEARING - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING ORDINANCE NO.
(O)11-05, ADOPTING REVISIONS TO THE ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED (OVZCR)
SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA, ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT “A”; AND
AMENDING CHAPTER 31, DEFINITIONS

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance No. (O)11-05 with the concurrence of the Planning and Zoning
Commission and Parks and Recreation Advisory Board.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The Town Council held a public hearing  February 16, 2011, and raised several questions and concerns
regarding the proposed recreational area code amendment.  The motion, which passed 6-1, was to
continue the item for further study. This item has been placed on the April 20 regular agenda as a public
hearing for discussion and possible action.  

The questions and concerns raised at the February 16th meeting are summarized below, including staff's
response.  Please refer to the February 16, 2011, staff report and Council packet (Attachment #2) and
draft minutes (Attachment #3) for additional background and information regarding the proposed
amendment and Council's deliberations last month.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
Following are the issues, questions, and concerns raised by the Council at the February 16th public
hearing.  Each question or concern is listed below, followed by staff response  in italics:

1.  Does the proposed Code violate the Federal Fair Housing laws with regards to demographics?

Staff has conferred with the Legal Department who has advised that the inclusion of demographic
references in the Code does not conflict with Federal Fair Housing Laws since the demographic
information, if provided, is used to adjust recreation requirements, and is not used to market, advertise,
or influence the sale of homes or property. 

The demographic profile projections required by the existing and proposed Code are intended to allow
developers to provide amenities appropriate to the residents of the subdivision. For example, the tot lot
requirement can be waived if the developer submits a statement that the subdivision will be largely
“empty nesters”. The intent is to avoid prescribing a “one size fits all” approach regarding recreation area
amenities and the demographic projections will be based on estimates and the applicant’s statement
rather than a detailed analysis of demographic characteristics that could possibly used in an
inappropriate or discriminatory manner.



2.  Are there any provisions in place that preclude the use of in-lieu fees for general operations and
maintenance (O&M) costs? 

The monies from the in-lieu fee fund cannot be used for general operation and maintenance costs. The
proposed Code requires that the in-lieu fee be sufficient to fund park improvement project(s) and are not
intended for O&M use.

3.  What is the distinction between the proposed in-lieu fee options and park impact fees?

The Town does not provide neighborhood level recreational facilities. The in-lieu fee option is provided as
an alternative mechanism for developers who meet certain specific criteria to satisfy Code requirements
for on-site recreation areas and facilities.

According to State law, park impact fees are to be used for public facilities to offset the impact of new
residences on public parks and recreation facilities. The use of impact fees is strictly regulated by State
law. The Town maintains a separate fund for impact fees, which are used for parks projects as defined in
the Town's infrastructure plan.

4.  Is the proposed recreational area code overly prescriptive and can the recreational improvements for
each subdivision be negotiated on a case-by-case basis?

A primary impetus for this Code update is to provide more consistent, objective standards and guidance
for developers to ensure adequate provision of recreation facilities within residential subdivisions.
 Further, this Code update codifies requirements for best practices for recreation areas, including tot lots
and linear parks. The Code is intended to be flexible and allow developers to respond to the demographic
composition of the subdivision and individual site characteristics as necessary. 

Staff will be prepared to respond to additional questions at the Town Council meeting.

FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact associated with this amendment. If utilized, the proposed amendments to the
recreation code may result in increased in-lieu fee generation. Administration of the new recreation code
will not require additional Town staff resources.

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to [adopt, adopt with conditions, or deny] Ordinance (O)11-05, ADOPTING REVISIONS TO THE
ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA, as
shown in Exhibit “A”.

Attachments
Ord. 11-05
Att #2 - Staff Report 2.16.11
Att #3 - DRAFT TC Minutes Excerpt 2.16.11
Att #4 - Exhibit "A" DRAFT Code Amendment



 
ORDINANCE NO. (O)11-05 

 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY ARIZONA, 
ADOPTING REVISIONS TO THE ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE 
REVISED (OVZCR) SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF 
RECREATIONAL AREA, ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT 
“A”; AND AMENDING CHAPTER 31, DEFINITIONS; 
REPEALING ALL RESOLUTIONS, ORDINANCES AND RULES 
OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY IN CONFLICT THEREWITH; 
PRESERVING THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES THAT HAVE 
ALREADY MATURED AND PROCEEDINGS THAT HAVE 
ALREADY BEGUN THEREUNDER 

 
 
WHEREAS, the Town of Oro Valley is a political subdivision of the State of Arizona 
vested with all associated rights, privileges and benefits and is entitled to the immunities and 
exemptions granted municipalities and political subdivisions under the Constitution and 
laws of the State of Arizona and the United States; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 13, 1981, the Mayor and Council approved Ordinance (O) 81-58, 
which adopted that certain document entitled “Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised” 
(OVZCR); and 
 
WHEREAS, updating the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised (OVZCR) Chapter 26, 
Subdivision and Development Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area is on 
the Planning Division work plan; and  
 
WHEREAS, the proposed OVZCR Section 26.5 addresses a portion of the larger goal of 
creating an integrated system of park facilities; and 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed OVZCR Section 26.5 applies to private recreation areas within 
new residential subdivisions; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Town desires to amend OVZCR Chapter 31, Definitions to reflect the 
proposed changes to OVZCR Section 26.5; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed the proposed Chapter 26, 
Subdivision and Development Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and 
Chapter 31, Definitions at a duly noticed public hearing on December 7, 2010 in 
accordance with State Statutes and recommended approval of the proposed new OVZCR, 
Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and amendments to Chapter 31, Definitions, 
to the Town Council; and 
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WHEREAS, the Oro Valley Town Council has considered the proposed OVZCR, 
Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and amendments to Chapter 31, Definitions, 
and the Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendation and finds it consistent with 
the Town’s General Plan and other Town ordinances; and 
 
WHEREAS, at a duly noticed Town Council Meeting on February 16, 2011, Chapter 26, 
Subdivisions and Development Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and 
Chapter 31, Definitions, was declared a public record by Mayor and Council. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the Town 
of Oro Valley, Arizona that: 
 
SECTION 1. That certain document entitled Chapter 26, Subdivision and Development 

Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area, of the Oro Valley 
Zoning Code Revised, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated 
herein by this reference and declared a public record on February 16, 2011 
is hereby adopted. 

 
SECTION 2. Chapter 31, Definitions of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised is hereby 

amended by adding new definitions for Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (CEPTED) (Definition Number ___); Linear Park 
(Definition Number ___);  Tot Lot (Definition Number ___), and    
renumbering all definitions thereafter. Definition Number 126, Fair 
Market Value, is hereby amended with additions in ALL CAPS and 
deletions in strikethrough text, and renumbering all definitions thereafter 

 
SECTION 3.  All Oro Valley ordinances, resolutions, or motions and parts of 

ordinances, resolutions or motions of the Council in conflict with the 
provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed. 

 
SECTION 4.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this 

Ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the 
decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not 
affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of Oro Valley, 
Arizona on the 20th day of April, 2011. 
 
       TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 
 
             
       Dr. Satish I. Hiremath, Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
             
Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk    Tobin Rosen, Town Attorney 
 
Date:       Date:      
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 
 



    Item #:  2.     
Town Council Regular Session
Date: 02/16/2011  

Requested by: David Williams, Planning Division Manager
Submitted By: Matt Michels, Development Infrastructure Services
Department: Development Infrastructure Services

Information
SUBJECT:
PUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCE NO. (O) 11-05 ADOPTING A NEW ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE
REVISED (OVZCR) CHAPTER 26, SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS, SECTION 26.5,
PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA AND REPEALING THE CURRENT CHAPTER 26,
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS, SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL
AREA, ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT “A”; AND AMENDING CHAPTER 31, DEFINITIONS;
REPEALING ALL RESOLUTIONS, ORDINANCES AND RULES OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY IN
CONFLICT THEREWITH; PRESERVING THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES THAT HAVE ALREADY
MATURED AND PROCEEDINGS THAT HAVE ALREADY BEGUN THEREUNDER

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of an amendment to recreation area requirements, Oro Valley Zoning Code
Revised, Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, Definitions, OV710-001, with the unanimous concurrence of the
Planning and Zoning Commission. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
An update to Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area (see Attachment #2: Exhibit "A"), of the
Zoning Code (Code) is  an item on the Planning Division’s 2010-2012 Work Plan. This code section
applies only to private recreation areas within new residential subdivisions.  These smaller parks and
recreation areas represent an integral part of a larger system, or hierarchy, of parks and recreation
facilities in the community. The General Plan identifies several shortcomings with the “small, dispersed
system of recreation areas” created within subdivisions and provides a number of goals and policies to
address these shortcomings. This code update does not attempt to address the need for larger public
parks and recreation facilities, but serves to bolster standards for smaller, private recreation areas near
residents' homes.

Planning Division staff has worked in cooperation with the Parks, Recreation, Library & Cultural
Resources (PRL&CR) Department and the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) to identify
deficiencies in the current code, develop a scope of work, and review the proposed code language.  The
attached draft code was created based on the approved scope of work summarized below and with the
input of PRAB, other Town departments and stakeholders, including the Police Department, the
Southern Arizona Home Builders Association (SAHBA), the Metropolitan Pima Alliance (MPA), and
interested residents. The overall project timeline is attached (see Attachment #3) for your reference.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
The attached draft addresses several deficiencies in the current code, including lack of consistent



The attached draft addresses several deficiencies in the current code, including lack of consistent
standards for recreational amenities, shortcomings in the in-lieu fee option, and safety considerations,
with specific focus on the following:

1. Amending the definition of how in-lieu fees are calculated and utilized: The availability of the in-lieu fee
option has been reduced in order to promote the creation of recreational open space in new
subdivisions.  The in-lieu fee option now requires the fee to cover the full cost of development, including
land, improvements, and equipment, rather than just the land as the current code allows.

2. Specifying location parameters of recreational areas: The current code does not contain locational
requirements for recreational areas. The proposed update includes requirements that the recreational
area be located in a highly visible area of the subdivision that is easily accessible by all homes within the
subdivision.

3. Addition of definitions of specific active and passive recreational amenities: The proposed
Recreational Facilities Improvement Standards provide additional guidance on the type of amenities
expected, including requirements for “tot lots” for subdivisions with an anticipated demographic profile of
families with young children. A definition of the term “tot lot” has been added to Chapter 31 of the code
and “young children” is defined as age 8 and younger. In addition, specific criteria for linear parks have
been added to the draft.

4. Specific requirements for recreational amenities (locations, type, specifications, etc.) have been
added:  The proposed Play Equipment Standards add several specific playground equipment
specification requirements. Additional criteria, such as locational requirements and requirements for
shade structures over play equipment have been added to enhance safety, convenience, and comfort for
users.

5. Addition of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) design considerations: This
section is based on internationally-accepted standards and has been recommended for approval by the
Police Department. The requirements include surveillance and access control considerations as well as
signage requirements stating recreational area rules and regulations. The proposed code requires
CPTED review by PD. These measures will allow the Police Department  to more effectively monitor and
respond to incidents in private recreational areas. 

No changes are proposed to the amount of land required (one acre per 85 dwelling units) or to the
number of passive and active amenities required. The changes proposed are intended to be primarily
qualitative rather than quantitative and are intended to codify current practices found in existing
subdivisions. In several instances the standards have been revised to provide more flexibility and
options for developers. 

Further, staff proposes to exempt larger-lot subdivisions (R1-36, which equates to 36,000 square
feet, and larger) from this code since large “estate lots” typically have ample property for recreation on
individual lots. 

The PRAB was utilized as the primary advisory and reviewing body.  Staff held four meetings with the
PRAB and received a recommendation of approval at the November 16, 2010, meeting. See attached
PRAB staff reports and meeting minutes (Attachments #4 through #11). In addition, staff has presented
the draft to the SAHBA Technical Committee and MPA for review and comment. Letters from SAHBA
and MPA outlining their positions are attached for your reference (see Attachments #12 and #13).  As
stated in these letters, we have worked "collaboratively to address issues" and "overall, the document
appears to be well balanced and fair with in-lieu fees and design requirements." We have considered all
input received and have incorporated many of the suggestions provided by SAHBA and MPA
and numerous suggestions received from interested residents.  

The Planning and Zoning Commission (P&ZC) held three public hearings regarding the proposed code



The Planning and Zoning Commission (P&ZC) held three public hearings regarding the proposed code
amendment and recommended unanimous approval at the January 13, 2011, meeting.  See attached
P&ZC reports and meeting minutes (Attachments #14 through 19).

FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no fiscal impact associated with this amendment.  If utilized, the proposed amendments to the
recreation code may result in increased in-lieu fee generation.  Administration of the new recreation
code will not require additional Town staff resources. 

SUGGESTED MOTION:
The Town Council may wish to consider one of the following motions: 

I MOVE to [adopt, adopt with conditions, or deny] Ordinance (O) 11-05, an amendment to recreation
area requirements, Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised, Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, Definitions,
OV710-001, as shown in Exhibit “A”. 

Attachments
Link: Ordinance 11-05 Section 26.5
Link: Attachment 2 - Exhibit "A"
Link: Attachment 3-Project Timeline
Link: Attachment 4-11/16/10 PRAB Report
Link: Attachment 5-11/16/10 Draft PRAB Minutes
Link: Attachment 6- 9/21/10 PRAB Report
Link: Attachment 7-9/21/10 PRAB Minutes
Link: Attachment 8-4/20/10 PRAB Report
Link: Attachment 9-4/20/10 PRAB Minutes
Link: Attachment 10- 3/16/10 PRAB Report
Link: Attachment 11-3/16/10 PRAB Minutes
Link: Attachment 12-SAHBA letter 1/12/11
Link: Attachment 13-MPA Letter 1/12/11
Link: Attachment 14-1/13/11 PZC Report
Link: Attachment 15-1/13/10 Draft PZC Minutes
Link: Attachment 16-12/7/10 PZC Report
Link: Attachment 17-12/7/10 Draft PZC Minutes
Link: Attachment 18-10/5/10 PZC Report
Link: Attachment 19-10/5/10 PZC Minutes



 
ORDINANCE NO. (O) 11-05 

 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY ARIZONA, 
ADOPTING A NEW ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED 
(OVZCR) CHAPTER 26, SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT 
PLANS, SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA 
AND REPEALING THE CURRENT CHAPTER 26, SUBDIVISION 
AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS, SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF 
RECREATIONAL AREA, ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT 
“A”; AND AMENDING CHAPTER 31, DEFINITIONS; 
REPEALING ALL RESOLUTIONS, ORDINANCES AND RULES 
OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY IN CONFLICT THEREWITH; 
PRESERVING THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES THAT HAVE 
ALREADY MATURED AND PROCEEDINGS THAT HAVE 
ALREADY BEGUN THEREUNDER 

 
 
WHEREAS, the Town of Oro Valley is a political subdivision of the State of Arizona 
vested with all associated rights, privileges and benefits and is entitled to the immunities and 
exemptions granted municipalities and political subdivisions under the Constitution and 
laws of the State of Arizona and the United States; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 13, 1981, the Mayor and Council approved Ordinance (O) 81-58, 
which adopted that certain document entitled “Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised” 
(OVZCR); and 
 
WHEREAS, updating the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised (OVZCR) Chapter 26, 
Subdivision and Development Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area is on 
the Planning Division work plan; and  
 
WHEREAS, the proposed OVZCR Section 26.5 addresses a portion of the larger goal of 
creating an integrated system of park facilities; and 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed OVZCR Section 26.5 applies to private recreation areas within 
new residential subdivisions; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Town desires to amend OVZCR Chapter 31, Definitions to reflect the 
proposed changes to OVZCR Section 26.5; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed the proposed Chapter 26, 
Subdivision and Development Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and 
Chapter 31, Definitions at a duly noticed public hearing on December 7, 2010 in 
accordance with State Statutes and recommended approval of the proposed new OVZCR, 
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Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and amendments to Chapter 31, Definitions, 
to the Town Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Oro Valley Town Council has considered the proposed OVZCR, 
Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and amendments to Chapter 31, Definitions, 
and the Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendation and finds it consistent with 
the Town’s General Plan and other Town ordinances; and 
 
WHEREAS, at a duly noticed Town Council Meeting on February 16, 2011, Chapter 26, 
Subdivisions and Development Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area and 
Chapter 31, Definitions, was declared a public record by Mayor and Council. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the Town 
of Oro Valley, Arizona that: 
 
SECTION 1. The existing Chapter 26, Subdivision and Development Plans, Section 

26.5, Provision of Recreational Area of the Oro Valley Zoning Code 
Revised, is hereby repealed. 

 
SECTION 2. That certain document entitled Chapter 26, Subdivision and Development 

Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area, of the Oro Valley 
Zoning Code Revised, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated 
herein by this reference and declared a public record on February 16, 2011 
is hereby adopted. 

 
SECTION 3. Chapter 31, Definitions of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised is hereby 

amended by adding new Definition Number 87.5, Crime Prevention 
through Environmental Design (CEPTED) and renumbering all definitions 
thereafter. 

 
CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN 
(CEPTED): A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO DETERRING 
CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN. 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN SHOULD ENCOURAGE 
DESIRABLE BEHAVIOR AND FUNCTIONALITY. CEPTED 
EMPHASIZES SURVEILLANCE, ACCESS CONTROL, AND 
DEFINITION OF OWNERSHIP. 

 
SECTION 4. Chapter 31, Definitions of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised is hereby 

amended by adding new Definition Number 185.5, Linear Park and 
renumbering all definitions thereafter. 

 
LINEAR PARK: A LINEAR PARK IS A PARK THAT HAS A MUCH 
GREATER LENGTH THAN WIDTH. A LINEAR PARK TYPICALLY 
INCLUDES A SHARED USE PATH FOR PEDESTRIANS AND 
BICYCLES, AS WELL AS SEATING AREAS AND OTHER 
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APPROPRIATE SUPPORTING AMENITIES TO PROVIDE ACTIVE 
AND PASSIVE RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES. 

 
SECTION 5. Chapter 31, Definitions of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised is hereby 
amended by adding new Definition Number 338.5, Tot Lot and renumbering all 
definitions thereafter. 
 

TOT LOT: A SMALL (TYPICALLY <1/2 ACRE) RECREATIONAL 
AREA PRIMARILY INTENDED FOR YOUNG CHILDREN (AGES 8 
AND UNDER), WITH A PRIMARY EMPHASIS ON PLAYGROUND 
EQUIPMENT AND SUPPORTING AMENITIES AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE. 

 
SECTION 6. Amending Chapter 31, Definitions of the Oro Valley Zoning Code 

Revised, Definition Number 126, Fair Market Value, is hereby amended 
with additions in ALL CAPS and deletions in strikethrough text, and 
renumbering all definitions thereafter. 

 
126.    Fair Market Value RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE 
CALCULATION 
 
The fair market value RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE shall be determined 
by the Town, with a written appraisal report prepared by an appraiser acceptable 
to the Town. For the purposes of the Chapter, the determination of the fair market 
value RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE, shall consider, but not necessarily be 
limited to, the following:  
 
a.    Approval of and conditions of the preliminary plat 
b.    The general plan  
c.    Conditional zoning  
d.    Property location  
e.    Off-site improvements facilitating use of the property  
f.     Site characteristics of the property  
g.    The fair market value shall be based on the improved value of the land, 
without INCLUDING structures AND FACILITIES REQUIRED BY SECTION 
26.5 OF THE ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED, DESIGN AND 
CONSTRUCTION COSTS but AND having the applicable infrastructure 
(roadways, drainage, water, electric, telephone and sewer) installed to the 
property.  

 
SECTION 7.  All Oro Valley ordinances, resolutions, or motions and parts of 

ordinances, resolutions or motions of the Council in conflict with the 
provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed. 
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SECTION 8.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this 
Ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the 
decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not 
affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of Oro Valley, 
Arizona this 16th day of February, 2011. 
 
       TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 
 
             
       Dr. Satish I. Hiremath, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
             
Julie K. Bower, Town Clerk    Tobin Rosen, Town Attorney 
 
Date:       Date:      
 

\\Lexicon\agendaquick\PacketPrinter\AGENDA\TC\Item00_2_Att01_Ordinance 11-05 Section 26.5.docTown of Oro Valley Attorney’s Office/ca/012111 



\\Lexicon\agendaquick\PacketPrinter\AGENDA\TC\Item00_2_Att01_Ordinance 11-05 Section 26.5.docTown of Oro Valley Attorney’s Office/ca/012111 

EXHIBIT “A” 
 
 



 

Exhibit “A” 
OV710-01 Amendment to Section 26.5 Provision of Recreational Area/ 
Chapter 31, Definitions 
1/13/10 DRAFT 

NOTE: Language to be added is ALL CAPS. Language to be deleted is struck 

A.     Requirement APPLICABILITY 

1. The provision of recreational facilities shall be required of all residential 
subdivisions, EXCEPT THOSE LOCATED WITHIN THE R1-36, R1-43, 
R1-144, AND R1-300 ZONING DISTRICTS. 

B.    Recreational Area Plan Submittal and Approval 

1.     The developer shall submit a Recreational Area Plan as part of the 
preliminary plat. This recreational plan shall include minimum 
improvements for recreational purposes as required by this Section D. 

2. THE RECREATIONAL AREA PLAN SHALL BE SUBMITTED AT THE 
TIME OF PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL AND SHALL BE 
REVIEWED BY TOWN COUNCIL CONCURRENT WITH THE 
PRELIMINARY PLAT. 

3.   Approval of the plan by the Town Council, after review and 
recommendations by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (for public 
recreational areas) and the CONCEPTUAL Development Review Board 
(for private recreational areas), shall be a prerequisite to approval of the 
final plat. 

4. ALL RECREATIONAL AREA PLANS SHALL BE REVIEWED BY THE 
ORO VALLEY POLICE DEPARTMENT (OVPD) FOR CONFORMANCE 
TO CPTED DESIGN ELEMENTS CONTAINED IN SECTION D.5. 

5. MODIFICATION OF FACILITIES AND AMENITIES DEPICTED ON THE 
APPROVED RECREATIONAL AREA PLAN  

A. MODIFICATIONS DEEMED NECESSARY AND 
BENEFICIAL TO PROVIDE FOR THE RECREATIONAL 
NEEDS BASED ON THE DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF 
RESIDENTS ARE SUBJECT TO APPROVAL BY THE 
PARKS, RECREATION, LIBRARY AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES (PRLCR) DIRECTOR AND PLANNING 
DIVISION MANAGER. 

B. ALL MODIFICATIONS SHALL CONFORM TO THE 
PROVISIONS OF THIS CODE.  
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C.    Minimum Recreation Area Standards 

1.     An area shall be devoted to and designated as “recreational area” on the 
PRELIMINARY AND final subdivision plat which equals a ratio of one 
acre to EVERY 85 dwelling units.  

2. The recreational area shall be usable and accessible by all subdivision 
residents.  Consideration shall be given to providing AND SHALL 
PROVIDE amenities that best serve the needs of THE ANTICIPATED 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE DEVELOPMENT. 

3.     Upon review and recommendations from the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board the Town Council may allow Environmentally Sensitive 
Open Space (ESOS)  to be credited toward the recreation requirements 
of this section, subject to the provisions of Section 27.10.F.2.c of the 
code. such as peaks, steep slopes or floodprone areas, to be protected 
and dedicated to the Homeowners’ Association or the Town per the 
adopted Parks, Open Space and Trails Master Plan. The applicant may 
receive a credit for this property at a 3:1 1:1 ratio FOR A MAXIMUM OF 
ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) of the required recreational area. 

4. Credit may be obtained only when the following criteria are ARE met: 

a.    The area is abutting a usable public park site FACILITY. 

b. A.   The area shall be determined a TO CONTAIN 
SIGNIFICANT, unique and desirable ENVIRONMENTAL, 
SCENIC OR CULTURAL featureS for the Town and the 
public good. 

B. THE ANTICIPATED DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE 
SUBDIVISION INCLUDES GREATER THAN 66% 
HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT CHILDREN. 

c.     The area shall be delineated as Common Area, designated 
with a Conservation Easement, with ownership to be held 
in common by the Homeowners Association or the Town. 

D. THE AREA SHALL BE ACCESSIBLE VIA SIDEWALK, 
WALKING PATH, TRAIL, AND/OR BICYCLE OR SHARED 
USE PATH BY ALL RESIDENTS WITHIN THE PROJECT.  

D. RECREATIONAL AREA PLAN STANDARDS 

1. SITE LOCATION 

A. RECREATIONAL AREAS SHALL BE A FOCAL POINT 
FOR PASSIVE AND ACTIVE RECREATIONAL 
ACTIVITIES, AND PROVIDE A MEANINGFUL PLACE 
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FOR NEIGHBORHOOD GATHERINGS AND ACTIVITIES. 
RECREATION AREAS SHALL BE PLACED IN A HIGHLY 
VISIBLE AREA OF THE SUBDIVISION THAT IS 
ACCESSIBLE VIA SIDEWALK, WALKING PATH, TRAIL, 
AND/OR BICYCLE OR SHARED USE PATH BY ALL 
RESIDENTS WITHIN THE PROJECT.   

B. LINEAR PARKS, AS DEFINED BY THIS CODE AND 
DESCRIBED IN SECTION D.2.H, ARE ACCEPTABLE 
WHEN THEY SERVE TO IMPROVE ACCESS TO 
RECREATIONAL AMENITIES AND OPEN SPACE 
NETWORKS. 

C. PASSIVE RECREATION AREAS SHOULD BE LOCATED 
IN PROXIMITY TO NATURAL OPEN SPACE AREAS 
AND CONSERVED, ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE 
LANDS. 

A.  D.  Recreational areas shall not include lands 
DESIGNATED AS ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE OR 
OTHERWISE determined unusable for recreational 
purposes by the Mayor and Town Council PLANNING 
DIVISION MANAGER (PDM). THE PDM SHALL 
CONSULT WITH THE TOWN ENGINEER AND PARKS, 
RECREATION, LIBRARY, AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES DEPARTMENT (PRLCR) DIRECTOR 
PRIOR TO MAKING A DETERMINATION. Shallow 
retention basins (flood prone areas) may be accepted for 
use as recreational areas subject to recommendations 
TOWN ENGINEER APPROVAL and acceptance by the 
Town Council. 

B. E.   Upon review and recommendations from the Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Board  PDB, TOWN ENGINEER, 
AND CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD, 
the Town Council may allow environmentally sensitive 
areas, such as peaks, RIDGES, steep slopes (GREATER 
THAN 15%) or flood prone areas, to be protected and 
dedicated to the Homeowners Association or the Town per 
the CURRENTLY adopted Parks, Open Space and Trails 
Master Plan. The applicant may receive a credit for this 
property at a 3:1 ratio for a maximum of fifty percent (50%) 
of the required recreational area. 

E. If the recreational area is to be held in private ownership,  
The plan shall show all recreational improvements, 
including structures and facilities. Recreational 
improvements shall provide amenities appropriate to the 
neighborhood character including but not limited to the 
following: Projected Demographic profile of the projected 
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homeowners, accepted by the Planning and Zoning 
Administrator presented to the Conceptual Development 
Review Board for approval. 

D.   In cases where a subdivision RECREATIONAL AREA lies 
adjacent to a trail identified within the Eastern Pima County 
Trails System Master Plan AND/OR THE ORO VALLEY 
TRAILS TASK FORCE REPORT AND THEIR 
SUBSEQUENT UPDATES, a connection shall be provided 
between the recreational area and said trail. 

2. RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS 

A. RECREATIONAL AREA IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE 
APPROPRIATE TO THE ANTICIPATED DEMOGRAPHIC 
PROFILE OF THE DEVELOPMENT. THE APPLICANT SHALL 
PROVIDE A STATEMENT DOCUMENTING THE ANTICIPATED 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESIDENTS. 

B. Equipment installed within the recreational areas shall comply with 
the provisions of the American with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

C. Provision of one active and one passive area AMENITY for the 
first half-acre or portion thereof. For every additional half-acre (not 
fractions), an additional passive and active use shall be provided 
up to the maximum provided by the following Sections.   

I. A SINGLE PARK AREA MAY CONTAIN UP TO FIVE 
AMENITIES. Provision of one area for passive recreation 
for each half acre (i.e.,  EXAMPLES OF PASSIVE 
AMENITIES INCLUDE turf areaS, benches, picnic tables, 
shade structures, barbecue grills, pathways, etc.). a 
maximum requirement of three areas per single park area.   

i. II.    A SINGLE PARK AREA MAY CONTAIN UP TO THREE 
AMENITIES. Provision of one area for active sports for 
each half-acre, (i.e., EXAMPLES OF ACTIVE AMENITIES 
INCLUDE basketball courtS, volleyball courtS, bocce 
courtS, horseshoe pitS, softball field, swimming pool, par 
courseS, etc.), a maximum requirement of three areas per 
single park area.   

d. D.    Address site lighting, security, restrooms, and drinking fountains, if 
provided. Detailed schematics shall be provided for each of these 
PROPOSED amenity provided WITH THE FINAL PLAT. 

E. CREDIT FOR ENHANCED AMENITIES 

CREDIT FOR THE ADDITIONAL COST OF ENHANCED 
RECREATIONAL AMENITIES, INCLUDING COMMUNITY 
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SWIMMING POOLS, SPLASH PADS, SKATE/BMX 
PARKS, FULLY IMPROVED SPORTS FIELDS, AND 
OTHER AMENITIES APPROVED BY THE PLANNING 
DIVISION MANAGER, MAY BE OBTAINED AGAINST 
THE RECREATION AREA REQUIREMENT IN SECTION 
26.5.C,1 BASED ON THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 

I. THE APPLICANT SHALL SUBMIT A COST 
ESTIMATE SUMMARIZING THE FOLLOWING: 

A. VALUE OF THE LAND AND COST 
OF THE IMPROVEMENTS AND 
AMENITIES THAT WOULD BE 
REQUIRED BY THIS CODE  

B. VALUE OF THE LAND AND COST 
OF THE IMPROVEMENTS AND 
ENHANCED AMENITIES 
PROPOSED AS ALTERNATIVE 
MEANS OF COMPLIANCE. 

II. CREDIT FOR THE ADDITIONAL COST OF THE 
ENHANCED AMENITIES MAY BE RECEIVED IN 
THE FORM OF A REDUCTION TO THE 
REQUIRED RECREATION LAND AREA.  

III. THE EXTENT OF THE CREDIT SHALL BE 
DETERMINED BY THE VALUE OF THE 
ENHANCED AMENITY AS DETERMINED BY THE 
TOWN.  THE MAXIMUM REDUCTION OF 
RECREATION AREA REQUIRMENT IS ONE 
HALF (1/2) ACRE. 

F. CREDIT FOR IMPROVED INDOOR RECREATIONAL SPACE 
MAY BE OBTAINED SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 

I. IMPROVED COMMUNITY RECREATION 
ROOMS, COMMUNITY CENTERS, 
GYMNASIUMS, PERFORMANCE SPACE, OR 
OTHER RECREATION SPACE ACCESSIBLE TO 
ALL RESIDENTS OF A DEVELOPMENT SHALL 
RECEIVE CREDIT AT A RATIO OF 3:1 AGAINST 
THE AREA REQUIREMENT CONTAINED IN 
SECTION B.1. 

II. EACH ACTIVE AND PASSIVE AMENITY 
CONTAINED WITHIN AN INDOOR 
RECREATIONAL SPACE SHALL RECEIVE A 
CREDIT TO THE RECREATIONAL AMENITY 
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REQUIREMENTS CONTAINED IN SECTION 2.B, 
2.C, AND 2.D AT A 1:1 RATIO. 

G. FOR SUBDIVISIONS WITH AN ANTICIPATED DEMOGRAPHIC 
PROFILE THAT IS PROJECT TO INCLUDE AT LEAST 33% 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH YOUNG CHILDREN, TOT LOT 
AMENITIES ARE REQUIRED, INCLUDING AT A MINIMUM: 

 
I. PLAY EQUIPMENT AREA 
II. DRINKING FOUNTAIN 
III. SEATING AREA (MAY INCLUDE BENCHES OR 

SEAT WALLS) ORIENTED TOWARDS THE PLAY 
EQUIPMENT 

IV.  TRASH RECEPTICLE(S) 
V. BICYCLE PARKING WITH A 4-BICYCLE 

MINIMUM CAPACITY 
VI. PICNIC TABLE  
VII. LIMITED TURF AREA FOR ACTIVITY AREAS 

ONLY (<15% OF TOTAL RECREATIONAL AREA) 
MAY BE PROVIDED 

H. LINEAR PARKS MAY BE UTILIZED TO SATISFY THE 
RECREATIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF THIS SECTION. 
REQUIRED AMENITIES INCLUDING AT A MINIMUM: 

I. A SHARED USE PATH FOR PEDESTRIANS AND 
BICYCLISTS  

II. SEATING AREA 
III. LANDSCAPING 
IV.  DRINKING FOUNTAIN, IF LOCATED WITHIN 100 

FEET OF A POTABLE WATER LINE 
V.  TRASH RECEPTACLE(S)  
VI. PET WASTE REMOVAL STATION(S).  
VII. EXERCISE STATIONS MAY BE LOCATED 

WITHIN LINEAR PARKS.  
 

I. THE LOCATION OF THE AMENITIES ALONG A LINEAR PARK 
IS SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE PLANNING DIVISION 
MANAGER AND PRLCR DIRECTOR. 

 
3. PLAY EQUIPMENT STANDARDS 

A. APPLICANT SHALL SUBMIT EVIDENCE THAT PLAY 
EQUIPMENT COMPLIES WITH THE CURRENT AMERICAN 
SOCIETY FOR TESTING AND MATERIALS (ASTM) SAFETY 
STANDARDS FOR PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT 

B. PLAYGROUND SURFACE MATERIALS, INCLUDING 
CERTIFIED WOOD FIBER, SHREDDED RUBBER, POURED-IN-
PLACE SURFACING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE MATERIAL 

Page 6 of 12 



 

APPROVED BY THE PRLCR DIRECTOR, SHALL BE PLACED 
AT A MINIMUM DEPTH OF TWELVE INCHES UNDER THE 
EQUIPMENT. 

 
C. NO PLAY EQUIPMENT SHALL BE LOCATED WITHIN 30 FEET 

OF ANY ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY, DRIVEWAY OR ALLEYWAY, 
PARKING AREA, OR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOT OR 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE UNLESS AN 
ACCEPTABLE BARRIER IS PROVIDED. 

 
D. PLAY EQUIPMENT OR APPARATUS WITH A FOOTPRINT OF 

250 SQUARE FEET OR LESS MUST BE FULLY SHADED WITH 
A UV-RESISTANT SUN SHADE OR OTHER APPROPRIATE 
SHADING MATERIAL OR STRUCTURE AS APPROVED BY THE 
PLANNING DIVISION MANAGER AND PERMITTING DIVISION.   

   
E. AT LEAST FIFTY (50%) OF PLAY EQUIPMENT OR 

APPARATUS BE FULLY SHADED WITH A UV-RESISTANT SUN 
SHADE OR OTHER APPROPRIATE SHADING MATERIAL OR 
STRUCTURE AS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING DIVISION 
MANAGER AND PERMITTING DIVISION.  THIS REQUIREMENT 
SHALL BE APPLIED ONLY TO PLAY EQUIPMENT OR 
APPARATUS WITH A FOOTPRINT OF 250 SQUARE FEET OR 
GREATER. 

  
F. TO MAXIMIZE THE SAFETY OF CHILDREN, PLAY SPACES 

SHALL BE LOCATED AS TO PROVIDE MAXIMUM VISIBILITY 
FROM SURROUNDING HOMES.  

 
G. PLAY EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT BE LOCATED ON A SLOPE 

GREATER THAN FOUR PERCENT. 
 
2. 4.    One Paved on-site OR ON-STREET parking space ADJACENT TO THE 

RECREATION AREA shall be installed by the developer SHALL BE PROVIDED 
AS FOLLOWS: 

 
A. FOR DEVELOPMENTS OF 100 DWELLING UNITS OR LESS: 

ONE PARKING SPACE for every twenty (20) dwelling units or 
portion thereof.   

 
B. FOR DEVELOPMENTS WITH MORE THAN 100 UNITS: ONE 

PARKING SPACE FOR EVERY FORTY (40) DWELLING UNITS 
OR PORTION THEREOF. 

 
C. MOBILITY-IMPAIRED ACCESSIBLE SPACES SHALL BE 

PROVIDED AS REQUIRED IN SECTION 27.7.E OF THIS CODE. 
 

c.  Provision of adequate off-street parking per the provisions of this 
Code. 
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5. CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (CPTED) 
ELEMENTS  
 

A. RECREATIONAL AREA DESIGN SHALL CONSIDER THE 
FOLLOWING CPTED ELEMENTS: 

I. NATURAL SURVEILLANCE: EMPHASIS ON 
VISIBILITY OF THE RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 
,ALSO KNOWN AS “EYES ON THE STREET”, TO 
DETER UNAUTHORIZED USERS AND 
ACTIVITIES. 

 
II. ACCESS CONTROL: USE OF DESIGN 

ELEMENTS TO DENY ENTRANCE TO 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES TO 
UNAUTHORIZED USERS AND ACTIVITIES.  

 
6. ALL RECREATIONAL AREAS SHALL POST AT LEAST ONE SIGN AT THE 

PRIMARY ENTRANCE(S) STATING: 
 

A. HOURS OF OPERATION 
B. PARK/RECREATIONAL AREA RULES. 
C. TRESPASSING NOTICE FOR UNAUTHORIZED USERS, 

INCLUDING CITATION OF APPLICABLE 
ORDINANCES/STATUTES. 

D. NOTICE THAT ALL DOGS MUST BE KEPT ON A LEASH 
(UNLESS AN APPROVED OFF-LEASH AREA HAS BEEN 
DESIGNATED). 

E. EMERGENCY (911) CONTACT INFORMATION TO REPORT 
SUSPICIOUS OR CRIMINAL ACTIVITY. 

F. IF RECREATIONAL AREA IS PRIVATELY OPERATED, 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION CONTACT INFORMATION TO 
REPORT MAINTENANCE OR SAFETY ISSUES. 

 
7. IF A NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH EXISTS, A SIGN SHALL BE POSTED AT THE 

PRIMARY ENTRANCE(S) TO THE RECREATIONAL AREA. 
 
8. IF THE RECREATIONAL AREA ABUTS AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE 

LANDS (ESL) AREA, A SIGN SHALL BE POSTED EVERY 100 FEET AT THE 
BORDER OF THE ESL AREA. THE SIGN SHALL CONFORM TO THE ESL 
SIGN REQUIREMENTS PER SECTION 27.10 OF THIS CODE. 

 
9. IF PROVIDED, RESTROOM FACILITIES SHALL BE LOCATED IN A HIGHLY 

VISIBLE AREA AND SHALL BE FREE OF SHRUBS THAT REACH A MATURE 
HEIGHT GREATER THAN THREE (3) FEET. 

 
10. ALL LIGHTING SHALL BE CONSISTENT WITH THE STANDARDS OF 

SECTION 27.5 OF THE THIS CODE AND MUST BE TURNED OFF BY 10PM. 
 
11. IF NO LIGHTING IS PROVIDED, RECREATION AREA HOURS SHALL BE 

LIMITED TO DAYLIGHT HOURS ONLY AND SHALL BE POSTED ON THE 
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INFORMATIONAL SIGN(S) AT THE PARK ENTRANCE(S) REQUIRED BY 
SECTION D.6. 

 
E.   Facilities Installation, Ownership and Maintenance 
 
1.     Private Recreational Facilities 
 

a.     In cases where the recreational facility is to be privately owned, 
recreational facilities and parking improvements shall be 
completed and in place by the time thirty-five (35) percent of the 
building permits are issued. Prior to release of the required bond 
or assurance, the developer shall provide written documentation 
to the Ttown that all mechanisms are in place to protect the rights 
of the homeowners (i.e., liability insurance). 

 
b.     Private recreational areas and improvements shall be owned and 

maintained by a mandatory membership Hhomeowner’s 
Aassociation (HOA) created by covenants. If the HOA association 
fails to adequately maintain the required recreational facilities, the 
Town may cause the property to be maintained and may cause a 
lien to be placed on the property, subject to and inferior to the lien 
for general taxes and to all prior recorded mortgages and 
encumbrances of record. 

 
2.     Public Park Facilities 
 

a.    In cases where the required recreational area is at least three (3) 
acres in size and is located adjacent to a public thoroughfare, 
dedication to the Town may be accepted. In this case, the park 
land shall be owned and maintained by the Town. The subdivider 
shall, without credit:  

1. Provide full street improvements and utility connections 
including, but not limited to, curbs, gutters, street 
paving, traffic control devices, LIGHTING, street trees, 
and sidewalks to land which is dedicated pursuant to 
this Section 

2. Provide solid masonry fencing along the property line 
of that portion of the subdivided lots contiguous to the 
dedicated land 

3. Provide improved drainage through the site; and 
4. Provide other improvements AND AMENITIES THAT 

which the Town Council determines to be essential to 
the acceptance of the land for recreational purposes. 
Subsequent improvements, if any, shall be developed 
and maintained by the Town. 

 
b.     When park land is dedicated to, and accepted by, the Town, the 

provisions of subsection B.2.1.shall not apply. 
 
 
E. F.   Optional Method IN-LIEU FEE OPTION 
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1.     In lieu of the required private recreational area or public park land dedication 

AND REQUIRED RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, the Town Council may approve 
an alternative proposal FOR AN IN-LIEU FEE that aids in the development OR 
IMPROVEMENT of Town parks or recreational facilities.  ALL SUBDIVISIONS 
CONTAINING 43  LOTS OR LESS MAY UTILIZE THE IN-LIEU FEE OPTION.  

 
2. SUBDIVISIONS OF 85 LOTS OR MORE MAY ELECT TO UTILIZE THE IN-LIEU 

FEE OPTION FOR UP TO FIFTY (50%) PERCENT OF THE TOTAL COST OF 
RECREATION AREA IMPROVEMENTS AS DETERMINED BY THE 
RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE CALCULATION DEFINITION.  THE 
REMAINING PORTION OF THE RECREATION IMPROVEMENT OBLIGATION 
SHALL BE APPLIED TO ON-SITE RECREATION AREA(S) AND AMENITIES 
PER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS CODE.   

 
3. IN-LIEU FEE PROPOSALS SHALL MEET ALL OF THE FOLLOWING 

CONDITIONS: 
 

A. The subdivision is adjacent to HAS OR CAN PROVIDE LEGAL 
AND PHYSICALLY-CONSTRUCTED ACCESS TO an existing 
Oro Valley public park, A PARK LOCATION IDENTIFIED IN THE 
TOWN PARKS, OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS MASTER PLAN, OR 
OTHER LOCATED APPROVED BY THE PRLCR DIRECTOR. 

 
B. THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF THE IN-LIEU FEE DETERMINED BY 

THE RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE CALCULATION IS, IN 
THE OPINION OF THE PLANNING DIVISION MANAGER (PDM) 
AND PRLCR DIRECTOR, SUFFICIENT TO FUND A SPECIFIC 
PARK DEVELOPMENT OR IMPROVEMENT PROJECT FOR AN 
EXISTING FACILITY. 

 
4.    The proposal shall be prepared by the applicant and submitted to the Planning 

and Zoning Administrator PDM AND PRLCR DIRECTOR who shall forward his 
THEIR recommendations to the Town Council for its action after an advertised 
public hearing. 

 
5.    The terms of the agreement shall be made a matter of public record and a 

condition of approval of any final plat or issuance of any permits for the 
subdivision. 

 
6.    In evaluating a proposal under this Section, the Town Council shall consider the 

impact on the property resulting from a change in the standard requirements for 
recreational space, the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed 
alternatives, the benefits afforded to the housing project SUBIDIVISION from the 
alternative proposal and the relative values to the community afforded by the 
alternative proposal, as compared with the standard requirements. 

 
7.    The agreement shall provide for the FUNDING OF equivalent of park land and/or 

recreational facilities to the Town as would have been provided by the provision 
of a recreational area in the subdivision. 
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6.    The in-lieu fee option shall only be available if there is no park or recreation 
facility designated in the Town, Parks, Open Space, and Trails Master Plan, to be 
located in whole or part within the proposed subdivision. Tto serve the immediate 
and future needs of the residents of the subdivision, the subdivider may, in lieu of 
dedicating land, pay a fee equal to the Fair Market Value definition. The fees 
shall be used for a local park that bears a relationship to serve the present and 
future residents of the area being subdivided. 

 
7.     If the proposed subdivision contains twenty (20)  parcels or less the subdivider 

should pay a fee equal to the land value, as determined by the Fair Market 
Value.   

 
8. 7.    If the subdivider objects to the determined fair market value, he/she may appeal 

to the Town Council who shall hear the appeal, with the burden of proof lying with 
the subdivider. 

 
9. 8.    For required recreation areas less than one (1) acre in size, tThe Town Council 

may waive the requirements for an appraisal when the subdivider provides 
acceptable alternative information to the Planning & Planning and Zoning 
Administrator  DIVISION MANAGER (PDM), PRLCR DIRECTOR, and the 
Finance Director, as a means of determining the improved value and THAT is 
presented and accepted at a Town Council public hearing. 

 
9.    If the proposed subdivision contains 85 or more lots, the subdivider shall provide 

the required recreational facility. 
 
CHAPTER 31 DEFINITIONS 
 
TOT LOT: A SMALL (TYPICALLY <1/2 ACRE) RECREATIONAL AREA PRIMARILY 
INTENDED FOR YOUNG CHILDREN (AGES 8 AND UNDER), WITH A PRIMARY 
EMPHASIS ON PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT AND SUPPORTING AMENITIES AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE. 
 
LINEAR PARK: A LINEAR PARK IS A PARK THAT HAS A MUCH GREATER LENGTH 
THAN WIDTH. A LINEAR PARK TYPICALLY INCLUDES A SHARED USE PATH FOR 
PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES, AS WELL AS SEATING AREAS AND OTHER 
APPROPRIATE SUPPORTING AMENITIES TO PROVIDE ACTIVE AND PASSIVE 
RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES. 
 
CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (CEPTED): A MULTI-
DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO DETERRING CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR THROUGH 
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN. THE ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN SHOULD 
ENCOURAGE DESIRABLE BEHAVIOR AND FUNCTIONALITY. CEPTED 
EMPHASIZES SURVEILLANCE, ACCESS CONTROL, AND DEFINITION OF 
OWNERSHIP. 
 
 
126.    Fair Market Value RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE CALCULATION 
 
The fair market value RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE shall be determined by the 
Town, with a written appraisal report prepared by an appraiser acceptable to the Town. 
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For the purposes of the Chapter, the determination of the fair market value 
RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE, shall consider, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following:  
 
 
a.    Approval of and conditions of the preliminary plat 
b.    The general plan  
c.    Conditional zoning  
d.    Property location  
e.    Off-site improvements facilitating use of the property  
f.     Site characteristics of the property  
g.    The fair market value shall be based on the improved value of the land, without 

INCLUDING structures AND FACILITIES REQUIRED BY SECTION 26.5 OF THE 
ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
but AND having the applicable infrastructure (roadways, drainage, water, electric, 
telephone and sewer) installed to the property.  

 
 



 
Rec Code Update 
Project Timeline 

 
 

 

 



TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 
PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING DATE: November 16, 2010 
 
TO:  PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 
 
FROM:   Matt Michels, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  Draft amendment to Section 26.5 and Chapter 31 of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised 

(OVZCR) relating to provision of recreation area in residential subdivisions, OV710-01. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Attached for your review is a revised draft update to the recreation area code (Exhibit “A”). The Planning and 
Zoning Commission (P&ZC) held a public hearing on October 5 and requested a recommendation from PRAB.  
The Commission’s questions about the proposal focused primarily on the in-lieu fee option and how it might be 
utilized to provide meaningful recreational amenities for residents. 
 
Currently, the recreation area requirement is an important tool in providing needed recreational facilities in a 
timely manner.  The focus of the edits from the previous version presented to PRAB on September 21 is a 
modification to the in-lieu fee option (Section 26.5.F) and the definition of Fair Market Value contained in 
Chapter 31. The proposed modifications to these provisions are discussed in greater detail below. 
 
Staff requests PRAB members to review the attached draft code prior to the November 16 meeting. If 
questions or concerns are communicated prior to the meeting staff can be prepared with additional information. 
Written comments are encouraged and Planning Division staff can be reached at: 
 
Matt Michels, Senior Planner: tel. 229-4822, mmichels@orovalleyaz.gov 
David Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager: tel. 229-4807, dwilliams@orovalleyaz.gov 
 
In-Lieu Fee and Analysis of Park Development Cost 
 
Based on input received from the P&ZC and other stakeholders, we have been asked to evaluate how the in-
lieu fee option in the recreation area code might be utilized to aid in the development of public parks or larger 
joint-use facilities rather than smaller recreation areas within subdivisions.  
 
Element #8 of the General Plan, relating to parks and recreation, states that the number one goal is to develop 
an "open space system within the Town of Oro Valley that has as integral components, developed parks, 
natural open space areas, and connecting trails".   
 
We have included an analysis of the cost of developing a one acre pocket park as an example to illustrate the 
costs involved in developing a new public park (Attachment #2).  The cost estimate of approximately $400,000 
demonstrates that a large pool of resources is needed to construct new parks, especially when land costs are 
factored in. 
 
Revised Definition of how in-lieu fees are calculated and utilized 
 
Currently, the in-lieu option requires a fee that represents the fair market value of the land required for the 
recreation area per the Zoning Code.  Currently, the in-lieu fee option is allowed for all subdivisions of 85 lots 
or less, which would equate to a one acre recreational area if built on site.  Use of the in-lieu fee is optional.  As 
proposed, the in-lieu fee would be allowed for all subdivisions of 43 lots or less, which equates of a one-half 
(1/2) acre recreational area if built on site. 
 
Importantly, the definition of Fair Market Value has been amended to include the cost of structures, facilities, 
and design and construction costs required by the recreation code, representing the true value of the 
recreational facility, not solely the land.  In this way, the in-lieu fee provides “apples to apples” by requiring a 
fee equal to the cost of developing a recreation area within the subdivision.  
 

mailto:mmichels@orovalleyaz.gov
mailto:dwilliams@orovalleyaz.gov
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While the “apples to apples” in-lieu fee option may provide a potential method of generating sufficient funds for 
the Town to construct additional public parks, the following concerns remain: 

 
1.   In-lieu fees are generated from smaller subdivisions, and do not generate sufficient funds to construct a 

public park.  As depicted in the attached Park Development Cost estimate, a small one acre park with 
two active amenities would cost approximately $400,000 to design and construct.  

2. It would take a substantial period of time to identify and acquire land appropriately located for a public 
park in addition to addressing infrastructure needs and construction time. Such delays would defeat the 
purpose of the in-lieu option, which is to provide meaningful recreational amenities for residents 
concurrent with the development of new subdivisions. 

 
Oro Valley’s Parks System 
 
As the following graphic depicts, smaller neighborhood parks and tot lots/pocket parks are all private in Oro 
Valley.  The current recreational area ordinance was created to improve residents’ access to passive and 
active recreation in their own neighborhood. While the opportunities for recreation are often limited, in many 
cases these smaller neighborhood parks and pocket parks/tot lots are the only developed parks in reasonable 
proximity to residents. As such, they serve an important role in fulfilling the Town’s parks and recreation goals. 
 
Parks needs are currently provided by a public/private system that includes a state park, two regional parks, 
two community parks, and a series of private parks, recreation areas and golf courses. Oro Valley currently 
operates four (4) public park facilities.  James Kreigh and CDO Riverfront Parks are classified as community 
parks, while West Lambert Lane and Naranja Town Site serve as regional parks.   
 

 

James Kreigh 
CDO Riverfront 

Catalina State Park 
W. Lambert Lane, 
Naranja Town Site 
 

40-200+ ac. 20-40 ac. 1-5 ac. <1 ac. 

Oro Valley’s Park System 

PRIVATE 
(Located within 
subdivisions or PADs) 

PUBLIC 

Tot Lot/ 
Pocket 

Neigh. 
 Park 

Community 
Park 

Regional Park 
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Conclusion 
 
Park facilities are provided by the Town and by developers. In Oro Valley, neighborhood parks and recreation 
areas are best provided by the developer to insure timely provision of developed recreational facilities. 
 
While the proposed recreational code update is limited in its ability to readily address the larger issue of 
increasing public park facilities, it contains provisions and options intended to improve the quality of smaller 
parks. 
 
Please refer to Exhibit “C”, Project Completion Timeline, for an overview of project milestones and anticipated 
P&Z Commission and Town Council public hearing dates. 

SUMMARY OF FACTORS 
 
Findings For 

 The in-lieu fee option is limited to subdivisions of 43 lots or less (1/2 acre recreational area) 
 The in-lieu fee option and definition of Fair Market Value have been modified to ensure the funds 

donated are equal to the cost of land, improvements, equipment and design/construction cost and that 
the funds are earmarked for a specific Town park project or improvement that serves the donating 
neighborhood 

 Responds to known shortcomings and omissions in the existing recreational area code 
 Proposed changes add standards that promote the welfare, safety, and enjoyment of recreational area 

users 
 Focus is on qualitative characteristics of improvements and amenities and does not increase area 

requirements or number of amenities required. 
 Provides credit for area and amenities for certain indoor recreational facilities, such as recreation 

rooms and community centers 
 Proposed code encourages and provides development standards for linear parks  
 

Factors Against 
 None 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed recreational code update as depicted in Exhibit “A”. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
 
The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board may wish to consider one of the following motions: 

I move to recommend [adoption, adoption with modification, or denial] of an amendment to Oro Valley 
Zoning code Revised Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, relating to provision of recreation area in residential 
subdivisions, as shown in Exhibit “A”, OV710-001. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Exhibit “A”, Draft Code Revision 
 2. Exhibit “B”, Park Development Cost Estimate 
 3. Exhibit “C”, Project Completion Timeline 
 
 
S:\PERMPLUS\DOCS\OV710-001\P_PRAB Report 11-16-10.doc 
 
 
 
 
      ___________ 
David A. Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
 



MINUTES 
ORO VALLEY PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 

REGULAR SESSION 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BUILDING 

HOPI CONFERENCE ROOM 
11000 NORTH LA CAÑADA DRIVE 

ORO VALLEY, ARIZONA 85737 
Tuesday, November 16, 2010 

 
4. RECREATIONAL CODE AMENDMENT - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE 
ACTION 
  
Senior Planner Matt Michels presented the changes made to the code amendment 
since the last time he was before this board. 
 
He reviewed the changes: 
~ In-lieu fee modification (previously there were no size limits): 
   - Only smaller subdivisions eligible (<43 lots / 1/2 acre) 
   - Remains optional 
~ Expansion of requirements: 
   - Would allow for an amendment to the Fair Market Value definition 
   - Currently it is for land only, expansion is for the true cost of development 
~ An overview of Town parks system was reviewed, illustrating that the larger parks 
are public parks and the smaller parks are private parks 
~ In-lieu option includes the following requirements: 
   - <43 lots (1/2 acre) 
   - In-lieu amount would be calculated based on true cost of development 
   - Utilized within 1 mile of the site for new or to expand existing park 
   - Resident access provided 
   - Earmarked for a project that serves new residents 
   - It would measure "apples to apples"  
~ Overview of in-lieu fee refinement illustrating elements of what goes into a park 
and a breakdown of the cost estimate of a 1 acre park. It assumes a 1 acre parcel 
with roadway and utility to the site. In the current process, money is collected for the 
land and under the proposal it would include the full cost of development included. 
~ Summary of findings: 
   - This update is to respond to shortcomings in the code 
   - Lack of specificity and direction to the types of facilities and the standards 
   - In lieu-fee would be limited to smaller subdivisons 
   - Market value definition would reflect true cost of a recreation area development 
   - The standards are intended to promote welfare, safety and enjoyment.   
~ Summary: 
   - It is a qualitative approach and there are no increases to area or number of 
amenities 
   - There would be a credit for indoor amenities 
   - Linear parks are specified as preferred with any standards 



~ The project timeline was reviewed 
~ Requested action includes: 
   - Parks and Recreation Advisory Board provide a recommendation 
   - Public Hearing with Planning and Zoning on December 7, 2010 
 
Discussion followed regarding: 
~ The in-lieu fees would only apply to small subdivisions.  
~ The recreation area required for a subdivision in the 43 lots would be a 1/2 acre.   
~ Member Chatterton asked about recreation for older kids. Mr. Michels replied that 
the code has a requirement that a demographic study be done. 
 
Chair Done opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Oro Valley resident Bill Adler stated that he is against in-lieu fees because the 
recreation code was established for parks and recreational space. Space should be 
used to move homes further away from natural space and roadways. He 
recommended that the board review the history of in-lieu funds accumulated in order 
for to assess the fee value. 
 
Discussion followed regarding: 
~ The updated code is good because the in-lieu choice used to be for developments 
with under 85 units and that has been reduced to 43 units.  
~ Is there evidence that residents from subdivisions which paid instead of building 
have a diminished quality of life?  
~ In some cases it is better to give in-lieu fees such as if developments across the 
street from a park.  
~ Are developers taking advantage and paying the fees in order to add more houses 
onto the land. 
~ The reduction from 83 to 46 lots is good. Instead of having to dedicate a whole 
acre, only 1/2 acre is necessary and linear park concepts illustrate how 1/2 acre 
goes a long way.  
~ Currently, no subdivisions are exempt. 
~ With this code change, the larger lot subdivisions would not have to provide the 
recreation area or in-lieu fee. This issue was brought up because larger lots may not 
need to provide a small recreational area because the homes are already on large 
spaces.  
~ What does the codes determine regarding what people can do on their land? 
 ~Large lot subdivisions have different needs for open space and that the facilities 
they seek will be in public parks.  
~ This amendment was a give back to the development community.  
~ What about passive land between the homes? 
 
Ms. Legner suggested a large subdivision have the opportunity to do a in-lieu fee if it 
becomes not valuable to build a recreation space in the neighborhood.  
  



Mr. Michels stated that the larger lot subdivisions do not have the extensive home 
owner associations and private recreation areas require an association to manage 
issues such as maintenance.  
 
Member Scheuring asked if there is a provision in the code in the case a subdivision 
reclassifies and subdivides. Mr. Williams responded that if the developer wants to 
replat, they are required to file a new subdivision plat and meet a checklist of 
requirements.  
 
Member Boelts asked if the developers that pay the fee are creating crammed 
subdivisions. Chair Done responded that the original planning code should protect 
against that. Member Chatterton pointed out that a subdivision can place the houses 
too close together and still meet the park requirement.  
 
Ms. Legner stated that the Town keeps records of how many in-lieu fees have been 
collected, how much has been spent and what it was spent on. Over the last 12 
years, the Town has only taken about 1 in-lieu fee per year and many times it 
involves a small quantity of homes in one subdivision. There have also been in-lieu 
fees given for trails.  
 
Member Scheuring suggested if there is no reason that the 43 unit lots are granted 
the in-lieu option, that the board not adopt this provision for the 43 unit amount and 
abolish in-lieu fees. 
 
Vice-Chair Myerson suggested that there be some number of houses because  a 
park may not be needed for a small area. 
 
Member Roberts stated recommended against giving anyone a free pass and feels 
that there should be no exemptions. Mr. Williams explained that there are two issues 
1) the free pass for large lot subdivisions and 2) if the small subdivisions should 
have the option to pay instead of build. Member Roberts stated that he has no 
problem with the smaller subdivisions having that option but the larger lots should 
not have a free pass. Vice-Chair Myerson agreed and would recommend that the 
code be approved striking the exemptions for the large lots. 
 
Mr. Michels explained that the more options we can create, the more we can allow 
developers to do right by their buyers. Also, when you offer the park areas onsite, 
there is an incentive to keep it onsite because it is a selling point. 
 
The board discussed the following: 
~ In some subdivisions, they could build amenities not knowing the demographics 
which would be a waste of money. It would be good if the 1/2 acre was drawn out to 
improve the quality life.  
~ Community land that is present could be set aside.  
 



MOTION: A motion was made by Vice-Chair Myerson and seconded by Member 
Boelts to recommend with the modification to strike the exemption for the larger lot 
homes adoption of an amendment to Oro Valley Zoning code Revised Section 26.5 
and Chapter 31, relating to provision of recreational area in residential subdivisions, 
as shown in Exhibit "A", OV710-001.  
 
Further discussion followed regarding: 
~ If the exemption were passed, it may be interpreted that the board is favoring the 
wealthier developers.  
~ A 1/2 acre is enough space to do something with and the exemption could have 
been reduced to 20 units instead of 43.  
 
MOTION carried, 5-1 with Member Scheuring opposed.  

 



TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 
PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING DATE: September 21, 2010 
 
TO:  PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 
 
FROM:   Matt Michels, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  Draft amendment to Section 26.5 of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised (OVZCR) relating to 

provision of recreation area in residential subdivisions, OV710-01. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
Attached for your review and comment is a draft update to the recreation area code. This draft was created 
based on the approved scope of work summarized below and with the input of PRAB and other stakeholders, 
including Town Parks, Recreation, Library, and Cultural Resources, the Oro Valley Police Department, and 
Planning Division. This draft has been also been distributed to the Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association 
(SAHBA) and the Metropolitan Pima Alliance (MPA). 
 
Integration of Approved Scope of Work Elements into Draft Code Update: 
 
While this code update is comprehensive in scope, emphasis has been given to the following scope of work 
items. Following is a list of scope items followed by an explanation of the approach taken to address them and 
code reference(s): 
 

1.   Definition of how in-lieu fees are calculated and utilized.  A more specific set of criteria to qualify for 
the in-lieu fee option and the addition of specific requirements for how the funds are to be utilized have 
been added to the draft (proposed Section 26.5.E, Pages 8-10). 

2. Location parameters of recreational areas. The current code does not contain locational 
requirements for recreational areas. The proposed update includes requirements that the recreational 
area be located in a “highly visible, centrally located area of the subdivision that is easily accessible via 
sidewalk, walking path, trail, and/or bicycle or shared use path by all homes within the subdivision” 
(proposed Section 26.5.D.1, page 2). 

3.   Definition of specific active and passive recreational amenities. Proposed Section 2, Recreational 
Facilities Improvement Standards, provides additional guidance on the type of amenities expected, 
including requirements for “tot lots” for subdivisions with an anticipated demographic profile of families 
with young children (note: a definition of the term “tot lot” has been added to Chapter 31 of the code 
(page 11 of the draft), and “young children” is defined as age 8 and younger).  In addition, specific 
criteria for linear parks have been added to proposed Section 26.5.D.2.E on page 4. 

4.   More specific requirements for recreational amenities (locations, type, specifications, etc.). 
Proposed Section 3, Play Equipment Standards, adds several specific playground equipment 
specification requirements including International Play Equipment Manufacturers Association (IPEMA) 
standards for playground surface materials and American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
standards for playground equipment.  Additional criteria, such as locational requirements and 
requirements for lighting of play areas and provision of shade structures over play equipment, have 
been added to enhance safety and comfort for users (proposed Section 26.5.D.3, pages 4-5) 

5.   Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) design elements. The CEPTED 
section is based on internationally-accepted standards and has been recommended for approval by the 
Oro Valley Police Department (OVPD). The requirements include surveillance and access control 
standards as well as signage requirements stating the rules and regulations. These measures will allow 
the OVPD to more effectively monitor and respond to incidents in private recreational areas.  All 
recreation area plans will be reviewed by the OVPD. 
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6. Changes to amount of land required for recreation areas may be limited due to Prop. 207 
regulatory takings constraints.  This has been addressed by using a “tiered” system based on 
whether the property owner is seeking a change in development rights (i.e. rezoning or other actions 
that give additional development entitlements; proposed Section 26.5.B.1 & 2, Page 1). The “tiered” 
approach is also proposed in the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance, which allows properties 
with existing development rights to maintain the same standards for recreation area, but which requires 
subdividers asking for additional entitlements (including rezonings, plan amendments, etc.) to provide 
additional property. The rationale for this approach is based on the problem statement in the General 
Plan Parks and Recreation Key Policy Issues: Small, Dispersed System of Recreation Areas/Parks and 
Open Space Funding sections. 

 
The small, fragmented, and disperse nature of recreation areas within private subdivisions is 
problematic in fulfilling the Town’s goals of pro. While this code update is limited in its ability to fully 
address these problems, a more robust requirement for recreation area of one (1) acre per 45 units for 
properties requiring an increase in entitlements (proposed Section 26.5.B.2 on page 1) allows for more 
extensive and meaningful passive and recreational facilities to serve the residents of the subdivision. 
This is important given the Town’s current lack of a dedicated funding mechanism for the purchase of 
land for park development. 

 
General Plan Conformance: 
 
While most of the goals and policies related to parks and recreation specifically address Town parks, this code 
update has been drafted with consideration to the applicable goals and policies contained in the General Plan, 
including the policy issues discussed under Scope of Work Item #6, above.  
 
Project Completion Timeline: 
 

 September 21, 2010  PRAB meeting to provide feedback on first draft 
 September 24, 2010  Distribute second draft to PRAB and P&Z Commission for review 
 October 5, 2010  P&Z Commission Hearing 
 November 17, 2010  Town Council Hearing 

 
Attachment:  Draft Section 26.5 Revision
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Tuesday, September 21, 2010 
 
5. RECREATIONAL CODE UPDATE - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE 

ACTION 
 
Senior Planner Matt Michels presented information on the amendment to Section 26.5 on 
recreational standards. He discussed the six scope areas: 
1. How In-lieu fees are calculated and utilized 
2. Location parameters of recreational acres 
3. Definition of specific active and passive amenities 
4. More specific requirements for recreational amenities 
5. Crime Prevention through environmental design 
6. Changes to the amount of land required 
 
Mr. Michels discussed the options and amenities. 
 
Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) includes the following: 
~ Natural surveillance 
~ Access control 
~ Lighting 
~ Signage 
     
Where we stand: 
~ The Town currently asks for 1 acre per 85 units 
~ Marana is at 1 acre per 235.5 units 
~ Pima County is at 1 acre per 100 units 
~ Chandler has no requirement for single family residential 
~ Gilbert is dependent on general plan goals at pre-app 
 
A tiered idea would be for properties with hard zoning which would keep the 1 acre per 
85 units. Tier two would be to have a higher standard if they are coming in for rezoning. 
 
In-Lieu Fee Requirements:  
~ <1 acre (85 units) 
    - Within 1 mile of public park with physical and legal access 
~ Fee based on fair market value 
    - Prove sufficient for new development or project 
    - Funds designated for specific development or project 

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=5&clip_id=1036&meta_id=78977
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=5&clip_id=1036&meta_id=78977


    - Is equal or better to facility that would have been required within subdivision 
 
Discussion followed regarding:  
~ Mr. Michels explained that the Town could not use these areas for events because open 
space is overlaid with a conservation easement so no disturbance is permitted.  
~ Member Scheuring requested that the wording be altered in Section D, number 1, letter 
c; regarding the restriction of recreation areas because it may be allowing recreation in 
riparian areas with the current verbiage.  
~ Member Scheuring expressed that he would like to work with Mr. Michels to 
find imaginative ways to encourage developers to build areas for kids to skateboard and 
do other activities.  
~ Member Chatterton asked if a tot lot is a requirement. Mr. Michels stated that it is 
recommended for subdivisions with a large anticipated number of young children. 
Member Chatterton suggested more basketball courts. Mr. Michels proposed to add a 
section for a post-adolescent/teen demographic that is not included. 
~ Chair Done discussed the amount of parking spots allotted considering that many of the 
subdivisions are within walking distance. Some parking spots could be used for 
additional recreational space.  
~ Chair Done recommended that the board hold a special meeting to go over this topic 
and after the builders come in. Mr. Michels stated that for that reason, staff has made sure 
that the board is part of the next subsequent review which goes out next week and 
includes comments from developers. This issue will represent a body of input when it 
goes to Town Council on October 5, 2010.  
~ Ms. Legner clarified that Mr. Michels will send staff the information to forward to the 
board for comments.  
~ Chair Done recommended that the board members attend the October 5, 2010 Planning 
and Zoning Commission meeting.  
 
Mr. Michels discussed the following: 
~ Staff will reevaluate the concept of a greater land donation. 
~ An environmentally sensitive land ordinance will be considered for adoption. 
~ Suggestions are welcome. 
~ Guidance will be taken from the General Plan.  
~ Recreational areas enhance value but the extent needs to be reviewed. 
~ As the code exists, it is for all residential subdivisions.  
 
When the next draft is ready, the board may meet and formalize a recommendation.  
 



TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 
PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING DATE: April 20, 2010 
 
TO:  PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 
 
FROM:   Matt Michels, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  Update on amendment to Section 26.5 of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised (OVZCR) 

relating to provision of recreation area in residential subdivisions, OV7-10-01. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The purpose of this memo is to update the PRAB regarding our research for the recreation areas in residential 
subdivisions standards code update. We will utilize our findings, along with input from our project team 
members, to assist us in drafting the code update.   
 
Staff has contacted several other jurisdictions regarding their code requirements. Following is a brief summary 
of some of the approaches and standards utilized in other jurisdictions: 

 
 Certain jurisdictions have only an open space requirement without a requirement for improved 

recreational areas (Boulder, CO; Albuquerque, NM).  
 Some jurisdictions make recreational standards discretionary under the purview of the Parks and 

Recreation Department or their development review board (Colorado Springs, CO; Burlington, VT).  
 Certain jurisdictions view trails and other passive recreational elements as counting towards fulfilling 

their open space and recreational area requirements. 
 The Town of Gilbert, Arizona has general plan goals for the number of acres of parks per 1,000 

residents (for example, 5 acres of neighborhood parks and 3.5 park acres of district parks for every 
1,000 residents). They also have a general plan goal of a one-half acre mini park/tot lot within 1/6 of a 
mile of all new housing.  

 It would appear that the amount of recreation area we require (1 acre/85 dwelling units) is in line with 
other jurisdictions that prescribe a specific ratio.  This is one area we will not likely amend since it also 
has regulatory takings (Proposition 207, also known as the “Private Property Rights Protection Act”) 
implications. 

 We are gathering data on existing parks within subdivisions in the Town and will be taking photos to 
demonstrate best practices. Some of this may be integrated into the code update. 

 We will be meeting with project team members, including Parks and Recreation staff, OVPD staff, and 
citizen, HOA, and developer team members in the next couple of weeks further define our focus areas 
and to get input into specific standards that might be integrated into the code amendment. 

 
As previously discussed, we would like PRAB to act as the primary reviewing body for the code drafts. We 
anticipate providing a draft for your review in May or June.  Also, as discussed, while PRAB does not have 
purview over parks and recreational facilities within private subdivisions, the experience, expertise, and 
insights you can offer are invaluable in reviewing this code update. Further, the PRAB meetings provides a 
venue for stakeholders and other interested parties to speak on the matter prior to public hearing at the 
Planning and Zoning Commission. 
 
 
S: //PERMPLUS/DOCS/OV710-01/PZ_04-20-10 PRAB Report 



 

 



MINUTES 
ORO VALLEY PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 
REGULAR SESSION 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BUILDING 
HOPI CONFERENCE ROOM 
11000 NORTH LA CAÑADA DRIVE 
ORO VALLEY, ARIZONA 85737  
  
Tuesday, April 20, 2010 
 
4. RECREATION AREAS IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES ZONING CODE 

UPDATE, OV7-10-001 TO REVIEW SCOPE OF WORK AND ROLE OF 
THE PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD - DISCUSSION AND 
POSSIBLE ACTION  

 
Senior Planner Matt Michels and Parks and Recreation Director Ainsley Legner assured 
the board that review of this item and providing feedback is within the purview of this 
board. Mr. Michels expressed gratitude for the board’s feedback.  
 
Discussion followed regarding: 
~ Research and stake holder assistance is essential. 
~ The project is in the information gathering and comparison stage.  
~ The appropriate section of the General Plan was distributed for the board to review.  
~ The General Plan lays out a framework for a hierarchy of parks, recreation, open space 
and trails. It is divided among Town provisioning facilities and the private sector.  
~ The scope of work is subdivision private park facilities.  
~ Town funding is limited in terms of acquisition of additional parks space.  
~ There are certain areas without adequate proximity to parks. We can not change the 
exaction standards (1 acre of recreational area per 85 units) because of Private Property 
Protection Act of 2007 (Prop 207) but we can offer incentives and develop standards.  
~ The Town has authority over applicant approval and may make requests.  
~ The Town is 85% built-out and in the future we will plan for smaller subdivisions, so 
the key focus will by Arroyo Grande.  
~ A draft should be prepared for the board’s review by June and Mr. Michels will attend 
the June meeting and request feedback.   
~ Chair Done requested that Miller Ranch be reviewed to see if the Town should have 
been a part of the development process.  
~ Mr. Michels has reviewed the 300-page draft of Marana’s Recreation Code and met 
with Acting Director Paul Popelka on the subject. Member Scheuring requested that Mr. 
Michels meet with Marana Parks and Recreation Director Tom Ellis.  
~ Chair Done pointed out that Marana has an impact fee for parks so they have more 
money to put into their parks and they have less expensive land. 
~ Private Property Protection Act states that any legislating action by a governing 
body that leads to a reduction in property value (or by reducing the number of units), 
would be a Prop 207 claim. Unless it is repealed from state law, this will remain in place.  
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Call to Audience:  
Robert Evans, Oro Valley resident, discussed the need for new development standards 
because the present code is outdated. The Town should develop something contemporary 
which is not in competition with the other local jurisdictions. 
 
Bill Adler, Oro Valley resident, commented on the following: 
~ There is an area in Arroyo Grande which will need to be rezoned and the Town has the 
latitude to impose new legislative restrictions regarding recreational needs. The same 
principal goes for the Kai property. 
~ Recreational open space in a recreational subdivision enhances value.  
~ Review section 8.3.7 in the code to help develop a review process where larger 
recreational facilities are available to be shared by multiple subdivisions.  
~ The present code includes an in-lieu fee which allows developers to pay money instead 
of setting aside space but the amount donated is not enough to purchase park space.  
 
The board discussed the following: 
~ If a developer agrees to donate more space and signs a waver, they can not file a claim. 
~ The intent of the in-lieu fee was to help the Town acquire land but in reality, the 
amounts are too low because the code was passed in 1994.   
~ The qualitative value of the space should be reviewed.  
~ Park space increases home values but it may be legally based on lot yield.  
~ Chair Done asked about holding a brown bag study session in June.  
 



TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 
 
PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING DATE: March 16, 2010 
 
TO:  PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 
 
FROM:   Matt Michels, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  OV7-10-01, The Oro Valley Planning and Zoning Department requests approval of an 

amendment to Section 26.5 of the Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised (OVZCR) relating to 
provision of recreation area in residential subdivisions. 

 
SUMMARY: 
 
The Planning & Zoning Department has been tasked with updating the zoning code requirements for recreation 
areas in residential subdivisions. Staff has generated a proposed scope of work, project team, and timeline, 
and seeks the PRAB’s input regarding this proposal. Staff would like to utilize the PRAB as the primary 
advisory and reviewing body for this project. 
 
PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK: 
 
Update Section 26.5, Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised (OVZCR) to enhance and refine requirements, with 
specific focus on the following: 
 

1.   Definition of how in-lieu fees are calculated and utilized   
2. Location parameters of recreational areas  
3.   Definition of specific active and passive recreational amenities  
4.   More specific requirements for recreational amenities (locations, type, specifications, etc.) 
5.   Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) design elements 
6. Changes to amount of land required for recreation areas may be limited due to Proposition 207 

regulatory takings constraints. Larger issue of what types of facilities are needed to satisfy community 
recreational needs (i.e. larger public community parks with ball fields, etc. vs. smaller private pocket 
parks and tot lots within subdivisions) should be discussed 

 
PROJECT TEAM: 
 

 P&Z Staff (Matt Michels, Paul Popelka, P&Z Intern Daiana Pensky) 
 Parks and Recreation Staff (Ainsley Legner, Nancy Ellis) 
 OVPD representative (Amy Sloane and/or Yolanda Hallberg) 
 Parks & Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) to be primary advisory and reviewing body 
 Citizen, HOA, and development industry representative participation through attendance and 

participation at PRAB meetings (Bill Adler, Steve Solomon, Deb Lewis, Lewis Management) 
 Draft review by SAHBA 

 
TENTATIVE TIMELINE: 
 

 March 16, 2010 PRAB meeting-review scope of work, role of PRAB 
 April 20, 2010  PRAB meeting-review other jurisdictions requirements 
 May 18, 2010  PRAB meeting-review of first draft 
 June 15, 2010  PRAB meeting-review of second draft 
 July 1, 2010  P&Z Commission Hearing 
 August 4, 2010 Town Council Hearing 

  
Attachment: Section 26.5, OVZCR 
 
S: //PERMPLUS/DOCS/OV710-01/PZ_03-16-10 PRAB Report 



MINUTES 
ORO VALLEY PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 
REGULAR SESSION 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BUILDING 
HOPI CONFERENCE ROOM 
11000 NORTH LA CAÑADA DRIVE 
ORO VALLEY, ARIZONA 85737  
  
Tuesday, March 16, 2010 
 
4. RECREATION AREAS IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES ZONING CODE 

UPDATE, OV7-10-001 TO REVIEW SCOPE OF WORK AND ROLE OF 
THE PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD - DISCUSSION AND 
POSSIBLE ACTION 

 
Oro Valley Senior Planner Matt Michels presented the following: 
~ The background on Section 26.5 of the Zoning Code. 
~ There are several areas concentrating on enhancing and refining requirements with 
focus on the following: 
  1. In lieu fee: to give money instead of land to be used by the Town for park land. They 
would like to determine if this is fulfilling the need to the end user. 
  2. The parameters of recreational areas means where we want the areas. 
  3. The specific active and passive recreational amenities for the demographic. 
  4. More specific requirements for amenities. 
  5. Crime prevention through environmental design. 
  6. Amount of recreation area requested. This item is limited by 2008 propositions.  
 
Mr. Michels asked for the board’s opinion in order to better serve the community. 
 
Further discussion followed regarding: 
~ The project team members. 
~ This zoning code lacks definition but there are standards for amenities.  
~ This revision could assist with control of amenities.   
~ The timeline was reviewed. 
~ The Town of Marana has superb codes and Tom Ellis may be a good resource. ~ An 
addendum to this would be best practices to use as example.  
 
CALL TO AUDIENCE: Bill Adler, resident, explained that it was reasonable at the 
time the code was created to allocate one acre of land per every 85 units but this is now 
out of date because most developments are smaller and space ends up being too small and 
usable. Developers instead donate money but the code is about parks space and it is not 
about money. He recommended the following: 
~ The in lieu fee should be omitted. 
~ Developers should have to pinpoint primary users and allocate the appropriate amount 
of space for that demographic.  
~ The Town should require developers to put money into escrow so for home owner 
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associations to access once the development is established. 
~ This should be in place before Arroyo Grande is annexed.  
~ This group should participate in the process.  
 
The board discussed the following: 
~ It would be a mistake to get rid of in lieu fees because a park may not make sense 
in some areas. 
~ It would be beneficial to build a park in Arroyo Grande. It would be better if the park 
was under the Town’s control.  
~ Chair Done requested that this item be a "radar" issue for the future.  
 
 









 TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING DATE: January 13, 2011 
                
 
TO: PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
 
FROM:   David A. Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Public Hearing: Recreation Area Requirements Amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code 

Revised Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, Definitions, OV710-001. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
An updated draft of the proposed zoning code amendment is attached as Exhibit “A”.  The Planning and 
Zoning Commission (P&ZC) held a public hearing on December 7, 2010, and identified several issues for staff 
to address. In addition, staff has met with Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association (SAHBA) officials to 
address their concerns and has presented the proposed code update to the Metropolitan Pima Alliance (MPA) 
Public Policy Committee. A summary of issues with staff response is provided below. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Following is a summary of the issues and questions raised at the December 7, 2010, P&ZC meeting by the 
Commission and SAHBA.  Each question or comment is followed by staff response (in italics): 
 

 The deletion of the proposed exemption of large lot subdivisions (within the R1-36, R1-43, R1-144, and 
R1-300 zoning districts, Section 26.5.A.1) was discussed and the Commission wished to reinstate the 
exemption.   
Staff concurs that there are good reasons to exempt large lot subdivisions since the need for small 
recreation areas in subdivisions with one acre and greater lots is significantly reduced. 

 
 Is 43 lot subdivision (1/2 acre recreation area required) or less an appropriate threshold for the in-lieu 

fee option?  
The current threshold of 85 lots has been reduced to 43 lots, narrowing the availability of the in-lieu fee 
option. Since the primary purpose of the recreation code is to provide meaningful recreation space 
within subdivisions, the in-lieu fee option should be reserved for smaller developments that elect to 
contribute to off-site improvements rather than provide very small and possibly less usable recreation 
areas within the subdivision. 

 
 The recreation code should be in sync with the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance (ESLO) and 

a credit should be provided for raw land, including Environmentally Sensitive Open Space (ESOS)  
Staff has reviewed the recreation area credit provisions in the draft ESLO and has aligned the 
provisions with the recreation code to match (Section 26.5.C.3). The applicant may receive a credit for 
the property at a 1:1 ratio for a maximum of 100% of the required recreation area. 
 

 The requirement for the recreation area to be centrally located (Section 26.5.D.1.a) is too restrictive 
and precludes locations adjacent to open space areas, which may be desirable. 
The language has been modified to strike the term “centrally located” to allow for more flexibility in 
recreation area location, for instance, connected to an open space area on the periphery of the 
subdivision. 

  
 Concern about cost implications of the proposed code requirements. 

Specific items, including the proposed requirement to cover all play equipment (Section 26.5.D.3.d), 
picnic tables (Section 26.5.D.2.g.vi) and utilize specific playground surface materials (Section 
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26.5.D.3.b) have been modified to be more flexible and less costly for developers, which still 
maintaining the primary intent to promote the comfort, safety, and enjoyment of recreational facilities. 

 
Since the commission meeting staff has met with SAHBA to review their concerns and has found mutually 
acceptable compromises to virtually all of their outstanding concerns, except: 
 

1. The proposed narrowing of the in-lieu fee option from 85 to 43 lots and, 
2. Including the full cost of park development in the in-lieu fee calculation rather than land only.  

 
We have furnished them with a revised draft of the recreation code and anticipate a letter acknowledging that 
the bulk of their concerns have been satisfactorily addressed. 
 
In addition, staff made a presentation to the Metropolitan Pima Alliance (MPA) Public Policy Committee on 
December 20 and solicited their comments and feedback.  The following ideas were proposed and have been 
integrated into the draft code: 
 

 Allowing a “hybrid” in-lieu fee option by providing a percentage of the recreation area requirement as an 
in-lieu fee toward public improvements and a portion towards on-site recreation area.   

 
Staff has reviewed Section 18.69.090 of Pima County’s Zoning Code (Residential Recreation Areas) 
and has added a provision to the draft recreation code (Section 26.5.F.2) to allow subdivisions with 85 
or more lots to utilize this approach by donating up to 50% of the require recreation area development 
costs, as determined by the Recreation Area In-Lieu Fee Calculation (formerly Fair Market Value) 
definition in Chapter 31, as in-lieu fees.  An allowance would be made for a reduced recreation area 
based on the percentage of in-lieu fees donated.  For example, a project with a one acre recreation 
area requirement that donates 50% as in-lieu fees would be required to provide one half acre of 
recreation. 

 
 Allowing a smaller recreation area if the amenities provided are of higher value than typical facilities. 

For example, a splash pad or skate park cost much more than playground equipment or a half court 
basketball court and may provide enhanced recreational value compared to more typical recreational 
amenities.  

 
Staff has added a provision to Section 26.5.D.2.f to provide a credit for “value added” amenities against 
the recreation area requirement of Section 26.5.C.1.  The provision would allow a recreation area 
reduction based on the additional value of the enhanced amenity provided compared to the “base” 
requirement of a more typical amenity.  

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 
 
This project was continued at the December 7, 2010, meeting to the January P&Z Commission meeting. The 
hearing notice has been posted at Town Hall and on the website. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
Park facilities are provided by the Town and by developers. In Oro Valley, with no dedicated funding source for 
recreational facilities, neighborhood parks and recreation areas are provided by the developer to insure timely 
provision of recreation facilities. While the proposed recreation code update is limited in its ability to readily 
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address the larger issue of increasing public park facilities, it contains provisions and options intended to 
improve the quality of smaller parks. Improvements to the ordinance include: 
 

 Responds to known shortcomings and omissions in the existing recreation area code, such as no 
standards for playground equipment safety or ability to modify the plan as needed to respond to the 
demographics of the subdivision. 

 The in-lieu fee option has been modified to ensure the funds donated are equal to the cost of land, 
improvements, equipment and design/construction  

 Provides locational parameters for recreational facilities to ensure convenient access for residents 
 Adds standards for passive and active amenities that promote the welfare, safety, and enjoyment of 

recreation area users 
 Focus is on qualitative characteristics of improvements and amenities and does not increase area 

requirements or number of amenities required. 
 Provides credit for area and amenities for certain indoor recreational facilities, such as recreation rooms 

and community centers 
 Encourages and provides development standards for linear parks  
 Adds CPTED criteria 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on review and input from stakeholders including the public, SAHBA and MPA and guidance from the 
Park and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB), staff recommends approval of the revised recreation code 
update as depicted in Exhibit “A”. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission may wish to consider one of the following motions: 

I move to recommend that the Town Council [approve, approve with conditions, continue, or deny] an 
amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 26.5, relating to provision of recreation area in 
residential subdivisions, and Chapter 31, Definitions, as depicted in Exhibit “A”, OV710-001. 

ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Exhibit “A”, Draft Code Revision 
2. December 7, 2010, Planning and Zoning Commission Report 

 
S:\PERMPLUS\DOCS\OV710-001\P_PZC Report 1-13-11.doc 
 

      ___________ 
David A. Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
 

 



MINUTES  
ORO VALLEY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING  
January 13, 2011  

ORO VALLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS  
11000 N. LA CAÑADA DRIVE  

   
CALL TO ORDER AT OR AFTER 6:00 P.M.  
 
Special Chair Swope called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M. 
 
ROLL CALL  
 
PRESENT:  Robert Swope, Chair  

Don Cox, Vice Chair  
Alan Caine, Commissioner 
John Buette, Commissioner 
Robin Large, Commissioner 
Mark Napier, Commissioner 

 
ABSENT:  Robert La Master, Commissioner 
 
5. Public Hearing: Amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 

26.5 and Chapter 31, definitions, Recreation area requirements in 
residential subdivisions, OV710-001.  

 
 
Matt Michels, Planning Division Senior Planner presented the following: 
- Project Timeline  
- SAHBA Concerns Addressed  
- SAHBA Outstanding Issues  
- Metropolitan Pima Alliance Policy Committee Ideas  
- Findings  
- Recommendation 
 
Commissioner Caine asked Mr. Michels if he had a position on letter from the 
Southern Arizona Home Builders Association (SAHBA). 
Mr. Michels responded with yes, with the following comments: 
1 - Sixty-six percent is reasonable threshold. 
2 - There was a recommendation for the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
to decrease the number of lots to 43 from the 85 lots proposed. 
3 - Originally there was a stipulation of constructed or availability of 
bicycle/pediatrician access, it was staffs intent to just say access, strike 
out bicycle. 
 

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1132&meta_id=86195
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1132&meta_id=86196
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1132&meta_id=86244
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1132&meta_id=86244
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1132&meta_id=86244


Mr. Williams added we are not recommending any changes based on these 
comments from SAHBA. 
 
Commissioner Cox asked if large lots developments are exempted from in-lieu 
fees. 
Mr. Michels responded with no, they would not exempt the large lots 
developments from in-lieu fees.  As defined it would be parcels zoned on R1-36 
or larger.  A developer with 43 lots of less would be exempted from the on-site 
recreational requirements.   
Mr. Williams added that large lots would be exempt from having to provide any 
recreation or in-lieu fee, our answer was incorrect.  This does not apply to them, 
they would not be required to do a recreation area or pay any money.   
 
Commissioner Cox asked if they are currently exempt for any in-lieu fee. 
Mr. Michels responded with no, they are currently held to this code. 
 
Commissioner Cox asked to explain the 43 lot development or less. 
Mr. Michels said the in-lieu fee is one of the options within this recreation code.   
 
Commissioner Cox asked if there is a development of large lots, are they exempt 
from in-lieu fees.  
Mr. Michels said yes, they are exempt from in-lieu fees. 
 
Commissioner Cox asked regardless of the number of lots. 
Mr. Michels responded yes. 
Mr. Williams added the commissioner might be talking about impact fees rather 
than in-lieu fees.  The developers are not exempt from impact fees.  This 
exemption would take large lot developers off the hook for providing recreation 
facilities in their subdivision.   
 
Commissioner Cox asked if the developers are currently not required to pay any 
in-lieu fees. 
Mr. Williams responded that currently nobody is required to pay in-lieu fees. 
 
Chair Swope asked if shallow retention basins (flood prone areas) would 
be accepted as recreation land and if so is there liability issues associated with 
this. 
Mr. Andrews said from a liability stand point no.  This allows the developer like a 
dual use, it could not be a detention which holds water, but retention which kind 
of slows it down and let’s water out. 
Paul Keesler, Permitting Manager, commented there are specific safety 
requirements with respects to slide slopes basin and the depth of the ponding 
water in the basin, which is acceptable for entrance without safety barricading 
around the basin.  It is not uncommon for parks to actually be built in the bottom 
of such basins that have adequate safety egress.   
 



Bill Adler, OV resident, commented he was always opposed in-lieu fees. 
 
Chair Swope asked staff if they could elaborate on in-lieu fees and generating 
adequate revenue. 
Mr. Williams said we did a table and study since this has been in effect is 
$140,000 - $150,000. 
Mr. Michels added one of the objectives for the code was to strengthen the 
requirements to utilize the in-lieu fees, one of the key elements of that was to 
require that it reflect the true cost of the development than the land only.   
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner Caine and seconded by 
Commissioner Buette to recommend that the Town Council approve an 
amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 26.5, relating to 
provision of recreation area in residential subdivisions, and Chapter 31, 
Definitions, as depicted in Exhibit "A", OV710-001  
 
MOTION carried, 6-0.  
 



 TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING DATE: December 7, 2010 
                
 
TO: PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
 
FROM:   David A. Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Public Hearing: Recreation Area Requirements Amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code 

Revised Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, Definitions, OV710-001. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission (P&ZC) held a public hearing on October 5, 2010, and requested a 
recommendation from the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB).  The PRAB discussed the code 
amendment and recommended approval at their November 16 meeting.  A summary of the issues discussed 
by the P&ZC and the PRAB are provided below. 
 
Please refer to the attached October 5 staff report for project background and a more detailed discussion of 
the specific elements of the amendment. 

 
Summary of P&ZC Input and Response 
 
The focus of the discussion at the October 5, 2010, P&ZC meeting related to the in-lieu fee option (Section 
26.5.F). There was concern regarding the ability of in-lieu fees to adequately fund meaningful projects and 
questions as to how they would be utilized. Based on these questions and comments, staff has researched the 
issue further, including a “big picture” analysis of the Town’s park system and the role of small recreation areas 
within subdivisions, an analysis of in-lieu fees collected (Exhibit “B”), and a development cost estimate for a 
one acre park including land, design, and improvements.   
 
Planning staff’s conclusion is that the preferred option should be on-site recreation in order to provide 
neighborhood recreation facilities in a timely and efficient manner. A comprehensive in-lieu fee option that 
reflects the true cost of park development ensures it accomplishes its intended purpose of funding park sites 
and facilities.  The proposed modifications to the in-lieu fee option are discussed in greater detail in the 
Discussion section detail below.   
 
Summary of Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) Input and Response 
 
At their November 16, 2010, meeting the PRAB provided feedback and raised several questions related to the 
proposed code update.  
 

 The proposed exemption of large lot subdivisions (within the R1-36, R1-43, R1-144, and R1-300 zoning 
districts, Section 26.5.A.1) may create an inequality that allows the larger, more expensive lots to get 
“off the hook” for providing amenities required for smaller lot subdivisions. 

 
 Should the in-lieu fee option be limited to smaller subdivisions-perhaps 20 lots or fewer, or a recreation 

area of approximately one-quarter (1/4) acre in size) rather than the proposed 43 lots or fewer? 
 

 Does the ordinance provide for recreational amenities for older youths? 
 

 Does the use of the in-lieu fee option result in a more dense subdivision? 
 

 Has the in-lieu fee option been used extensively in the past? 
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The PRAB discussed the code amendment and recommended approval at the November 16 meeting. Also, 
since the last P&ZC meeting, the code has also been reviewed by Jason Hadley, Principal of Hadley Design 
Group, a highly experienced landscape architect and park designer. He offered a few suggestions for minor 
edits, including: 
 

 The timing for submittal of detailed schematics at final plat stage (Sec. 26.5.D.2.e) 
 Proximity of play space to rights-of-way, property lines, etc. The words play “space” were changed to 

play “equipment” to provide more opportunity to design small pocket parks in proximity to homes, etc. 
(Section 26.5.D.3.C) 

  Allowance of on-street parking to count towards required parking (Sec. 26.5.D.4) 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In-Lieu Fee and Analysis of Park Development Cost 
 
Based on input received from the P&ZC and other stakeholders, we have evaluated how the in-lieu fee option 
in the recreation area code might be utilized to aid in the development of public parks or larger joint-use 
facilities rather than smaller recreation areas within subdivisions.  Monies generated by the in-lieu fee option 
are utilized by the Parks, Recreation, Library, and Cultural Resources (PRLCR) Department to fund needed 
improvements to Town parks. 
 
Element #8 of the General Plan, relating to parks and recreation, states that the number one goal is to develop 
an "open space system within the Town of Oro Valley that has as integral components, developed parks, 
natural open space areas, and connecting trails".   
 
We have included an analysis of the cost of developing a one acre neighborhood park as an example to 
illustrate the costs involved in developing a new public park (Exhibit “C”).  The example estimates the actual 
cost to acquire and construct a one acre neighborhood park at $402,000. 
 
Revised Definition of how in-lieu fees are calculated and utilized 
 
Currently, the in-lieu option requires a fee that represents the fair market value of only the land required for the 
recreation area per the Zoning Code.  Currently, the in-lieu fee option is allowed for all subdivisions of 85 lots 
or less, which would equate to a one acre recreation area if built on site.  Use of the in-lieu fee is optional.  As 
proposed, the scope of the in-lieu fee option would be narrowed to allow subdivisions of 43 lots or less, which 
equates of a one-half (1/2) acre recreation area if built on site. 
 
Importantly, the method of calculating the amount of the in-lieu fee has been amended to include the cost of 
structures, facilities, and design and construction costs required by the recreation code, representing the true 
value of the recreation facility, not solely the land.  In this way, the in-lieu fee provides “apples to apples” by 
requiring a fee equal to the cost of developing a recreation area within the subdivision.  
 
The in-lieu fee option generates funds the Town can use for park facilities and improvements.  Planning staff 
notes that in-lieu fees do not translate into short term, nearby recreation facilities. However, use of in-lieu funds 
does provide additional recreational resources for Town residents. 
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Oro Valley’s Parks System 
 
As the graphic on the next page depicts, smaller neighborhood parks and tot lots/pocket parks are all private in 
Oro Valley.  The current recreation area ordinance was created to improve residents’ access to passive and 
active recreation in their own neighborhood. While the opportunities for recreation are often limited, in many 
cases these smaller neighborhood parks and pocket parks/tot lots are the only developed parks in reasonable 
proximity to residents. As such, they serve an important role in fulfilling the Town’s parks and recreation needs. 
 
Parks in Oro Valley include a state park, two regional parks, two community parks, and a series of private 
parks, recreation areas and golf courses. Oro Valley currently operates four (4) public park facilities.  James 
Kreigh and CDO Riverfront Parks are classified as community parks, while West Lambert Lane and Naranja 
Town Site serve as regional parks.   
 

 
 
 
Please refer to Exhibit “D”, Project Completion Timeline, for an overview of project milestones and anticipated 
Town Council public hearing date. 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 
 

Regional Park 

Community 
Park 

Neigh. 
 Park Tot Lot/ 

Pocket 

PUBLIC PRIVATE 

Oro Valley’s Park System 

(Located within 
subdivisions or PADs) 

<1 ac. 1-5 ac. 20-40 ac. 40-200+ ac. 

W. Lambert Lane, 
Naranja Town Site 
Catalina State Park 
 
 

James Kreigh 
CDO Riverfront 
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This project has been noticed in accordance with Town procedures, which includes the following: 

 Homeowners Association mailing 
 Notice in The Daily Territorial 
 Post at Town Hall and on website 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
Park facilities are provided by the Town and by developers. In Oro Valley, neighborhood parks and recreation 
areas are best provided by the developer to insure timely provision of recreation facilities. While the proposed 
recreation code update is limited in its ability to readily address the larger issue of increasing public park 
facilities, it contains provisions and options intended to improve the quality of smaller parks. Improvements to 
the ordinance include: 
 

 Responds to known shortcomings and omissions in the existing recreation area code 
 The in-lieu fee option is available for subdivisions of 43 lots or less (1/2 acre recreation area) 
 The in-lieu fee option has been modified to ensure the funds donated are equal to the cost of land, 

improvements, equipment and design/construction  
 Provides locational parameters for recreational facilities to ensure convenient access for residents 
 Adds standards for passive and active amenities that promote the welfare, safety, and enjoyment of 

recreation area users 
 Focus is on qualitative characteristics of improvements and amenities and does not increase area 

requirements or number of amenities required. 
 Provides credit for area and amenities for certain indoor recreational facilities, such as recreation rooms 

and community centers 
 Encourages and provides development standards for linear parks  
 Adds CPTED criteria 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff concurs with PRAB’s recommendation to delete the exception for larger lots.  Staff recommends approval 
of the proposed recreation code update as recommended by the PRAB and depicted in Exhibit “A”. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission may wish to consider one of the following motions: 

I move to recommend that the Town Council [approve, approve with conditions, continue, or deny] an 
amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 26.5, relating to provision of recreation area in 
residential subdivisions, OV710-001. 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
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1. October 5, 2010 P&ZC Report 
2. Exhibit “A”, Draft Code Revision 
3. Exhibit “B”, Table of In-Lieu Fees Collected 

 4. Exhibit “C”, Park Development Cost Estimate 
 5. Exhibit “D”, Project Completion Timeline 
 
S:\PERMPLUS\DOCS\OV710-001\P_PZC Report 12-7-10.doc 
 

      ___________ 
David A. Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
 

 



MINUTES  
ORO VALLEY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING  
December 7, 2010  

ORO VALLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS  
11000 N. LA CAÑADA DRIVE  

 
2. Public Hearing:  Zoning Code Amendment relating to provision of 

recreation area in residential subdivisions Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, 
definitions, OV710-001.  

 
Matt Michels, OV Senior Planner, presented the following: 
 
- Parks & Recreation Advisory Board Action 
- Oro Valley’s Park System 
- In-Lieu Fee Requirements 
- In-Lieu Fee Option Refinement - One Acre Park Example 
- Findings 
- Project Timeline 
- Recommendation 
 
Commissioner Caine commented that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
came up with a number of relevant questions which were never addressed, 
although the board approved the staff’s current recommendation.  Commission 
Caine went on to ask if there was any more discussion or intent to possible 
changes. 
Mr. Michels said because of the amenity requirements, staff tried to build in some 
flexibility to respond to the demographics of the subdivision.  Currently the focus 
within the code in terms of descriptive standards is limited to playground 
equipment and top off facilities for younger children.  Once you get beyond the 
playground sets, the realm of potential recreational opportunities goes from 
basketball hoops to skate parks.  Staff is required in a study of demographics to 
consider recreational facilities for older children, but determined it was cost 
prohibited.  Thus staff elected to keep the current standards.   
Commissioner Swope commented that he didn’t understand calculations in 
regards to in-lieu fees.    
Commissioner Swope asked if the approximate calculation of the cost to build a 
one acre park is $400,000, is the cost to build a one-half acre recreational facility 
$200,000, and the in-lieu fee calculation would be based on the cost of the 
$200,000.   
Mr. Williams, OV Planning Division Manager explained that it wouldn’t be exactly 
half because some of the cost is fixed whether it is one acre or a one-half acre 
site.  We are looking at maybe sixty or seventy percent of the one acre cost not 
based on the square footage of the park but on the market value of the land.   
Commissioner Swope asked if a developer of a 43 lot development would pay 

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1113&meta_id=84466
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1113&meta_id=84466
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=&clip_id=1113&meta_id=84466


$280,000. 
Mr. Williams responded that the developer would pay the equivalent cost of 
installing the required park.  If the developer had a 43 acre lot subdivision they 
are required to provide a one-half acre recreation area.  Under that they are 
required to install one passive and one active amenity.   
Commissioner Swope observed that it seems inconsistent with the numbers 
provided in Exhibit B, Town of Oro Valley Recreation In-Lieu Fees Inception 
through December 23, 2009.  There are no developers, including Vestar paying 
anything close to these fees. 
Mr. Williams responded that was correct and that is why the Town is proposing 
an amendment.  The offsets have been based on the value of the land and there 
is no precise definition of how the fair market value is determined.   
Commissioner Swope asked how the Town plans to deter unauthorized users 
and activities at these recreational facilities.  Conceptually it sounds like a good 
idea, but how do you accomplish that other than fencing, security codes and 
what have you.  Then does it become a public facility opposed to a private 
restricted facility.   
Mr. Michels said this code is meant to be as flexible as possible and staff is trying 
not to prescribe fencing.   
Commissioner Swope referred to pg 9 of 10, item 8, in-lieu funds shall be 
designated for development of improvement project(s) for a Town park(s) or 
recreational facilitie(s).  In the previous draft of this ordinance there was a 
reference that these facilities need to be located no more than one mile from the 
original subdivision, why was that changed?   
Mr. Michels said the Town is trying to transition from one way of doing business 
and trying to create a system that is more par-a-de from what they are providing.  
One approach would be to give discretion to the Parks and Recreation 
Department to make those determinations of appropriate improvements. 
Mr. Williams added that there are some practical limitations.  The in-lieu fee 
option is not perfect and has been criticized before this board and elsewhere.  If 
a developer is going to build a park nearby, the time frame to find a site, acquire 
the site, build the site takes years and families are moving in right away.  The 
Town feels that we are missing the demographics that would benefit from the use 
of this park when facility is not built for five, six or ten years. We believe that the 
practical limitations are a problem with the in-lieu fee option.  We would rather 
have the money available immediately applied to improvements that benefit the 
community. 
Commissioner Caine commented on a typo on page 2, section D1b, should read 
linear parks, as defined by this code and described in section D.2.H., not section 
D.2.E.  
Commissioner Caine has observed that the larger neighborhood parks are well 
used, but the mini parks "the ones with top lots" don’t seem to get much use.  
Commissioner Caine is not suggesting that we don’t need neighborhood parks.  
It helps the aesthetics of the neighborhood to have an open space.  
Commissioner Caine went on to ask whether staff or the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board has ever gone back to the public regarding the uses of these 



parks to see if there is any way to make them more useful to the public. 
Mr. Michels said the Town met with developers and HOA’s to receive input.  
They were kind enough to share with us what works and does not work.   
Commissioner Napier commented on being a new commissioner and staff 
pointed out a previous letter from SABHA indicating some concerns they had and 
asked Mr. Michels if he was able to share what was in the letter.  
Mr. Michels pointed out David Godlewski from SABHA was present and would 
share SABHA’s concerns later on in the meeting. 
Commissioner Napier asked if a developer of 43 lots would be required to set 
aside one-half acre for a park facility or would in-lieu fees be assessed to the 
developer. 
Mr. Williams responded with yes, the developer can build a park or write a check. 
Commissioner Napier commented that a formula should be provided in the 
Zoning Ordinance identifies how in-lieu fees are accessed.  
Mr. Williams responded that the code provides for a calculation based on the 
land area required that varies per subdivision depending on their requirement for 
it’s recreation area typically determined by the number of lots.  Each subdivision 
will have a slightly different geographical area required, and then depending how 
many square feet the recreation area is, is how many facilities are required.  
Once you have the land area, you can do cost estimate for what facilities are 
required for each project.     
Commissioner Napier asked if there was any other consideration with respect to 
larger lots for the greater good rather than an equity issue.   
Mr. Williams said the developer has an acre or two and can put in play structure 
equipment, so the demand is less and those subdivisions are large lots.  Staff 
recommendation would be to exempt those large lots.   
Commissioner Napier asked if the formula for 43 lots or less applies to the larger 
lot exemption. 
Mr. Michels said it would apply the same way. 
Commissioner Napier asked if there was a conflict in the requirements of the 
ordinance and what are we trying to accomplish with CPTED in regards to 
barriers.  
Mr. Michels said one of the concerns was that the proximity could preclude the 
development of a well developed park.  Please keep in mind the CPTED and 
other requirements still apply.  
 
Commissioner Buette asked if staff has received comments from developers as 
to how they perceive this. 
Mr. Williams responded that there is not an increased cost and the Town has 
been careful not to increase cost in a down market, but have increased the in-lieu 
option.  
 
David Godlewski, government liaison for SAHBA, addressed some the previous 
issues that were raised.   
- Cost implications associated with compliance of this requirement  
- The in-lieu fee and the cost associated with that option, there are likely some 



additional cost com associated with the in-lieu requirements. 
- The increase size requirement. 
- The issue with parking requirements that SAHBA believed were excessive and 
that has been addressed. 
- Ambiguity around the type of signage has been clearly addressed and SAHBA 
is comfortable with the recommendations. 
- Although the play equipment standards that were addressed by SAHBA and 
covered areas have not been addressed, he believes these are not reason to 
oppose the new draft. 
- Some general questions such as timing is very relevant and he does 
understand considering the current market condition it is often helpful to take a 
look at the code requirements and look at past developments.   With the 
significance, severity and the potential for increased cost, SAHBA has some 
questions regarding in-lieu fees.  
In a nutshell SABHA agrees with staff’s assessment that for the larger lot 
subdivisions there is an exemption that is still applicable.  In the new ESL 
document there is the ability to use a recreation area requirement to coincide 
with your environmentally sensitive open space requirements.  There is some 
language in terms of the site location and it being centrally located.  The 
preference of a recreation area being centrally located, given some of the site 
specific lay out issues may not be feasible.  Picnic tables, shaded structures and 
ramadas as outlined in the cost estimate are the most expensive requirements.  
Some of the same issues arise with the CPTED requirements, but those have 
been addressed.  The in-lieu fee might be the biggest remaining issue.  Mr. 
Godlewski recommends keeping it at the 85 lots instead of reducing to 43 lots.  
He noted as a final point that there is a clear appeals process for applicants. 
 
Bill Adler, OV Resident, made two points.  First, the exemption the Parks 
Advisory Board elimination should remain.  Second, he has opposed in-lieu fees 
since the inception in the early 90’s.  He opposes taking money and taking space 
out of a neighborhood to improve a new park elsewhere.  Community parks are 
the community’s responsibility and not the neighborhood’s responsibility.   
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner La Master and seconded by 
Commissioner Swope to Approve the amendment relating to provision of 
recreation area in residential subdivisions Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, 
definition, OV710-001.  
 
Discussion: 
Commissioner Napier commented that the exemption for large lots seemed to be 
a constant topic, and very close to addressing SAHBA’s concerns.  There might 
be some opportunity to refine this a little bit better, remove the exemptions for 
large lots and move forward with a more polished code revision in a future 
meeting. 
Commissioner Caine commented that he was a little confused where the 
commission stood with the large lot exemption.  Staff took the recommendation 



from the PRAB to take away the exemption, so there is no exemption for large 
lots in the proposed ordinance.   
Mr. Williams replied that in the recommended draft from the PRAB there is no 
exemption for large lots, see the draft before exhibit A.   
Commissioner Caine requested Mr. William’s opinion regarding whether he 
would like the exemption to go back in.  
Mr. Williams said that is correct for the record.  Staff felt it was appropriate to 
exempt those large lots.   
Commissioner Buette commented more work is needed and both sides brought 
up good points.  An appeals process is needed and he agrees with staff that a 
large lot exemption is needed. 
Joe Andrews, OV Town Attorney, said under the Arizona State Law, the 
decisions of your Planning Manager, which serves as our Planning and Zoning 
Administrator, is appealable to our Board of Adjustments. 
Mr. Williams said he would like to add that if the commission is more comfortable 
in seeing a language that would change the location requirements, we could 
meet with SAHBA.    
Commissioner La Master is a proponent of recreational space and park lands but 
commented that some fine tuning needs to be done, as well as undertaking the 
ESL ordinance and conflicts between the two.   
Commissioner Napier commented it was clear that Town staff did a good job in 
answering SAHBA’s concerns as well as citizen’s concerns.  Commissioner 
Napier asked Mr. Williams to consider devising a formula that would be 
predictable for developer to determine cost of recreational areas.   
Mr. Williams recommended drafting a policy or administrative directive regarding 
the calculations in-lieu of adding it into the code. 
Commissioner Swope commented he would like to continue discussion but 
requested the commission give direction to staff.     
Mr. Williams responded by reading down his list 
- Regarding the SAHBA comments:   
- Additional cost  
- Parking  
- The type of equipment standards 
- Credit from ESL protection 
- Central location 
- Shade cover 
- Appeal process 
- Large lot exemption 
- Open space acceptable  

Chairman Reddin commented it was a good list of items to address and is in 
favor of the in-lieu fee option. 
Commissioner Caine commented he would discourage the in-lieu fees. 
Commissioner Buette asked if it was possible for the motion to be changed by 
the person who made the motion. 
Mr. Andrews responded with yes. 



 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner La Master and seconded by 
Commissioner Buette withdrawal the previous motion.  
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner Napier and seconded by 
Commissioner Buette continue the provision to a future meeting, the recreation 
area in a residential subdivisions Section 26.5 and Chapter 31, definition, 
OV710-001  
 
MOTION carried, 6-0.  

 



 TOWN OF ORO VALLEY 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING DATE: October 5, 2010 
                
 
TO: PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
 
FROM:   David A. Williams, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Public Hearing: The Town of Oro Valley Planning Division requests approval of an 

amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 26.5, relating to provision of recreation 
area in residential subdivisions, OV710-001. 

 
SUMMARY 
 
An update to Section 26.5, Provision of Recreational Area of the Oro Valley Zoning code Revised (OVZCR) is 
a Planning Division work plan item. This code section applies to private recreation areas within new residential 
subdivisions. These recreation areas represent a part of a larger system, or hierarchy of parks and recreation 
facilities in the community.  The General Plan identifies several shortcomings with the “small, dispersed system 
of recreation areas” created within subdivisions and provides a number of goals and policies to address these 
shortcomings, principally through the provision of public parks to meet the recreational needs of the public.  
 
This code update addresses a portion of the larger goal of creating an integrated system of park facilities.  
Staff is currently evaluating whether a different approach to the “in-lieu fee” system (Section 26.5.E in the 
current code and Section 26.5.F in the attached draft) might be modified to generate sufficient funds for the 
Town to acquire property and construct public park facilities.  
 
Planning Division staff has worked in cooperation with the Parks, Recreation, Library and Cultural Resources 
(PRLCR) Department and the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) to identify deficiencies in the 
current code, develop a scope of work, and draft new code language. 
 
The attached draft code was created based on the approved scope of work summarized below and with the 
input of PRAB, other town departments, and stakeholders, including the Oro Valley Police Department, the 
Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association (SAHBA) and the Metropolitan Pima Alliance (MPA). Please refer 
to the Methodology section on Pages 2 and 3 for additional detail regarding PRAB’s role and feedback 
received. 
 
Scope of Work 
 
Staff has worked to address deficiencies in the current code, including lack of consistent standards for 
recreational amenities and safety considerations, with specific focus on the following: 
 

1.   Definition of how in-lieu fees are calculated and utilized   
2. Location parameters of recreational areas  
3.   Definition of specific active and passive recreational amenities  
4.   More specific requirements for recreational amenities (locations, type, specifications, etc.) 
5.   Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) design elements 
6. Changes to amount of land required for recreation areas  

 
 
 
 
 
General Plan Conformance 
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While most of the goals and policies related to parks and recreation (Chapter 8) specifically address publicly 
accessible Town owned parks, this code update has been drafted with consideration of the applicable goals 
and policies contained in the General Plan.  Following is a list of noteworthy criteria (in italics) followed by staff 
commentary. 
 

Policy 8.1.1 The Town shall promote a community-wide open space system that includes developed 
parks, recreational facilities, natural open space areas, trails, and bikeways.  
This code, which requires provision of recreation areas, including parks, recreational 
facilities, natural open space areas, trails, and bikeways within subdivisions furthers this 
goal. 

 
Policy 8.2.3 The Town shall continue to utilize established development review processes to 

encourage, and where possible require, the integration and connection of community 
open space elements. 
The draft requires connections between recreational areas and existing public trails 
(Section 26.5.D.13). 

 
Policy 8.3.1 The Town shall continue to address existing deficiencies in the Town’s community park 

system. 
Recreational areas in subdivisions provide needed recreational opportunities in close 
proximity to homes, especially in areas that lack Town-owned parks and recreation 
facilities. 
 

Policy 8.3.3 The Town shall ensure that all residents in the community, including those with 
disabilities, have equitable opportunities to utilize Town and private parks and other 
community resources. 
The draft requires that all equipment installed in recreational areas comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and the provision of mobility-impaired parking 
consistent with zoning code standards (Section 26.5.D.12 and Section 26.5.D.4.c). 
 

Project Timeline 
 

 March 16, 2010  PRAB meeting-review scope of work, role of PRAB 
 April 20, 2010   PRAB meeting-review other jurisdictions requirements 
 September 21, 2010  Present proposal to SAHBA Technical Committee 
 September 21, 2010  PRAB meeting to provide feedback on first draft 
 September 22, 2010 Distribute second draft to PRAB, P&Z Commission, SAHBA, and MPA for 

review 
 October 5, 2010  P&Z Commission Hearing 
 November 17, 2010  Town Council Hearing 

 
Input and Response 
 
The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) was utilized as a primary advisory and reviewing body. In 
addition, staff has presented the draft to the SAHBA Technical Committee and MPA for review and comment. 
A letter from SAHBA outlining their position is attached for your reference.  A number of the concerns 
expressed in their letter, including any changes to area requirements and the existing on-site parking 
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requirements, have been addressed with this draft.  A summary of staff’s response to stakeholder concerns, 
including SAHBA, is contained in Attachment #3. 
 
The PRAB reviewed the draft and provided comments, feedback, and corrections at their September 21, 2010, 
meeting.  Although agendized for discussion and possible action, no formal recommendation was made at the 
meeting. In addition to the issues discussed at the meeting, staff requested PRAB members to forward any 
additional comments for Commission consideration. Following is a summary of comments and direction 
received from the PRAB that have been integrated into the attached draft.  
 

 Exempt applicability of code to larger lot developments (R1-36 and larger); Sec. 26.5.A.1 
 Delete reference to "Tier II" (1 acre/45 dwelling units) standard; Sec. 26.5.A.2      
 Delete "Tier I/II" approach, with 1 acre/45 units for properties requiring rezoning, etc.; Sec. 26.5.B.2     
 Site location-add language encouraging use of linear parks (similar to Section 26.5.2.E); Sec. 

26.5.D         
 Refine wording to refer to Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance; Sec. 26.5.D.1.C   
 Add standards for amenities for youths (age 9-18) similar to standards for tot lots for young   

 Staff has reviewed this suggestion and feels that the amenities provided in Section 26.5.B.2,3, and 4 
provide adequate guidance and options for developers to provide amenities appropriate to the 
anticipated demographic of the subdivision; Sec. 26.5.D.2.    

 
DISCUSSION 
 
While the recreational area code update is comprehensive in nature, emphasis has been given to the 
aforementioned scope of work items. No changes are proposed to the amount of land required (one acre per 
85 dwelling units; Section 26.5.B.1) or to the number of passive and active amenities required.  The changes 
proposed are intended to be primarily qualitative rather than quantitative and are intended to codify current 
practices found in existing subdivisions.  In several instances the standards have been revised to provide more 
flexibility and options for developers.   
 
Further, staff proposes to exempt larger-lot subdivisions (R1-36 and larger) from this code since large “estate 
lots” typically have ample property for recreation on individual lots.  
 
Following is a list of scope items followed by an explanation of the approach taken to address them and code 
reference(s): 
 

1.   Definition of how in-lieu fees are calculated and utilized.  Staff proposes allowing a subdivision to 
utilize the in-lieu fee option if they meet certain criteria. A more specific set of criteria to qualify for the 
in-lieu fee option and the addition of specific requirements for how the funds are to be utilized have 
been added to the draft (proposed Section 26.5.E). 

 
2. Location parameters of recreational areas. The current code does not contain locational 

requirements for recreational areas. The proposed update includes requirements that the recreational 
area be located in a “highly visible, centrally located area of the subdivision that is easily accessible via 
sidewalk, walking path, trail, and/or bicycle or shared use path by all homes within the subdivision” 
(proposed Section 26.5.D.1). 

3.   Definition of specific active and passive recreational amenities. Proposed Section 26.5.D.2, 
Recreational Facilities Improvement Standards, provides additional guidance on the type of amenities 
expected, including requirements for “tot lots” for subdivisions with an anticipated demographic profile 
of families with young children A definition of the term “tot lot” has been added to Chapter 31 of the 
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code (Page 10 of the draft), and “young children” is defined as age 8 and younger).  In addition, a 
definition and specific criteria for linear parks have been added to proposed Sections 26.5.D.1.B and 
26.5.D.2.E. 

 
4.   More specific requirements for recreational amenities (locations, type, specifications, etc.). 

Proposed Section 26.5.D.3, Play Equipment Standards, adds several specific playground equipment 
specification requirements including American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) standards for 
playground equipment.  Additional criteria, such as locational requirements and requirements for 
lighting of play areas and provision of shade structures over play equipment, have been added to 
enhance safety, convenience, and comfort for users (proposed Section 26.5.D.3) 

 
5.   Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) design elements. This section is based 

on internationally-accepted standards and has been recommended for approval by the Oro Valley 
Police Department (OVPD). The requirements include surveillance and access control considerations 
as well as signage requirements stating recreational area rules and regulations. The proposed code 
requires CPTED review by the OVPD (proposed Section 26.5.B.4). These measures will allow the 
OVPD to more effectively monitor and respond to incidents in private recreational areas.   

 
6. Consideration was given to changes to amount of land required for recreation areas due to 

Proposition 207 regulatory takings constraints.  A “tiered” system based on whether the property 
owner is seeking a change in development rights (i.e. rezoning or other actions that give additional 
development rights. This approach would allow properties with existing development rights to maintain 
the same standards for recreation area, but would requires subdividers asking for additional 
entitlements (including rezonings, plan amendments, etc.) to provide additional property.  

 
However, upon analysis of input obtained to date, staff recommends the maintenance of the existing 
one acre per 85 dwelling unit standard (Section 26.5.C.1).  The following illustrates how Oro Valley’s 
recreational area requirement compares relative to other communities in the region: 

 
Oro Valley 1 acre/85 dwelling units 512 square feet/unit 
Marana 1 acre/235.5 dwelling units 185 square feet/unit 
Pima County 1 acre/100 dwelling units 436 square feet/unit 
Chandler No requirement for single-family residential  

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 
 
This project has been noticed in accordance with Town procedures, which includes the following: 

 Homeowners Association mailing 
 Notice in The Daily Territorial 
 Post at Town Hall and on website 

SUMMARY OF FACTORS 
 
Findings For: 

 Responds to known shortcomings and omissions in the existing recreational area code 
 Proposed changes codify standards that promote the welfare, safety, and enjoyment of recreational 

area users 
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 Proposed code focuses on qualitative characteristics of improvements and amenities and does not 
increase area requirements or number of amenities required. 

 Proposed code provides credit for area and amenities for certain indoor recreational facilities, such as 
recreation rooms and community centers 

 The in-lieu fee option has been expanded to apply to any subdivision that meets the criteria, which have 
been modified to ensure the funds are matched to a specific Town park project or improvement 

 Proposed code encourages and provides development standards for linear parks  
 

Factors Against: 
 

 The PRAB has not made a formal recommendation on this item. 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff offers the following options for the Commission’s consideration: 
 

1. Discuss the amendments to obtain additional input and identify any new questions. 
2. Refer the item to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Bard for formal action. 
3. Move the proposed amendments forward to Town Council with a recommendation.  
 

The Planning and Zoning Commission may consider one or a combination of the identified options. Depending 
on the Commission’s preference, tonight’s public hearing may be continued to a future Commission meeting. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission may wish to consider one of the following motions: 

I move to recommend that the Town Council [approve, approve with conditions, continue, or deny] OV710-
001, Town of Oro Valley Planning Division requests approval of an amendment to Oro Valley Zoning 
code Revised Section 26.5, relating to provision of recreation area in residential subdivisions, as shown in 
Exhibit “A”. 

OR 

I move to refer OV710-001, Town of Oro Valley Planning Division requests approval of an amendment to 
Oro Valley Zoning code Revised Section 26.5, relating to provision of recreation area in residential 
subdivisions, back to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board for further review and recommendation. 

ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Exhibit “A”, Draft Section 26.5 
2. Letter from SAHBA 
3. Staff response to stakeholder concerns 
4. Summary of 3/16/10 and 4/20/10 PRAB Minutes 

 



MINUTES  
ORO VALLEY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING  
October 5, 2010  

ORO VALLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS  
11000 N. LA CAÑADA DRIVE  

   
1. Public Hearing: Recreation Area Requirements, The Planning Division requests 

approval of an amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 26.5, 
relating to provision of recreation area in residential subdivisions.  Case number:  
OV710-001  

 
Matt Michels, OV Senior Planner,  presented the following: 
 
- Scope of Work/Focus Areas 
- Linear Park Concept  
- Linear Park Amenities 
- Playground/Tot Lot Amenities 
- Crime Prevention Through Environment Design (CPTED) 
- Recreation Area Requirements 
- In-Lieu Fee Requirements  
- Project Timeline 
- Summary of Factors 
- Recommendation 
 
Commission La Master asked if there was a specific reason why members of the Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Board requested that the item be brought back for a formal 
recommendation. 
Mr. Michels said to his knowledge there was some desire of certain members to have a 
more line by line type of review.    
 
Commissioner Buette asked if developers have taken the in-lieu fee option.  Mr. Michels 
said that some have but that most developers elect to provide on site amenities consistent 
with the code. 
Commissioner Buette asked if a cost analysis was completed. 
Mr. Michels said we utilized an examination of existing developed recreation areas 
within the Town, as for an amount dollar figure no.  We did confirm with the Southern 
Arizona Home Builders Association and believe they have addressed their substantive 
issues.    
 
Mr. Michels said one of the things they tried to do when they went through subsequent 
revisions of the draft was try to build in as much flexibility as possible.  
Commissioner La Master asked if there was any guarantee that in-lieu fees must be used 
for park and recreation. 
Mr. Michels said yes, as it is right now there is actually a contract with the Town.   

http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=5&clip_id=1043&meta_id=79711
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=5&clip_id=1043&meta_id=79711
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=5&clip_id=1043&meta_id=79711
http://orovalley.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=5&clip_id=1043&meta_id=79711


 
Commissioner Swope asked about the continuing problem with not receiving enough 
funds from the in-lieu fee process to accomplish anything meaningful and do we know if 
the in-lieu fees are working to our benefit.  
Mr. Michels said these small recreation areas provide meaningful amenities to residents 
and the ability for the in-lieu fee to provide what we consider meaningful is limited from 
what he can see.   
Mr. Williams asked staff if they looked at increasing the in-lieu fee to address the cost of 
buying and installing the equipment.   
Mr. Michels responded with the definition that is currently in the code which is fair 
market value makes provisions primarily for the cost of the land and the infrastructure, 
but not the equipment.  Mr. Williams said this is an option and not a requirement that we 
could add the cost of the facilities into the in-lieu option making it more expensive to take 
the in-lieu option, giving us a better opportunity to provide something meaningful 
from the in-lieu fee money.   
 
Mr. Michels said he would advocate including a provision for the cost of the facilities and 
the amenities as an addition to the definition to the fair market value.  Joe Andrews, OV 
Attorney said it would make the in-lieu fee more than just an appraised value of the land.   
Chairman Reddin asked if they limited the scope of the in-lieu fee to exclude R1-36.    
Mr. Michels said currently it is limited to subdivisions of 85 units or less.  
Chairman Reddin asked about maintenance of existing assets and whether the in-lieu fee 
is comingled or is set specifically for additions to the parks.  Mr. Michels 
responded that there is no provision addressing ongoing operations and maintenance, but 
again through the process it requires review and approval by the Parks and Recreation 
Director.   
Chairman Reddin added unless it is an HOA maintained asset.  Mr. Michels 
responded correct. 
Chairman Reddin asked if there are signage standards. 
Mr. Andrews said that signs are regulated by the zoning ordinance.  
 
Mr. Michels said to please refer to page 6, # 6 of the draft which states that all 
recreational areas shall post at least one sign at the primarily entrance that states the rules 
of the park.   
 
Bill Adler, OV resident feels that not providing recreational opportunities for residents 
within subdivisions has not been addressed.  He is opposed to in-lieu fees and thinks 
recreation codes are about generating recreation not money.  He feels there is not enough 
improvement on this plan to move it forward.  He recommends that this be tabled so 
that it becomes a part of the general zoning code review which Council has mandated.   
 
MOTION: A motion was made by Commissioner Buette and seconded by 
Commissioner La Master refer OV710-001 Planning Division requests approval of an 
amendment to Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised Section 26.5, relating to provision of 
recreation area in residential subdivisions back to the Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board for further review and recommendation.  



 
Commissioner Swope said philosophically he likes the idea of in-lieu fees, but he is still 
not convinced that we know enough about how much revenue will be generated to 
provide meaningful improvements.  He would really like to see the Recreation Advisory 
Board input.   
Commissioner Buette said he agreed with Mr. Adler and he feels good about turning it 
back to Parks and Recreation Advisory Board.   
Commissioner La Master said he doesn’t agree with that, but does agree that there is not 
enough information.    
Chairman Reddin said the board is all in agreement that they do not have enough 
information and in-lieu fees are a big part of it.  Mr. Williams commented that they 
would address these issues and that impact fees are currently in place for parks to address 
the larger issue of a Town wide park system.  Staff will come back and address the 
issues that were raised.      
 
MOTION carried, 4-0.  
 



 

 

MINUTES  
ORO VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL  

REGULAR SESSION  
February 16, 2011  

ORO VALLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS  
11000 N. LA CANADA DRIVE  

   
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
1. RESOLUTION NO. (R) 11-12 DECLARING AS A PUBLIC RECORD 

THAT CERTAIN DOCUMENT KNOWN AS ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE 
REVISED CHAPTER 26, SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS, 
SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA, AND 
CHAPTER 31, DEFINITIONS ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT "A" 
AND FILED WITH THE TOWN CLERK 

 
MOTION: A motion was made by Councilmember Hornat and seconded by 
Councilmember Waters to approve Resolution No. (R) 11-12 declaring as a 
public record that certain document known as Oro Valley Zoning Code Revised 
Chapter 26, Subdivision and Development Plans, Section 26.5, Provision of 
Recreational Area, and Chapter 31, Definitions attached hereto as Exhibit "A" 
and filed with the Town Clerk. 
 
MOTION carried, 7-0. 
 
2. PUBLIC HEARING - ORDINANCE NO. (O) 11-05 ADOPTING A NEW 

ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED (OVZCR) CHAPTER 26, 
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS, SECTION 26.5, 
PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA AND REPEALING THE 
CURRENT CHAPTER 26, SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT PLANS, 
SECTION 26.5, PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL AREA, ATTACHED 
HERETO AS EXHIBIT "A"; AND AMENDING CHAPTER 31, 
DEFINITIONS; REPEALING ALL RESOLUTIONS, ORDINANCES AND 
RULES OF THE TOWN OF ORO VALLEY IN CONFLICT THEREWITH; 
PRESERVING THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES THAT HAVE ALREADY 
MATURED AND PROCEEDINGS THAT HAVE ALREADY BEGUN 
THEREUNDER  

 
Planning Manager David Williams gave an overview of Ordinance No. (O) 11-05.  
Mr. Williams stated that the main purpose of the proposed ordinance is to: 
 
Address deficiencies in the current Code including: 
     -In-Lieu Fee Options 
     -Location Requirements 
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     -Active/Passive Area Definitions 
     -Recreational Area Design 
     -Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED)  
 
Planning Manager David Williams gave an overview of the Oro Valley park 
system which includes regional parks, community parks, neighborhood parks, 
and tot lot/pocket parks.  The proposed Code amendment addresses the 
neighborhood parks and the tot lot/pocket parks.  
 
Mr. Williams explained that the in-lieu fee option was added to promote 
recreational areas in subdivisions and it creates more of an "Apples to Apples" 
approach.  The fee now includes land and improvement costs and the availability 
of a full in-lieu option is limited to 43 lots or fewer.  The "hybrid" in-lieu option is 
available for 44 or more lots. 
 
Mr. Williams explained the proposed in-lieu fee option changes and discussed 
the exemption option for large lot subdivisions. Location standards have been 
modified to offer more flexibility to the builder and recreational amenities must be 
age appropriate.  Playground equipment specifications such as location, shade, 
safety and ground surface materials have also been changed in this Code 
amendment. 
 
Mr. Williams stated that Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
(CPTED) standards have been added to this Code change and that site design, 
lighting, signs and landscape will be reviewed by the Police Department to 
enhance safety and security. 
 
The proposed Code changes have been reviewed by the Parks, Recreation, 
Library & Cultural Resources Department, the Police Department, the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board, the Southern Arizona Home Builders Association 
(SAHBA), Metropolitan Pima Alliance (MPA), and other interested residents. 
 
Mr. Williams reviewed SAHBA and MPA comments.  The Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board and the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed the 
amendments and both boards recommended approval.  
 
Mr. Williams stated that staff believes that the proposed amendments are 
consistent with the General Plan and they address policies for recreational needs 
within the community. The proposed amendments refine the in-lieu fee option 
and are qualitative in nature and do not increase the area and number of 
required amenities.  It also addresses environmentally sensitive open space 
(ESOS), indoor amenities credits, and linear park options.  
 
Councilmember Hornat inquired as to when the town actually receives the check 
for the in-lieu fees.  Mr. Williams responded that the town receives the in-lieu 
fees once the final subdivision plat is approved.  
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Mr. Williams clarified that the hybrid design for in-lieu fees allows developers to 
write a check for a portion of the recreational facilities and then build the other 
portion.  The development community likes this option and staff believes that it is 
reasonable. 
 
Councilmember Garner asked where the money is deposited and how it is 
administered.   
Mr. Williams said that the money is deposited into a separate account and then 
staff would have discussions with developers to earmark the money for a specific 
project. 
 
Councilmember Solomon voiced his concerns regarding the possibility that the 
proposed Code may violate the Federal Fair Housing laws with regards to 
demographics. 
 
Councilmember Garner asked if there were any provisions in place that would 
not allow the in-lieu fees to be used for general O&M costs.   
 
Parks, Recreation, Cultural Resources & Library Director Ainsley Legner stated 
that she believes that specific language is in place so that monies from the in-lieu 
fee fund can't be used for general operation and maintenance costs.   
 
Discussion ensued between the Council regarding the proposed in-lieu fee 
options and park impact fees. 
 
Mayor Hiremath opened the public hearing.  
 
Oro Valley resident Mr. Bill Adler said that he thought that the Code was overly 
prescriptive.  The manner and the specifics of the recreational area should be 
subject to design negotiations with staff.  Mr. Adler said that he has always 
been opposed to in-lieu fees and is in favor of leaving whatever space is required 
in the subdivision, regardless of its size.  This space helps to separate homes 
from glare and noise from the roadway and improves the quality of life for Oro 
Valley residents. 
 
Mayor Hiremath closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  A motion was made by Councilmember Solomon and seconded by 
Vice Mayor Snider to continue Ordinance No. 11-05 to a future study session. 
 
MOTION carried, 6-1 with Councilmember Gillaspie opposed. 
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Exhibit “A” 
OV710-01 Amendment to Section 26.5 Provision of Recreational Area/ 
Chapter 31, Definitions 
2/16/11 DRAFT 

NOTE: Language to be added is ALL CAPS. Language to be deleted is struck 

A.     Requirement APPLICABILITY 

1. The provision of recreational facilities shall be required of all residential 
subdivisions, EXCEPT THOSE LOCATED WITHIN THE R1-36, R1-43, 
R1-144, AND R1-300 ZONING DISTRICTS. 

B.    Recreational Area Plan Submittal and Approval 

1.     The developer shall submit a Recreational Area Plan as part of the 
preliminary plat. This recreational plan shall include minimum 
improvements for recreational purposes as required by this Section D. 

2. THE RECREATIONAL AREA PLAN SHALL BE SUBMITTED AT THE 
TIME OF PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBMITTAL AND SHALL BE 
REVIEWED BY TOWN COUNCIL CONCURRENT WITH THE 
PRELIMINARY PLAT. 

3.   Approval of the plan by the Town Council, after review and 
recommendations by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (for public 
recreational areas) and the CONCEPTUAL Development Review Board 
(for private recreational areas), shall be a prerequisite to approval of the 
final plat. 

4. ALL RECREATIONAL AREA PLANS SHALL BE REVIEWED BY THE 
ORO VALLEY POLICE DEPARTMENT (OVPD) FOR CONFORMANCE 
TO CPTED DESIGN ELEMENTS CONTAINED IN SECTION D.5. 

5. MODIFICATION OF FACILITIES AND AMENITIES DEPICTED ON THE 
APPROVED RECREATIONAL AREA PLAN  

A. MODIFICATIONS DEEMED NECESSARY AND 
BENEFICIAL TO PROVIDE FOR THE RECREATIONAL 
NEEDS BASED ON THE DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF 
RESIDENTS ARE SUBJECT TO APPROVAL BY THE 
PARKS, RECREATION, LIBRARY AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES (PRLCR) DIRECTOR AND PLANNING 
DIVISION MANAGER. 

B. ALL MODIFICATIONS SHALL CONFORM TO THE 
PROVISIONS OF THIS CODE.  
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C.    Minimum Recreation Area Standards 

1.     An area shall be devoted to and designated as “recreational area” on the 
PRELIMINARY AND final subdivision plat which equals a ratio of one 
acre to EVERY 85 dwelling units.  

2. The recreational area shall be usable and accessible by all subdivision 
residents.  Consideration shall be given to providing AND SHALL 
PROVIDE amenities that best serve the needs of THE ANTICIPATED 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE DEVELOPMENT. 

3.     Upon review and recommendations from the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board the Town Council may allow Environmentally Sensitive 
Open Space (ESOS)  to be credited toward the recreation requirements 
of this section, subject to the provisions of Section 27.10.F.2.c of the 
code. such as peaks, steep slopes or floodprone areas, to be protected 
and dedicated to the Homeowners’ Association or the Town per the 
adopted Parks, Open Space and Trails Master Plan. The applicant may 
receive a credit for this property at a 3:1 1:1 ratio FOR A MAXIMUM OF 
ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) of the required recreational area. 

4. Credit may be obtained only when the following criteria are ARE met: 

a.    The area is abutting a usable public park site FACILITY. 

b. A.   The area shall be determined a TO CONTAIN 
SIGNIFICANT, unique and desirable ENVIRONMENTAL, 
SCENIC OR CULTURAL featureS for the Town and the 
public good. 

B. THE ANTICIPATED DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE 
SUBDIVISION INCLUDES GREATER THAN 66% 
HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT CHILDREN. 

c.     The area shall be delineated as Common Area, designated 
with a Conservation Easement, with ownership to be held 
in common by the Homeowners Association or the Town. 

D. THE AREA SHALL BE ACCESSIBLE VIA SIDEWALK, 
WALKING PATH, TRAIL, AND/OR BICYCLE OR SHARED 
USE PATH BY ALL RESIDENTS WITHIN THE PROJECT.  

D. RECREATIONAL AREA PLAN STANDARDS 

1. SITE LOCATION 

A. RECREATIONAL AREAS SHALL BE A FOCAL POINT 
FOR PASSIVE AND ACTIVE RECREATIONAL 
ACTIVITIES, AND PROVIDE A MEANINGFUL PLACE 
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FOR NEIGHBORHOOD GATHERINGS AND ACTIVITIES. 
RECREATION AREAS SHALL BE PLACED IN A HIGHLY 
VISIBLE AREA OF THE SUBDIVISION THAT IS 
ACCESSIBLE VIA SIDEWALK, WALKING PATH, TRAIL, 
AND/OR BICYCLE OR SHARED USE PATH BY ALL 
RESIDENTS WITHIN THE PROJECT.   

B. LINEAR PARKS, AS DEFINED BY THIS CODE AND 
DESCRIBED IN SECTION D.2.H, ARE ACCEPTABLE 
WHEN THEY SERVE TO IMPROVE ACCESS TO 
RECREATIONAL AMENITIES AND OPEN SPACE 
NETWORKS. 

C. PASSIVE RECREATION AREAS SHOULD BE LOCATED 
IN PROXIMITY TO NATURAL OPEN SPACE AREAS 
AND CONSERVED, ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE 
LANDS. 

A.  D.  Recreational areas shall not include lands 
DESIGNATED AS ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE OR 
OTHERWISE determined unusable for recreational 
purposes by the Mayor and Town Council PLANNING 
DIVISION MANAGER (PDM). THE PDM SHALL 
CONSULT WITH THE TOWN ENGINEER AND PARKS, 
RECREATION, LIBRARY, AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES DEPARTMENT (PRLCR) DIRECTOR 
PRIOR TO MAKING A DETERMINATION. Shallow 
retention basins (flood prone areas) may be accepted for 
use as recreational areas subject to recommendations 
TOWN ENGINEER APPROVAL and acceptance by the 
Town Council. 

B. E.   Upon review and recommendations from the Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Board  PDB, TOWN ENGINEER, 
AND CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD, 
the Town Council may allow environmentally sensitive 
areas, such as peaks, RIDGES, steep slopes (GREATER 
THAN 15%) or flood prone areas, to be protected and 
dedicated to the Homeowners Association or the Town per 
the CURRENTLY adopted Parks, Open Space and Trails 
Master Plan. The applicant may receive a credit for this 
property at a 3:1 ratio for a maximum of fifty percent (50%) 
of the required recreational area. 

E. If the recreational area is to be held in private ownership,  
The plan shall show all recreational improvements, 
including structures and facilities. Recreational 
improvements shall provide amenities appropriate to the 
neighborhood character including but not limited to the 
following: Projected Demographic profile of the projected 
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homeowners, accepted by the Planning and Zoning 
Administrator presented to the Conceptual Development 
Review Board for approval. 

D.   In cases where a subdivision RECREATIONAL AREA lies 
adjacent to a trail identified within the Eastern Pima County 
Trails System Master Plan AND/OR THE ORO VALLEY 
TRAILS TASK FORCE REPORT AND THEIR 
SUBSEQUENT UPDATES, a connection shall be provided 
between the recreational area and said trail. 

2. RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS 

A. RECREATIONAL AREA IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE 
APPROPRIATE TO THE ANTICIPATED DEMOGRAPHIC 
PROFILE OF THE DEVELOPMENT. THE APPLICANT SHALL 
PROVIDE A STATEMENT DOCUMENTING THE ANTICIPATED 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESIDENTS. 

B. Equipment installed within the recreational areas shall comply with 
the provisions of the American with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

C. Provision of one active and one passive area AMENITY for the 
first half-acre or portion thereof. For every additional half-acre (not 
fractions), an additional passive and active use shall be provided 
up to the maximum provided by the following Sections.   

I. A SINGLE PARK AREA MAY CONTAIN UP TO FIVE 
AMENITIES. Provision of one area for passive recreation 
for each half acre (i.e.,  EXAMPLES OF PASSIVE 
AMENITIES INCLUDE turf areaS, benches, picnic tables, 
shade structures, barbecue grills, pathways, etc.). a 
maximum requirement of three areas per single park area.   

i. II.    A SINGLE PARK AREA MAY CONTAIN UP TO THREE 
AMENITIES. Provision of one area for active sports for 
each half-acre, (i.e., EXAMPLES OF ACTIVE AMENITIES 
INCLUDE basketball courtS, volleyball courtS, bocce 
courtS, horseshoe pitS, softball field, swimming pool, par 
courseS, etc.), a maximum requirement of three areas per 
single park area.   

d. D.    Address site lighting, security, restrooms, and drinking fountains, if 
provided. Detailed schematics shall be provided for each of these 
PROPOSED amenity provided WITH THE FINAL PLAT. 

E. CREDIT FOR ENHANCED AMENITIES 

CREDIT FOR THE ADDITIONAL COST OF ENHANCED 
RECREATIONAL AMENITIES, INCLUDING COMMUNITY 
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SWIMMING POOLS, SPLASH PADS, SKATE/BMX 
PARKS, FULLY IMPROVED SPORTS FIELDS, AND 
OTHER AMENITIES APPROVED BY THE PLANNING 
DIVISION MANAGER, MAY BE OBTAINED AGAINST 
THE RECREATION AREA REQUIREMENT IN SECTION 
26.5.C,1 BASED ON THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 

I. THE APPLICANT SHALL SUBMIT A COST 
ESTIMATE SUMMARIZING THE FOLLOWING: 

A. VALUE OF THE LAND AND COST 
OF THE IMPROVEMENTS AND 
AMENITIES THAT WOULD BE 
REQUIRED BY THIS CODE  

B. VALUE OF THE LAND AND COST 
OF THE IMPROVEMENTS AND 
ENHANCED AMENITIES 
PROPOSED AS ALTERNATIVE 
MEANS OF COMPLIANCE. 

II. CREDIT FOR THE ADDITIONAL COST OF THE 
ENHANCED AMENITIES MAY BE RECEIVED IN 
THE FORM OF A REDUCTION TO THE 
REQUIRED RECREATION LAND AREA.  

III. THE EXTENT OF THE CREDIT SHALL BE 
DETERMINED BY THE VALUE OF THE 
ENHANCED AMENITY AS DETERMINED BY THE 
TOWN.  THE MAXIMUM REDUCTION OF 
RECREATION AREA REQUIRMENT IS ONE 
HALF (1/2) ACRE. 

F. CREDIT FOR IMPROVED INDOOR RECREATIONAL SPACE 
MAY BE OBTAINED SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 

I. IMPROVED COMMUNITY RECREATION 
ROOMS, COMMUNITY CENTERS, 
GYMNASIUMS, PERFORMANCE SPACE, OR 
OTHER RECREATION SPACE ACCESSIBLE TO 
ALL RESIDENTS OF A DEVELOPMENT SHALL 
RECEIVE CREDIT AT A RATIO OF 3:1 AGAINST 
THE AREA REQUIREMENT CONTAINED IN 
SECTION B.1. 

II. EACH ACTIVE AND PASSIVE AMENITY 
CONTAINED WITHIN AN INDOOR 
RECREATIONAL SPACE SHALL RECEIVE A 
CREDIT TO THE RECREATIONAL AMENITY 



 

Page 6 of 12 

REQUIREMENTS CONTAINED IN SECTION 2.B, 
2.C, AND 2.D AT A 1:1 RATIO. 

G. FOR SUBDIVISIONS WITH AN ANTICIPATED DEMOGRAPHIC 
PROFILE THAT IS PROJECT TO INCLUDE AT LEAST 33% 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH YOUNG CHILDREN, TOT LOT 
AMENITIES ARE REQUIRED, INCLUDING AT A MINIMUM: 

 
I. PLAY EQUIPMENT AREA 
II. DRINKING FOUNTAIN 
III. SEATING AREA (MAY INCLUDE BENCHES OR 

SEAT WALLS) ORIENTED TOWARDS THE PLAY 
EQUIPMENT 

IV.  TRASH RECEPTICLE(S) 
V. BICYCLE PARKING WITH A 4-BICYCLE 

MINIMUM CAPACITY 
VI. PICNIC TABLE  
VII. LIMITED TURF AREA FOR ACTIVITY AREAS 

ONLY (<15% OF TOTAL RECREATIONAL AREA) 
MAY BE PROVIDED 

H. LINEAR PARKS MAY BE UTILIZED TO SATISFY THE 
RECREATIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF THIS SECTION. 
REQUIRED AMENITIES INCLUDING AT A MINIMUM: 

I. A SHARED USE PATH FOR PEDESTRIANS AND 
BICYCLISTS  

II. SEATING AREA 
III. LANDSCAPING 
IV.  DRINKING FOUNTAIN, IF LOCATED WITHIN 100 

FEET OF A POTABLE WATER LINE 
V.  TRASH RECEPTACLE(S)  
VI. PET WASTE REMOVAL STATION(S).  
VII. EXERCISE STATIONS MAY BE LOCATED 

WITHIN LINEAR PARKS.  
 

I. THE LOCATION OF THE AMENITIES ALONG A LINEAR PARK 
IS SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE PLANNING DIVISION 
MANAGER AND PRLCR DIRECTOR. 

 
3. PLAY EQUIPMENT STANDARDS 

A. APPLICANT SHALL SUBMIT EVIDENCE THAT PLAY 
EQUIPMENT COMPLIES WITH THE CURRENT AMERICAN 
SOCIETY FOR TESTING AND MATERIALS (ASTM) SAFETY 
STANDARDS FOR PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT 

B. PLAYGROUND SURFACE MATERIALS, INCLUDING 
CERTIFIED WOOD FIBER, SHREDDED RUBBER, POURED-IN-
PLACE SURFACING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE MATERIAL 
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APPROVED BY THE PRLCR DIRECTOR, SHALL BE PLACED 
AT A MINIMUM DEPTH OF TWELVE INCHES UNDER THE 
EQUIPMENT. 

 
C. NO PLAY EQUIPMENT SHALL BE LOCATED WITHIN 30 FEET 

OF ANY ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY, DRIVEWAY OR ALLEYWAY, 
PARKING AREA, OR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOT OR 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE UNLESS AN 
ACCEPTABLE BARRIER IS PROVIDED. 

 
D. PLAY EQUIPMENT OR APPARATUS WITH A FOOTPRINT OF 

250 SQUARE FEET OR LESS MUST BE FULLY SHADED WITH 
A UV-RESISTANT SUN SHADE OR OTHER APPROPRIATE 
SHADING MATERIAL OR STRUCTURE AS APPROVED BY THE 
PLANNING DIVISION MANAGER AND PERMITTING DIVISION.   

   
E. AT LEAST FIFTY (50%) OF PLAY EQUIPMENT OR 

APPARATUS BE FULLY SHADED WITH A UV-RESISTANT SUN 
SHADE OR OTHER APPROPRIATE SHADING MATERIAL OR 
STRUCTURE AS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING DIVISION 
MANAGER AND PERMITTING DIVISION.  THIS REQUIREMENT 
SHALL BE APPLIED ONLY TO PLAY EQUIPMENT OR 
APPARATUS WITH A FOOTPRINT OF 250 SQUARE FEET OR 
GREATER. 

  
F. TO MAXIMIZE THE SAFETY OF CHILDREN, PLAY SPACES 

SHALL BE LOCATED AS TO PROVIDE MAXIMUM VISIBILITY 
FROM SURROUNDING HOMES.  

 
G. PLAY EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT BE LOCATED ON A SLOPE 

GREATER THAN FOUR PERCENT. 
 
2. 4.    One Paved on-site OR ON-STREET parking space ADJACENT TO THE 

RECREATION AREA shall be installed by the developer SHALL BE PROVIDED 
AS FOLLOWS: 

 
A. FOR DEVELOPMENTS OF 100 DWELLING UNITS OR LESS: 

ONE PARKING SPACE for every twenty (20) dwelling units or 
portion thereof.   

 
B. FOR DEVELOPMENTS WITH MORE THAN 100 UNITS: ONE 

PARKING SPACE FOR EVERY FORTY (40) DWELLING UNITS 
OR PORTION THEREOF. 

 
C. MOBILITY-IMPAIRED ACCESSIBLE SPACES SHALL BE 

PROVIDED AS REQUIRED IN SECTION 27.7.E OF THIS CODE. 
 

c.  Provision of adequate off-street parking per the provisions of this 
Code. 
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5. CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (CPTED) 
ELEMENTS  
 

A. RECREATIONAL AREA DESIGN SHALL CONSIDER THE 
FOLLOWING CPTED ELEMENTS: 

I. NATURAL SURVEILLANCE: EMPHASIS ON 
VISIBILITY OF THE RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 
,ALSO KNOWN AS “EYES ON THE STREET”, TO 
DETER UNAUTHORIZED USERS AND 
ACTIVITIES. 

 
II. ACCESS CONTROL: USE OF DESIGN 

ELEMENTS TO DENY ENTRANCE TO 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES TO 
UNAUTHORIZED USERS AND ACTIVITIES.  

 
6. ALL RECREATIONAL AREAS SHALL POST AT LEAST ONE SIGN AT THE 

PRIMARY ENTRANCE(S) STATING: 
 

A. HOURS OF OPERATION 
B. PARK/RECREATIONAL AREA RULES. 
C. TRESPASSING NOTICE FOR UNAUTHORIZED USERS, 

INCLUDING CITATION OF APPLICABLE 
ORDINANCES/STATUTES. 

D. NOTICE THAT ALL DOGS MUST BE KEPT ON A LEASH 
(UNLESS AN APPROVED OFF-LEASH AREA HAS BEEN 
DESIGNATED). 

E. EMERGENCY (911) CONTACT INFORMATION TO REPORT 
SUSPICIOUS OR CRIMINAL ACTIVITY. 

F. IF RECREATIONAL AREA IS PRIVATELY OPERATED, 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION CONTACT INFORMATION TO 
REPORT MAINTENANCE OR SAFETY ISSUES. 

 
7. IF A NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH EXISTS, A SIGN SHALL BE POSTED AT THE 

PRIMARY ENTRANCE(S) TO THE RECREATIONAL AREA. 
 
8. IF THE RECREATIONAL AREA ABUTS AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE 

LANDS (ESL) AREA, A SIGN SHALL BE POSTED EVERY 100 FEET AT THE 
BORDER OF THE ESL AREA. THE SIGN SHALL CONFORM TO THE ESL 
SIGN REQUIREMENTS PER SECTION 27.10 OF THIS CODE. 

 
9. IF PROVIDED, RESTROOM FACILITIES SHALL BE LOCATED IN A HIGHLY 

VISIBLE AREA AND SHALL BE FREE OF SHRUBS THAT REACH A MATURE 
HEIGHT GREATER THAN THREE (3) FEET. 

 
10. ALL LIGHTING SHALL BE CONSISTENT WITH THE STANDARDS OF 

SECTION 27.5 OF THE THIS CODE AND MUST BE TURNED OFF BY 10PM. 
 
11. IF NO LIGHTING IS PROVIDED, RECREATION AREA HOURS SHALL BE 

LIMITED TO DAYLIGHT HOURS ONLY AND SHALL BE POSTED ON THE 
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INFORMATIONAL SIGN(S) AT THE PARK ENTRANCE(S) REQUIRED BY 
SECTION D.6. 

 
E.   Facilities Installation, Ownership and Maintenance 
 
1.     Private Recreational Facilities 
 

a.     In cases where the recreational facility is to be privately owned, 
recreational facilities and parking improvements shall be 
completed and in place by the time thirty-five (35) percent of the 
building permits are issued. Prior to release of the required bond 
or assurance, the developer shall provide written documentation 
to the Ttown that all mechanisms are in place to protect the rights 
of the homeowners (i.e., liability insurance). 

 
b.     Private recreational areas and improvements shall be owned and 

maintained by a mandatory membership Hhomeowner’s 
Aassociation (HOA) created by covenants. If the HOA association 
fails to adequately maintain the required recreational facilities, the 
Town may cause the property to be maintained and may cause a 
lien to be placed on the property, subject to and inferior to the lien 
for general taxes and to all prior recorded mortgages and 
encumbrances of record. 

 
2.     Public Park Facilities 
 

a.    In cases where the required recreational area is at least three (3) 
acres in size and is located adjacent to a public thoroughfare, 
dedication to the Town may be accepted. In this case, the park 
land shall be owned and maintained by the Town. The subdivider 
shall, without credit:  

1. Provide full street improvements and utility connections 
including, but not limited to, curbs, gutters, street 
paving, traffic control devices, LIGHTING, street trees, 
and sidewalks to land which is dedicated pursuant to 
this Section 

2. Provide solid masonry fencing along the property line 
of that portion of the subdivided lots contiguous to the 
dedicated land 

3. Provide improved drainage through the site; and 
4. Provide other improvements AND AMENITIES THAT 

which the Town Council determines to be essential to 
the acceptance of the land for recreational purposes. 
Subsequent improvements, if any, shall be developed 
and maintained by the Town. 

 
b.     When park land is dedicated to, and accepted by, the Town, the 

provisions of subsection B.2.1.shall not apply. 
 
 
E. F.   Optional Method IN-LIEU FEE OPTION 
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1.     In lieu of the required private recreational area or public park land dedication 

AND REQUIRED RECREATIONAL FACILITIES, the Town Council may approve 
an alternative proposal FOR AN IN-LIEU FEE that aids in the development OR 
IMPROVEMENT of Town parks or recreational facilities.  ALL SUBDIVISIONS 
CONTAINING 43  LOTS OR LESS MAY UTILIZE THE IN-LIEU FEE OPTION.  

 
2. SUBDIVISIONS OF 85 LOTS OR MORE MAY ELECT TO UTILIZE THE IN-LIEU 

FEE OPTION FOR UP TO FIFTY (50%) PERCENT OF THE TOTAL COST OF 
RECREATION AREA IMPROVEMENTS AS DETERMINED BY THE 
RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE CALCULATION DEFINITION.  THE 
REMAINING PORTION OF THE RECREATION IMPROVEMENT OBLIGATION 
SHALL BE APPLIED TO ON-SITE RECREATION AREA(S) AND AMENITIES 
PER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS CODE.   

 
3. IN-LIEU FEE PROPOSALS SHALL MEET ALL OF THE FOLLOWING 

CONDITIONS: 
 

A. The subdivision is adjacent to HAS OR CAN PROVIDE LEGAL 
AND PHYSICALLY-CONSTRUCTED ACCESS TO an existing 
Oro Valley public park, A PARK LOCATION IDENTIFIED IN THE 
TOWN PARKS, OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS MASTER PLAN, OR 
OTHER LOCATED APPROVED BY THE PRLCR DIRECTOR. 

 
B. THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF THE IN-LIEU FEE DETERMINED BY 

THE RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE CALCULATION IS, IN 
THE OPINION OF THE PLANNING DIVISION MANAGER (PDM) 
AND PRLCR DIRECTOR, SUFFICIENT TO FUND A SPECIFIC 
PARK DEVELOPMENT OR IMPROVEMENT PROJECT FOR AN 
EXISTING FACILITY. 

 
4.    The proposal shall be prepared by the applicant and submitted to the Planning 

and Zoning Administrator PDM AND PRLCR DIRECTOR who shall forward his 
THEIR recommendations to the Town Council for its action after an advertised 
public hearing. 

 
5.    The terms of the agreement shall be made a matter of public record and a 

condition of approval of any final plat or issuance of any permits for the 
subdivision. 

 
6.    In evaluating a proposal under this Section, the Town Council shall consider the 

impact on the property resulting from a change in the standard requirements for 
recreational space, the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed 
alternatives, the benefits afforded to the housing project SUBIDIVISION from the 
alternative proposal and the relative values to the community afforded by the 
alternative proposal, as compared with the standard requirements. 

 
7.    The agreement shall provide for the FUNDING OF equivalent of park land and/or 

recreational facilities to the Town as would have been provided by the provision 
of a recreational area in the subdivision. 

 



 

Page 11 of 12 

6.    The in-lieu fee option shall only be available if there is no park or recreation 
facility designated in the Town, Parks, Open Space, and Trails Master Plan, to be 
located in whole or part within the proposed subdivision. Tto serve the immediate 
and future needs of the residents of the subdivision, the subdivider may, in lieu of 
dedicating land, pay a fee equal to the Fair Market Value definition. The fees 
shall be used for a local park that bears a relationship to serve the present and 
future residents of the area being subdivided. 

 
7.     If the proposed subdivision contains twenty (20)  parcels or less the subdivider 

should pay a fee equal to the land value, as determined by the Fair Market 
Value.   

 
8. 7.    If the subdivider objects to the determined fair market value, he/she may appeal 

to the Town Council who shall hear the appeal, with the burden of proof lying with 
the subdivider. 

 
9. 8.    For required recreation areas less than one (1) acre in size, tThe Town Council 

may waive the requirements for an appraisal when the subdivider provides 
acceptable alternative information to the Planning & Planning and Zoning 
Administrator  DIVISION MANAGER (PDM), PRLCR DIRECTOR, and the 
Finance Director, as a means of determining the improved value and THAT is 
presented and accepted at a Town Council public hearing. 

 
9.    If the proposed subdivision contains 85 or more lots, the subdivider shall provide 

the required recreational facility. 
 
CHAPTER 31 DEFINITIONS 
 
TOT LOT: A SMALL (TYPICALLY <1/2 ACRE) RECREATIONAL AREA PRIMARILY 
INTENDED FOR YOUNG CHILDREN (AGES 8 AND UNDER), WITH A PRIMARY 
EMPHASIS ON PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT AND SUPPORTING AMENITIES AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE. 
 
LINEAR PARK: A LINEAR PARK IS A PARK THAT HAS A MUCH GREATER LENGTH 
THAN WIDTH. A LINEAR PARK TYPICALLY INCLUDES A SHARED USE PATH FOR 
PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES, AS WELL AS SEATING AREAS AND OTHER 
APPROPRIATE SUPPORTING AMENITIES TO PROVIDE ACTIVE AND PASSIVE 
RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES. 
 
CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (CEPTED): A MULTI-
DISCIPLINARY APPROACH TO DETERRING CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR THROUGH 
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN. THE ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN SHOULD 
ENCOURAGE DESIRABLE BEHAVIOR AND FUNCTIONALITY. CEPTED 
EMPHASIZES SURVEILLANCE, ACCESS CONTROL, AND DEFINITION OF 
OWNERSHIP. 
 
 
126.    Fair Market Value RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE CALCULATION 
 
The fair market value RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE shall be determined by the 
Town, with a written appraisal report prepared by an appraiser acceptable to the Town. 
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For the purposes of the Chapter, the determination of the fair market value 
RECREATION AREA IN-LIEU FEE, shall consider, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following:  
 
 
a.    Approval of and conditions of the preliminary plat 
b.    The general plan  
c.    Conditional zoning  
d.    Property location  
e.    Off-site improvements facilitating use of the property  
f.     Site characteristics of the property  
g.    The fair market value shall be based on the improved value of the land, without 

INCLUDING structures AND FACILITIES REQUIRED BY SECTION 26.5 OF THE 
ORO VALLEY ZONING CODE REVISED, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
but AND having the applicable infrastructure (roadways, drainage, water, electric, 
telephone and sewer) installed to the property.  

 
 



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   3.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Aimee Ramsey Submitted By: Aimee Ramsey,
Development Infrastructure
Services

Department: Development Infrastructure Services

SUBJECT:
DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING DISPOSITION OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND
INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES DEPARTMENT TRANSIT SERVICES DIVISION

RECOMMENDATION:
As part of the Town Manager Recommended Budget for FY 2011/12, staff recommends moving forward
with Transit Services Option C as discussed during the February 23, 2011 Town Council Study Session.
This will begin the processes necessary to discontinue the Transit Service Division (Coyote Run).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The elimination of the service has several public notice requirements, hearings, etc.  In order to eliminate
the service, and the costs, prior to the end of the fiscal year this action is needed at this time.  Due to the
timing, if this item is acted on at a later Council meeting, then the $220,000 savings in FY 11/12 would
need to be reduced.   If we wait until the June adoption of the budget to start the process, we will be
unable to meet a July 1st implementation date and would be looking at a September 30th implementation
date, costing the Town funding.  Even with approval today, we will be late with the termination letter but
the RTA is aware of the situation and will work with us. 

The Transit Services Administrator is seeking direction to proceed with the elimination of Coyote Run in
response to discussion among Council during the Finance Director's presentation at the March 9, 2011
budget session. At this time, staff requests authorization to begin the following processes necessary to
discontinue Coyote Run and continue RTA Sun Shuttle service:

• Public Hearing – public outreach process
• Vehicle Disposal – FTA and ADOT required
• Service Transfer – RTA negotiations
• Refunds for Coyote Run passes that riders may not have been able to use 
• Work towards a seamless transition of all riders impacted, introducing and encouraging senior riders to
access personalized services provided by Interfaith Community Services, connected services matched
through a referral service of Pima Council on Aging, and working to connect and encourage ADA-eligible
riders to utilize Handi-car services

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
The Council Communication dated February 23, 2011, presented five (5) options for future transit
service. Option C involved the elimination of Coyote Run, allowing the RTA to subcontract Sun Shuttle
dial-a-ride service. Attachment #1 outlines service Option C. Elimination of Coyote Run significantly
reduces the Town’s involvement in regional transit; however, the Town will be required to contribute
annual maintenance of effort funding of approximately $76,000 to the RTA for transit services. The RTA
will manage operation of the Sun Shuttle service within the blue zone.



If existing Town staff meets minimum requirements, they will be eligible to go through the MV
Transportation (RTA contractor) hiring process should positions become available.

TRANSIT SERVICES HISTORY

• March 2010 – LTAF Repealed
• March 31, 2010 – Study Session - three locally controlled options presented to Council
• April 21, 2010 – Discussions with RTA developed two new options 
• May 17, 2010 – Public Forum on service options
• June 16, 2010 – Direction to begin negations of IGA for Sun Shuttle
• December 1, 2010 – Regular session moving forward Option 3 allowing staff to coordinating both
Coyote Run service with the Sun Shuttle regional service
• January 5, 2011 – Council approves IGA with RTA approved for Sun Shuttle operations 
• February 14, 2011 – Sun Shuttle service begins
• February 23, 2011 – Budget session discussion on transit services options
• March 9, 2011- Budget session direction to Finance Director to remove Coyote Run from FY 2011/12
budget

FISCAL IMPACT:
Estimated annual savings if approved at this juncture = $220,000

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I MOVE to direct staff to move forward with Option C as discussed February 23, 2011 and begin the
processes necessary to discontinue the Transit Service Division. 

or

I MOVE to …

Attachments
Option C Outline
Transit Disposal Timeline
Public Hearning Notice
Draft IGA termination letter



Attachment 1 
 
Option C – Elimination of Transit Services (Coyote Run) 

 Continues Sun Shuttle operations through extending RTA’s contract with 
MV. 

 Eliminates Town operated Transit Services   
 All ADA certified passengers will utilize Handi-car   
 Seniors will be introduced and encouraged to access services provided by 

Interfaith Community Services and other similar services provided by Pima 
Council On Aging. 

 
STAFFING 
Reduction in work force * 

Position  Year of Service 
 Administrator   3.3  
 Dispatcher          4.5  
 FT Driver        10.4  
 FT Driver          9.8  
 FT Driver          7.1  
 Lead Driver          5.4  
 Part Time Driver          5.4  
 Part Time Driver          5.4  
 Rel Driver (19-hour) 6.6  
 Rel Driver (19-hour) 0.1  
 Rel Driver (19-hour) 0.1  
 Rel Driver (19-hour) 0.1  
 Rel Driver (19-hour) 0.1  
 Rel Driver (19-hour) 0.1  

 (*The Transit Administrator position is funded 50% in Highway Fund, and the 
other 50% is anticipated to be funded through the required “maintenance of 
effort” funds.  This position is not proposed for elimination.)   
 
VEHICLES 

 Disposal of 11 vehicles required per FTA and ADOT regulations  
o The RTA would like to discuss the continued use of Sun Shuttle 

branded vehicles for the provision of Dial-a-Ride service in the 
town.  Staff will negotiate with RTA for cost of use of vehicles 
and/or sale of vehicles to RTA. 

 FTA Region 9 must approve vehicle early disposal vehicle 77  
 
BUDGET IMPACT 

 Minimum contribution of $76K recurring cost for maintenance of effort 
required and what those funds may be used for is to be discussed with the 
RTA 
 

OTHER IMPACTS 
 Cancellation of IGA for Sun Shuttle Service must be initiated. This 

Agreement may be terminated at any time, without cause, by providing 
written notice of such termination to the other party at least ninety (90) 
days prior to the termination date. 



Town of Oro Valley 
Disposal of Transit Services - Implementation Calendar 

Fiscal Year 2011/12 
  

 
 Wednesday, April 20, 2011 Town Manager’s Recommended Budget  

 Authorization to proceed with the disposal of the 
Transit Services Division and begin public process for 
service changes.  

 
 Thursday, April 28, 2011 Letter from Mayor to RTA terminating Sun Shuttle IGA   

 IGA Requirement - 90 day notice  
 

 Wednesday, April 27, 2011 1st Publication of Public Hearing Notices   
 FTA requirement  

 
 Wednesday, May 25, 2011 2nd Publication of Public Hearing Notices   

 FTA requirement  
 

 Wednesday, May 25, 2011 Publication of Town Council Meeting on Town Website  
 

 Wednesday, May 25, 2011 Letters to Coyote Run Users   
 

 Wednesday, June 01, 2011 Public Hearing - Regular Town Council Meeting  
 RESOLUTION NO. (R) 11-_______ , AUTHORIZING 

AND APPROVING THE ELIMINATION OF THE 
TOWN OF ORO VALLEY’S DEVELOPMENT AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
TRANSIT SERVICES DIVISION COYOTE RUN 
SERVICE   

 
 Thursday, June 30, 2011 Reduction in Work Force   

 
 Friday, July 01, 2011 Sun Shuttle operations under RTA MV Contract  

 
 Friday, July 01, 2011 Begin formal vehicle disposal  

  



 
 
 

NOTICE OF TOWN OF ORO VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 
 
 
Reference: Disposition of Transit Services Division (Coyote Run) 
 
Notice is hereby given that the Town of Oro Valley’s Transit Services Division Coyote Run; 
is holding a public hearing on Wednesday the 1st of June 2011 as part of the regularly 
scheduled council meeting. 
 
The purpose of this hearing is to propose the elimination of the Town’s Transit Services 
Division (Coyote Run). The proposed elimination in transit services is consistent with the 
proposed fiscal year 2011/2012 proposed budget. Proposed changes to the service will 
become effective July I, 2011. 
 
The Town Council Meeting will be held by the Town of Oro Valley on Wednesday, June 1, 
2011, at or about 6:00 p.m. in the Mayor and Council Chambers, Town Hall, 11000 N La 
Cañada Dr, for the purpose of considering the Disposition of Town’s Transit Services 
Division (Coyote Run).  
 
At the hearing, Town of Oro Valley will afford an opportunity for interested persons or 
agencies to be heard with respect to the social, economic and environmental aspects of this 
service elimination. Your comments are very important and will be taken into consideration 
in this service elimination. Interested persons or agencies may also submit in writing to the 
following address: 
 
 Town of Oro Valley 
 Transit Service Division  
 11000 N La Cañada Dr 
 Oro Valley, AZ 85737 
 
The Town of Oro Valley complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If any 
person with a disability needs any type of accommodation, please notify the Town Clerk’s 
Office at least five days prior to the Council meeting at 229-4700.  
 
Publish April 27 & May 25, 2011. Arizona Daily Star 
 



 

 
 

Office of the Mayor & Town Council 
 
 

DRAFT 
 

 
 
April 28, 2011 
 
Gary Hayes, Executive Director 
Regional Transportation Authority 
177 N Church Ave., #405 
Tucson, AZ 85704 
 
Re: Termination of Intergovernmental Agreement  
 
Dear Mr. Hayes, 
 
This letter serves as notice for the Town of Oro Valley’s intent to terminate the current 
Intergovernmental Agreement between the Town of Oro Valley and the Regional 
Transportation Authority (RTA) for the provision of sun shuttle dial-a-ride services.  The 
current agreement requires 90 days written notice.  
 
The termination of this agreement with the RTA is in no way a reflection of the need to 
provide such a service or a reduction in service demand, but the direct result of budgetary 
constraint.  The final decision will be pending Town Council consideration on June 1, 2011 
with the tentative adoption of the fiscal year 2011/2012 budget. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dr. Satish I. Hiremath 
Mayor 
 
cc:  Town Council 
 Jerene Watson, Town Manager 
 Greg Caton, Assistant Town Manager 
 Suzanne Smith, Director Development and Infrastructure Services 
 Craig Civalier, Town Engineer 
 Aimee Ramsey. Transit Services Administrator 
 
 
 
 



   

Town Council Regular Session Item #   4.           
Meeting Date: 04/20/2011  

Requested by: Betty Dickens Submitted By: Betty Dickens, Human
Resources

Department: Human Resources

SUBJECT:
COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON RECOMMENDED EMPLOYEE MEDICAL &
ANCILLARY BENEFIT PROVIDERS FOR PLAN YEAR 2011-12

RECOMMENDATION:
Medical Insurance
Staff recommends shifting coverage from United Health Care (UHC) to Aetna and returning to a 90%
/10% coinsurance split. This would result in a 3% increase or $65,612 budget impact, 10% less than
what was presented by UHC which also included a higher coinsurance split.

Ancillary Benefits
Staff recommends no changes to current ancillary providers and coverage. There is no increase to
budget. 

Dental Principal – Dual Option
Vision EyeMed
Group Short/Long Principal
Term Disability
Group Life/AD&D Principal
Supplemental Life Principal

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The Town is completing a second year with United Healthcare of Arizona (UHC) as our medical
insurance provider. At the beginning of negotiations for FY11/12, UHC started with a 13% premium
increase to our current medical plan option. Human Resources and Finance staff, working with our
benefit plan consultant CBIZ, determined to solicit competitive bids for medical coverage. CBIZ
conducted a solicitation to providers with an established market and community reputation. Responding
companies were asked to match the Town’s current benefit plan, including wellness initiative dollars, so
as to minimize the disruption in services to our employees as much as possible and also to provide rates
for coverage reflecting our previous (FY09-10) coinsurance deductable ratio of 90% / 10%. 

The Town is currently paying 100% of the employee only medical premium cost and 75% of the
dependent medical premium cost, a common standard among regional municipalities. Staff recommends
retention of this level of premium coverage.  Generally, employee feedback has been this is a preferable
option for the Council to consider in lieu of a bonus or COLA.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:
Employee feedback on our current 2010-2011 plan year has included concerns of immediate



Employee feedback on our current 2010-2011 plan year has included concerns of immediate
out-of-pocket expenses, under the current 80% / 20% split coverage for coinsurance. Employees,
therefore, are paying more out-of-pocket at the time of service for procedures. Under these current
economic times and employee compensation remaining level, employees have voiced a concern of being
hit with increased expenses in their everyday lives. Returning to the 90% / 10% split will assist in
reducing unpredictable financial health burdens employees and their families are addressing in a time
where paychecks are reduced due to retirement contributions increasing. This change in coinsurance
coverage may also result in:
• Increase use of services due to lower out-of-pocket commitment.
• Employees may be more proactive in seeking services for themselves and family members, which may
result in less sick days due to early treatment and diagnosis.
• Early detection of serious health condition, which over the course of treatment may reduce overall cost
of treatment.

Medical Insurance
Staff recommends shifting coverage from United Health Care (UHC) to Aetna and returning to a 90%
/10% coinsurance split. This would result in a 3% increase or $65,612 budget impact. 

Staff used four factors to assess providers: cost, in-network benefits, medical network of providers and
employee on-line support services, tools and wellness programs.

After receiving and reviewing all proposals, the resulting percent increase for coverage could be
significantly reduced by shifting medical coverage back to Aetna. Aetna served as the Town’s medical
provider for plan years 2003 to 2009. 

To determine the potential impact of physicians and specialists falling out-of-network, staff worked with
UHC and Aetna representatives to compare their medical network of providers. The assessment
indicated a difference of twenty-eight (28) UHC providers that are currently not Aetna providers. One third
of these are family physicians and pediatricians, with the remaining two-thirds categorized as specialist
(surgery, dermatology, oncology, neurology, neonatology). Aetna has also been successful in bringing
Carondelet Health Network back on as a provider.

Aetna’s on-line self-serve support services tend to be more detailed and specific to the individual user
while being user friendly. 

Aetna matched UHC Wellness program dollars at $20,000. Aetna will provide wellness services and
coaching on-line as well. Employees who maintain healthier lifestyles, as a group, generally have lower
medical insurance utilization and insurance claim costs.

In order to impact both employee quality of life and Town financial sustainability goals, it is reasonable to
include some wellness activities and initiatives as part of the overall benefits package offered to
employees. The Town will continue to host an annual health and wellness fair, fitness or
weight-management programs, and discounted recreational program activities from time to time when
such programs may be arranged with minimal or no financial impact to the Town.

Dual Menu (Multiple) Options
Human Resources staff also directed CBIZ to solicit for dual option plan designs and their associated
cost analysis. A Health Savings Account (HSA) option was reviewed and compared with all solicitations.
Staff determined that in order to shift to a HSA option an educational strategy implemented well in
advance of potential implementation would be necessary to insure success and return on investment for
both employees and the Town. Staff will aggressively continue to develop and research an HSA option
for the future 2012-2013 plan year.

Ancillary Benefits
Staff recommends no changes to current ancillary providers and coverage. There is no budget impact.



Dental Principal – Dual Option
Vision EyeMed
Group Short/Long Principal
Term Disability
Group Life/AD&D Principal
Supplemental Life Principal

Open Enrollment
Open enrollment meetings will be held in the month of May, 2011. Employees will have a chance
to interact personally with the benefits provider representatives.

 

FISCAL IMPACT:
Medical Insurance
Staff recommends shifting coverage from United Health Care (UHC) to Aetna and returning to a 90%
/10% coinsurance split. This would result in a 3% increase or $65,612 budget impact. 

Ancillary Benefits
Staff recommends no changes to current ancillary providers and coverage. There is no increase to
budget.

SUGGESTED MOTION:
" I move to approve Aetna as the employee medical benefit provider."

AND

"I move to approve retaining 100% of the employee only medical premium cost and the increased
portion of the dependent medical to keep employee contributions even to the current year amounts."

AND

"I move to approve retaining 100% of the employee only and the 75% dependent coverage as the
Town-paid portions for dental insurance coverage."

AND

" I move to approve current Ancillary Benefit providers for vision, dental, short term and long term
disability, and group life and supplemental life."

Attachments
Plan Year 2011-12
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