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TO:      Leah Brock, Yavapai County Development Services 
FROM:   Keep Sedona Beautiful (KSB) 
RE:     KSB Response to Proposed Spring Creek Ranch Planned Area Development 
DATE:     February 13, 2020 
 
HA#: PLA19-000008 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Amended Letter of Intent serving as a 
request for a zoning change, from RCU-2A to PAD for Spring Creek Ranch. 
 
The amended Spring Creek Ranch project proposed by SCR Manager, LLC remains 
massive in scope, and raises critical concerns. A development this size and density 
would have a significant and detrimental impact on Spring Creek and the surrounding 
land, and on nearby communities and their residents.  
 
Keep Sedona Beautiful asserts that the material provided by the applicant in their 
Amended Letter of Intent and in their Amended Site Plan is insufficient to fully evaluate 
the impact of this large-scale development on the land and on the community. However, 
they supply enough information to raise very serious concerns. 
 
Given the scant information that has been supplied, Keep Sedona Beautiful strongly 
opposes this rezoning request.  
 
The information supplied highlights a number of critical concerns: 
 

1. Lack of Detail in the Applicant’s Submittal 
2. Lack of Conformance with the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan  
3. The Impact of Rezoning on Existing Communities 
4. The Extraordinary Density Being Proposed 
5. Harm to Spring Creek 
6. Harm to Wildlife 
7. Destruction of the Environmentally Sensitive Landscape 
8. Energy Conservation 
9. Ownership of the Land 
10. Impact on Water Resources 
11. Harm to Cultural Heritage Sites 
12. Dark Skies 
13. Safety Concerns 
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1. Lack of Detail in the Applicant’s Submittal 

 
KSB believes that prior to a Planning and Zoning hearing, the applicant should be 
required to submit a more detailed Letter of Intent and Sketch Plan that are sufficient to 
adequately evaluate the proposal.  
 

Page 56 of the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Ordinance states (emphasis by 
KSB): 

“In establishing a PAD, a master plan of the entire area to be developed shall be 
required as part of the rezoning application. In addition to the requirements of a 

Zoning Map Change, the submittal requirements of the master plan shall 

conform to the submittal requirements of a Sketch Plan as delineated in the 

Subdivision Regulations for Yavapai County.” 
a) If a PAD is to be developed in phases or development units, separate 

hearings for the platting process shall be held to review each phase 
according to the standards set out for plats in the County Subdivision 
Regulations.  

b) Each phase/plat must be in substantial conformance to the approved 

master plan and Sketch Plan/Zoning Map Change.  
c) An approved site plan shall be binding upon applicants and their 

successors or assignees. No building permit shall be issued for any 
building, structures or use, not in accordance with the site plan, except 
that temporary construction facilities shall be permitted. 

 
The requirements for a sketch plan contained on pages 24-26 of the Yavapai County 
Subdivision Regulations are extensive, and are included at the conclusion of this letter, 
as Appendix A.  
 
In summary, KSB contends that the applicant has failed to supply the following detail as 
required: 

 Item K: Proposed land used and densities by area. 

 Item L: A Traffic Concept Plan that includes: 
o L.1: Overall area map where necessary showing existing and proposed 

roads and their classification (arterial, collector, residential street) within ½ 
mile of project boundaries. 

o L.2: Identify legal primary and secondary access opportunities, as well as 
existing or proposed street right-of-way widths. 

o L.3: In narrative form, identify general traffic impacts to adjacent property 
and existing roads, as well as high traffic generation points on site. 

o L.4: Identify existing or proposed trail networks and open space features 
affected by or intended to be implemented as part of future subdivision 
design. 

 Item M: Drainage Concept Plan that includes: 
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o M.1: Depict general pre- and post-development drainage patterns and flow 
direction(s). 

o M.2: Identify potential detention facilities, where necessary. 

 Item N.2: Number of units/lots for each type of use and phase. 

 Item N.4: Percent open space, if any, exclusive of rights-of-way, roadways, 
building envelopes, and parking areas 

 Item N.10: Identify unique site conditions, i.e., rock outcroppings, major drainage 
features, etc. 

 
The description of the Sketch Plan Contents concludes with the following note:  

“Unique site conditions or apparent development constraints may 

necessitate submittal of additional information as required.” 
 
KSB strongly contends that these particular parcels of land present unique site 
conditions. 
 
In particular we believe that the applicant must be required to document the anticipated 
impact of terracing on the land. Much of the land designated for development is sloped 
to such a degree that extensive terracing would be required in order to build. Primary 
Roads and secondary streets required to access units would also require terracing of 
the land. None of this terracing is indicated in the Site Plan provided by the applicant, 
nor are any secondary (residential) streets. 
 
A particularly egregious example is shown in the following image from the Amended 
Site Plan. KSB maintains that developing parcels 3C, 3D and 3F would require terracing 
that would remove much of the existing hillside. 
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Section 440 of the Yavapai County planning and Zoning Ordinance (PAD District) 
contains the following language in item E.2.b when discussing Open Space: 
 

“Whether private or dedicated to the public, it shall be the responsibility of the 
developer to ensure that the open space is protected in perpetuity by legal 
arrangements, sufficient to assure its maintenance and preservation for whatever 
purpose it is intended. Covenants or other legal arrangements shall specify 
ownership of the open space, method of maintenance; maintenance taxes and 
insurance; compulsory membership and compulsory assessment provisions and 
any other specifications deemed necessary by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors.” 

 
Given the strong community statements on the value of open spaces, if the applicant 
had in fact “considered extensive input from members of the surrounding communities 
and area residents and made changes based thereon”, we would have expected E.2.b 
to be addressed in their Amended Letter of Intent, particularly concerning the riparian 
area on either side of Spring Creek. 
 
The material supplied by the applicant is completely insufficient, and does not meet the 
requirements of the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Ordinance. We contend that 
Yavapai County Development Services must require sufficient information from the 
applicant prior to holding a Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on the application. 

 

2. Lack of Conformance with the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan  
 
KSB asserts that this proposal for rezoning does not conform with the most important 
aspects of the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan (the Plan).  
 
We recognize that segments of the Plan can be cherry-picked to either support or 
oppose almost any large development proposal. However, a bedrock aspect of the Plan 
addresses protecting the rural character of existing rural communities, like Cornville. 
 

The opening paragraphs of the Plan set out a clear vision (emphasis by KSB): 
 
“The guiding vision for the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan is to provide a 

flexible and adaptable approach to managing growth while respecting the 

values of our past, to achieve our common goals, and to plan for a future that 

enhances our high quality of life while protecting a permanently sustainable 

natural environment.” 
 

“Our vision is to protect the unique quality of life characteristics within 

each of Yavapai County’s diverse communities, to preserve our Western rural 
and ranching traditions, and to responsibly manage the process of urbanizing 
communities, when desired, through sensible planned growth and the 

sustainable use of finite resources. This vision is a reflection of the shared 
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desire to protect and enhance rural character; small town friendliness; 

abundant natural open spaces, public lands, and scenic vistas; and to 

ensure the compatibility between rural and urbanizing areas.” 
 

“The County’s vast recreational and outdoor opportunities, abundant 

natural beauty, scenic vistas, clean air, forests, grasslands, healthy rivers 

and bio-diverse riparian areas will be protected and preserved through the 
implementation of the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan’s goals and 
objectives.” 
 

“We recognize the importance of safeguarding the County’s resources for 

future generations, including our treasured rivers, streams and other 

resources…” 
 

“supports public policies that effectively protect the viability of working 

ranches, open space and our rural character.” 
 
The Plan calls for responsibly planned and managed growth providing compatibility 
between rural areas and more compact, clustered development. The goal is to: 
 

“better preserve highly valued open space, conserve water and other limited 
natural resources and to avoid unsustainable sprawl.” 

 
On Page 70, the Plan makes the following critical point:  
 

“Environmentally sensitive lands include areas with critical resources. These 
include floodplains, riparian zones, rivers and streams, wetlands, springs and 
seeps and steep slopes. These areas provide habitat for rare or endangered 
plant and animal species. In addition, some are important for groundwater 

recharge. Environmentally sensitive lands require special consideration in 

the development/design process.” 
 

There is no doubt that Spring Creek and the surrounding lands are an environmentally 
sensitive area, Thus, special consideration must be given in the development/design 
process.  
 
We see no evidence in the applicants’ proposal that this special consideration has been 
given. To the contrary, we believe that a development of this magnitude on the banks of 
Spring Creek is one of the worst possible ways this land could be used. 
 
Cornville is identified on the map following page 26 of the Plan as a Rural Community 
Area. According to the Plan (page 26): 
 

“This category includes less populated rural communities that are characterized 

by moderate growth and the desire to maintain the existing neighborhood 
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or rural atmosphere. These areas are generally found as small clusters of 
residential and non-residential development adjacent to agricultural production 
areas and public lands.” 
 

In their Amended Letter of Intent, the applicant recognizes that the parcels are in a 
Rural Community Area, but suggest that Spring Creek Ranch is “perfectly suited as a 
Transitional Growth Area.”   
 
However, on page 25 of the Plan, the first criteria for consideration as a Transitional 
Growth Area is that “the area to be designated has a moderate level of residential 
and/or non-residential growth.”   
 
KSB contends that this area has in fact seen a markedly low level of growth in recent 
decades, and that the proposed PAD would cause an explosive amount of growth. 
Please refer to our comments on density, below. 
 
Page 18 of the Plan discusses the Open Space and Sustainable Development Option 
available to land owners. It states: 

 
“The purpose of the Open Space and Sustainable Development Option is to 
provide an alternative, voluntary method of land division that encourages 
sustainable development and the preservation of open space through flexible lot 
sizes and locations of single-family residential dwellings. The Open Space and 
Sustainable Development Option also contain density reductions for hillside 
areas, cut and fill limitations and floodplain preservation and density incentives 
for sustainable building practices.” 

 
KSB notes that in numerous discussions with community groups, the applicant has 
stated their absolute unwillingness to consider developing single-family lots under either 
Section 441 or 442 of the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Ordinance. 
 
In their Amended Letter of Intent, the applicant states that their development would 
conform to the Plan for a number of reasons. They state that they will ‘develop a “small 
town” feel, fully contained community. There will be “abundant natural open 
spaces…and scenic vistas”, with the goal of serving the area’s “diverse population”.’   
 
KSB strongly disagrees, noting that densely packed clustering of 1,500 manufactured 
homes and RV pads would in no way provide a small town feel. Instead, Spring Creek 
Ranch is an urban development placed in a decidedly rural area. In addition, a ‘fully 
contained community’ would have amenities such as a childcare center, kindergarten, 
playground, library, some medical facility and more. None of these amenities are offered 
in the proposal. 
 
The applicant states that “SCR will preserve and promote stable, safe, attractive, rural 
communities where residents share a sense of pride, avoid incompatible land uses, 
coordinate strategies for economic development, transportation and affordable 
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housing…[and] protect unique natural resources, ecosystems and habitats.”  As we 
demonstrate below, this development would instead put unacceptable stress on Spring 
Creek and the endangered and threatened species that inhabit it and the surrounding 
land.  
 
The terraforming required to build manufactured home lots on the sloping land would 
destroy much of the natural landscape. During construction there would be a particular 
threat to Spring Creek water quality due to storm runoff and erosion from the bare soil 
being exposed by the terraforming. 
 
One of the recommendations listed on page 28 in the Land Use Element section of the 
Plan encourages “communities to create Vision Statements that reflect how they see 
their communities developing.”  In public meetings held to date to discuss this proposed 
development, the Cornville community has overwhelmingly opposed rezoning from 
RCU-2A to PAD. In addition, the development is radically out of conformance with the 
vision documented in the Cornville Community Plan. 
 
The proposal to rezone Spring Creek Ranch from RCU-2A to PAD is significantly out of 
conformance with the Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan, and should be rejected. 
 

3. The Impact of Rezoning on Existing Communities 

 
The applicant’s Amended Letter of Intent anticipates 2,100 housing units: 1,500 
manufactured home lots of which up to 200 may be used for recreational vehicle pads, 
400 rental units and a 200 unit assisted living facility. Estimating only 2 occupants per 
unit, approximately 4,200 residents would be added to the very low-density rural 
community of Cornville that currently has a mere 3,280 residents. In effect, Spring 
Creek Ranch would be a new small city. 
 
Rezoning these parcels would in a very short time double the population of rural 
Cornville, which is identified as a Rural Community (RC) Area in the Plan. As noted 
above, this development does not conform with the vision set forth in the Plan, in that it 
would add an out-of-scale, very high-density cluster in a currently very low-density rural 
community. 
 
The applicant’s Amended Letter of Intent claims that “there will be no direct impact to 
neighboring property owners in terms of obstruction of views, noise, activity, etc.”, but 
they fail to provide any evidence to support this claim. In particular, they fail to evaluate 
the impact on nearby Oak Creek Valley. 
 
Adjacent properties are publicly managed lands. KSB believes that the detrimental 
effect of urban sprawl on those lands would be significant. Monitoring and oversight of 
resident and transient activity would burden government agencies with clean up and 
enforcement duties they cannot fund. 
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4. The Extraordinary Density Being Proposed 
 
The density proposed by the applicant is wholly inappropriate for rural Cornville. In fact, 
it is inappropriate for the entire Verde Valley. In their Amended Letter of Intent, the 
applicant points to a 40% reduction in the number of single-family lots from their initial 
proposal. It needs to be noted that the density reduction of the entire development is 
only 33%. 
 
KSB interprets the number of units in the initial proposal to have been set artificially high 
so that the applicant could reduce those numbers, stating that the reduction is in 
response to the concerns of the community.  
 
For example, the initial proposal identifies 600 RV pads on 10.6 acres (parcels 1A and 

1C), or over 55 RV pads per acre. This is not physically possible. The 10.6 acres 
equals 461,736 square feet. 600 RV pads, each of which are 30’ x 50’, equals 900,000 
square feet, just for the lots. This does not include roads.  
 
Clearly, it would have been physically impossible to construct 600 RV pads on the 
identified parcels. The “reduction” from 600 to 200 RV pads in the Amended Letter of 
Intent is in no way a reduction. Regarding RV pads, KSB believes that they are not 
responding to “extensive input from members of the surrounding communities” as their 
Amended Letter of Intent claims. 
 
KSB maintains that this same gross overstatement of units applies to the manufactured 
home sites, due to terrain limitations. Any reasonable development plan would have 
considered the limitations of the terrain and the need for streets. Any reasonable 
development plan would have started out with a significantly lower of manufactured 
home sites, reflecting the maximum number of units that could physically be placed on 
the parcels.  
 
KSB believes that the density reflected in the Amended Letter of Intent is at or above 
that technical maximum, and that the applicant is in fact now requesting to build the 
maximum number of units either physically possible or allowed under the PAD 
regulations. However, without a sufficient Sketch Plan, this is impossible to verify. 
 
KSB believes that instead of responding to the community, the applicant is in fact 
seeking to maximize their financial benefit. The new proposed density continues to 
overburden the site’s resources while adding no benefit to surrounding rural 
communities. 
 
The population of Spring Creek Ranch would be approximately 4,200. A square mile is 
640 acres. Spring Creek Ranch is 282 acres, or 44% of a square mile. The density of 
Spring Creek Ranch can be calculated as (640/282) * 4,200, which is 9,532 residents 
per square mile. 
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Spring Creek Ranch would be over 47 times as dense as Cornville. It would be over 
9 times as dense as densest area in the entire county, Prescott Valley. Spring Creek 
Ranch would be denser than Baltimore, Minneapolis, or Seattle. 
 
Included below are two density comparison charts. 
 

Community Density per square mile 

Baltimore, MD 7,594 

Minneapolis, MN 7,664 

Lowell, MA 8,141 

Camden, NJ 8,343 

Seattle, WA 8,391 

Los Angeles, CA 8,484 

Bridgeport, CN 9,138 

Long Beach, CA 9,348 

Spring Creek Ranch 9,532 

 

Community Density per square mile 

Cornville 201 

Camp Verde 257 

Clarkdale 399 

Sedona 536 

Cottonwood 699 

Flagstaff 832 

Prescott 946 

Prescott Valley 1,007 

Spring Creek Ranch 9,532 

 
Keep Sedona Beautiful contends that the density of Spring Creek Ranch is radically out 
of proportion to the surrounding area. For this reason, the request for rezoning should 
be rejected. 

 

5. Harm to Spring Creek 
 
As the Amended Letter of Intent recognizes, ‘The property sits in a valley with active 
natural springs, forming “Spring Creek”, running through the center of the property.’  
KSB asserts that this development would cause irreparable harm to Spring Creek, one 
of the area’s key riparian habitats.  
 
A development anywhere close to this scale would present a clear and immediate threat 
to Spring Creek, its’ riparian environment, and the endangered and threatened species 
that inhabit the area.  
 
The applicant has stated at numerous public meetings that the threat to Spring Creek is 
fire, and that the development would reduce the threat of fire due to the applicants 
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intended land management practices. It is true that fire is the current threat, since fire is 
effectively the only threat, as long as the land is undeveloped. However, development 
brings with it the threats of pollution and overuse. These combined threats pose a far 
greater danger to Spring Creek than does the current threat of fire.  
 
The US Forest Service (USFS) has made the following comments concerning this 

proposal:  

 

“The proposed zone change and subsequent development in close proximity 

to a riparian area that occurs on both private and NFS lands poses some 

serious concerns from a water quality, water quantity, and channel 

geomorphology perspective. Spring Creek is a tributary to Oak Creek and is 

classified as an Arizona Outstanding Water which requires compliance with 

higher water quality standards. Urbanization increases surface runoff by 

converting permeable undeveloped land surface to impermeable or poorly 

permeable surfaces such as roofs, driveways, paved roads, and areas of 

compacted fill. This increased runoff would impact the natural hydrology of 

the system by impacting the timing, frequency, and duration of flood flows in 

Spring Creek. As an example, runoff increased from roughly 2% of rainfall to 

37% of rainfall following development of the La Terraza subdivision in Sierra 

Vista, AZ. Since the proposed development would occur immediately 

surrounding the 1OO-year floodplain of Spring Creek, there would be limited 

opportunity for attenuation of pollutants and additional runoff from the 

surrounding subdivision. This could lead to geomorphic changes in the 

stream channel such as incision and disconnection from its floodplain. Use 

of outdoor chemicals by homeowners as well as use and spills of automotive 

petroleum products could result in non-point source pollution of Spring 

Creek.” 

 

“These watershed effects are expected to impact aquatic habitat and aquatic 

species. Stream channel incision will alter the sinuosity of the stream, 

change the pool and riffle structure, and impact water quality. This changes 

the habitat types and quality available to fish, especially for spawning. 

Increased erosion both from within the stream channel and from the 

subdivision will negatively impact water quality and can increase 

sedimentation. Sedimentation can also be increased by the creation of social 

trails in the area due to increased visitation. Increased sedimentation can 

alter the invertebrate community (reducing the food available to fish) and 
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cover important spawning substrate. Negative water quality Changes will 

include pollution from automotive products, and lawn care products. The 

anticipated hydrograph changes (altered timing, frequency, and duration of 

flood flows) could also have an impact on aquatic species.” 

 
The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) has made the following 

comments concerning this proposal:  

 
‘Spring Creek is a perennial tributary to Oak Creek, designated as an 

Outstanding Arizona Water (OAW). The applicant states … that "A 

wastewater reclamation facility will be constructed on site." According to 

Arizona Administrative Code, RI8-U-I07(C.3), "A person seeking in a permit 

application or in other documentation submitted to the Department that the 

regulated discharge will not degrade existing water quality in the 

downstream OAW." Furthermore, Arizona Administrative Code, R18-11-

107(C.4), also states, "A discharge regulated under a Section 404 permit 

that may affect existing water quality of an OAW requires an individual 

Section 40 I water quality certification to ensure that existing water quality is 

maintained and protected and any water quality impacts are temporary. 

Temporary water quality impacts are those impacts that occur for a period of 

six months of less."’ 

 

“Spring Creek has been Impaired for Escherichia coliform (E. coli) since 

2006… Rezoning the proposed Project, and subsequent development of 

these lands at the proposed densities, will offset, and likely further degrade, 

any watershed and water quality improvements undertaken to date.” 

 

These comments by the Forest Service and ADEQ are blunt, and should be cause 

for alarm. They indicate that this important riparian habitat would be severely 
threatened by any large-scale development along Spring Creek. 
 
KSB also notes that the Amended Letter of Intent is completely silent on protecting 
Spring Creek, even though it states, “Applicant has considered extensive input from 
members of the surrounding communities and area residents and made changes based 
thereon.”  
 
The threat to Spring Creek was raised repeatedly in community interaction with the 
applicant. Yet, they fail to address this critical issue in their Amended Letter of Intent. 
KSB finds this omission glaring, inexplicable and unacceptable. 
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We believe that the proposed development would cause irreparable harm to Spring 
Creek’s water quality and flow. For this reason alone, the request for rezoning should be 
rejected.  

6. Harm to Wildlife 

There is a high potential for severely impacting threatened, endangered and other 
sensitive wildlife species that inhabit Spring Creek and the surrounding area, including 
but not limited to the endangered spikedace and Gila topminnow as well as the 
threatened northern Mexican gartersnake and yellow-billed cuckoo.  

Arizona Game and Fish has made the following comments concerning this 

proposal:  

 
“The Department’s assessment of the proposed residential community is that it 
would have substantial impacts on sensitive, endangered, and threatened 
species onsite and downstream, both within and adjacent to Spring Creek. The 
proposed Project is a high density residential development, resulting in 

groundwater withdrawals, impervious surfaces, and human visitation. These 

changes in land use and hydrology will likely degrade water quality and 

quantity in Spring Creek and Oak Creek, impacting many native species, 

and the character of the area for residents and for public recreation 

downstream.” 

 
The US Forest Service states that the impacts of this proposal have  

 
“the potential to degrade the protected aquatic habitat that is important to native 
fish conservation. This will negatively impact the local populations of native 
species, including several endangered species. Spring Creek supports numerous 
special status wildlife species and their habitat. The western yellow-billed cuckoo 
and northern Mexican gartersnake are both species listed under the Endangered 
Species Act. Other special status species, including Regional Forester sensitive 
species, include the common black-hawk, lowland leopard frog, Arizona toad, red 
bat, and Page springsnail. The sensitive Page Springs agave occurs on NFS 
land near the development as well. Direct effects can include: handling/collecting 
translocating wildlife, fish, and plants (including non-native, invasive species), 
trampling smaller animals (e.g. invertebrates or tadpoles) physically disturbing 
frog and toad eggs masses; trampling larvae attached to substrate and/or 
vegetation; stepping on or knocking over nests; and spilling contents of nests. 
Visual and aural disturbance, especially that which is frequent or of long duration, 
results in reduced health and fitness, reduced reproduction rates, and increased 
mortality/decreased reproductive success.” 
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These blunt comments by the Forest Service and Arizona Fish and Game should 

be cause for alarm. They indicate that sensitive, threatened and endangered species 
face significant increased risk should this development be approved. 
 
In numerous public forums, the applicant has stated their intention to alter the 
landscape of Spring Creek by clearing vegetation and then installing walking paths 
along both sides of the creek, for the length of the property. In fact, they communicated 
that the park they intend to build along both banks of Spring Creek would be a key 
selling point to attract buyers.  
 
KSB believes that the silence in their Amended Letter of Intent on the need to protect 
endangered and threatened species is yet another instance where the applicant is not 
responding to “extensive input from members of the surrounding communities” as their 
Amended Letter of Intent claims. 
 
The proposed development would cause irreparable harm to Spring Creek’s threatened 
and endangered species. For this reason, the request for rezoning should be rejected.  

 

7. Destruction of the Environmentally Sensitive Landscape 
 
High-density manufactured home sites are proposed on parcels with a marked slope: 
2A, 3D, 3E, 3F, 4D, 4E, and 5A. Building out those sites, along with the necessary 
roads and interior streets, would require terracing that would destroy much of the 
existing terrain.  
 
KSB sees no evidence that any analysis has been conducted to determine either the 
feasibility of building on these sloping parcels or the impact of grading and terracing on 
runoff and erosion. 
 
In particular we feel that the inclusion of home sites on parcel 5A is both unwise and 
unnecessary. This is another area of steep terrain, requiring a bridge over Spring Creek 
to access it.  
 
It is doubly unwise to construct bridges over Spring Creek to access scores of building 
sites that would require extensive terracing of the land. Not only would the land be 
permanently scarred, construction and use of the bridges would introduce significant 
stress on Spring Creek and its wildlife. 
 
KSB notes that the secondary streets needed to access home sites are completely 

absent from the Site Plan. Again, the lack of detail provided by the applicant makes it 
impossible to evaluate the full impact of the development on the land. 
 
KSB maintains that the proposed development would cause irreparable harm to the 
land. For this reason, the request for rezoning should be rejected.  
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8. Energy Conservation 
 
KSB recommends the widest practical use of sustainable building practices and solar 
panels. We feel that the statement in the Amended Letter of Intent that “Sustainable 
building practices will be implemented, including solar panel installation throughout the 
residential housing portion of the community” is inadequate.  
 
The applicant provides no explanation of how this would be accomplished, nor do they 
identify how pervasive solar panel installations would be. KSB notes that despite our 
suggestion in response to their initial proposal, the applicant indicates no plans for 
electric vehicle recharging stations. 
 
The applicant should be required to specify the “sustainable building practices” they 
intend to implement and should specify a minimum amount of solar panel usage that 
they commit to. They should also commit to installing electric car recharging stations. 
 

This is another example of how the Amended Letter of Intent’s lack of detail makes it 
impossible to understand the impact of the proposed development. 
 

9. Ownership of the Land 
 
In their Amended Letter of Intent, the applicant notes that “Current property owners will 
retain ownership of all SCR land and shall lease homesites to residents desiring to 
purchase a home and/or guests visiting the RV area.”  

 

We find this deeply concerning, as communities across the nation have experienced 
such leased plots quickly becoming unaffordable as land owners steadily increase 
rental fees well above the rate of inflation. An example of the problems caused by this 
business model is close by, at Sedona Shadows. In effect, the model creates a 
commercial business based on renting land, rather than a community of homeowners. 
 
The business model of leasing the land on which Manufactured Homes sit is 
advantageous only to the land-owner. The value of the home owners’ asset depreciates 
while the land asset owned by the applicant appreciates. For the owner of a 
manufactured home, this is a “negative wealth” opportunity, not a way to accumulate 
wealth over time.  
 
Although theoretically owners could move their homes if/when the rent becomes 
unaffordable, the practical cost of doing so makes this prohibitive for most residents. 
 
Even worse is the business model of allowing “site built homes” on rented land. These 
homes would be even more difficult to move, and selling such a home would likely 
prove problematic. 
 



 
 

Page 15 of 22 
 

The applicant has stated at numerous public meetings that Spring Creek Ranch is 
intended to be a financial legacy for future generations. It is intended to be a perpetual 
source of benefit to the owner, not a benefit to the greater Cornville community.  
 
In addition, KSB believes that the proposed development would become a retirement 
community, and should be evaluated as such. The applicant initially estimated that 1/3 
of the residents would be likely to be in the work force. That has shifted over time, and 
the applicant now estimates that 75% of residents would be retirees.  
 
The amenities proposed for Spring Creek Ranch indicate that the target population is 
retirees, not the workforce. For example, there are no playgrounds accounted for. KSB 
believes that any claims that Spring Creek Ranch is ‘affordable’ or that it is intended to 
help solve the area’s workforce housing shortage should be discounted.  
 
KSB asserts that the business model of renting land to retirees on which their 
manufactured home sits should be discouraged to every extent possible. For this 
reason, the request for rezoning should be rejected.  
 

10. Impact on Water Resources 
 
As noted by ADEQ, it is critical that we understand water use and depletion rates, 
including upstream groundwater depletion and downstream surface water depletion. 
KSB recommends that expert evaluation be required prior to any decision on rezoning, 
to evaluate the impact on the Spring Creek riparian habitat, and how the development 
would impact groundwater tables. 
 
Please refer to the statements above from the USFS and ADEQ regarding the 
statements by these agencies on water quality and quantity. 
 
As noted above, the development would add approximately 4,200 new residents to this 
area, necessarily impacting water usage. At an average per capita usage of 90 gallons 
of water per day (USGS website), this amounts to 137,970,000 gallons of water per 
year. 
 
Drawing this amount of water from an important riparian area for a retirement and RV 
community is both unwarranted and unwise. For this reason, we ask that the request for 
rezoning be denied.  
 

11. Direct and Indirect Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
The fragile Spring Creek riparian area with its perennial source of water, plants and 
game was critical to sustaining Native American cultures for thousands of years. 
Located on the Site Plan in parcel 1G (described as a common area designated as 
Village Center), a multi room prehistoric pueblo room block dominates the landscape. 
Please refer to the photo included below as Appendix B.  
 

https://www.usgs.gov/special-topic/water-science-school/science/water-qa-how-much-water-do-i-use-home-each-day?qt-science_center_objects=0#qt-science_center_objects
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In addition, there are several associated prehistoric sites on the property, including rock 
art, lithic tool reduction sites, lithic and pottery loci and milling stations. The applicant 
fails to include any description of the direct impacts to the archaeological sites - features 
and structures situated on the property.  
 
There is a high probability of indirect impacts to associated artifactual sites and 
materials which would most certainly occur on the U.S. Forest Service lands adjacent to 
the property. These impacts would be caused by the addition of 4,200 residents in close 
proximity to an area that exhibits a high probability for cultural resources site 
occurrences.  
 
KSB strongly recommends that prior to any decision on rezoning, a licensed and 
permitted cultural resources consulting firm or university be hired to prepare an historic 
context and research design. This should be done in consultation with the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation office and the Yavapai/Apache and Hopi nations, and in advance 
of the implementation of an Archaeological Treatment Plan.  
 
The Treatment Plan should include a subsurface testing and excavation component, to 
ensure that no burials or objects of cultural patrimony are found below the rooms of the 
pueblo and on any other identified sites that exhibit potential for buried deposits. Native 
American field monitors should be included during the field work, in cooperation with the 
Yavapai-Apache and Hopi tribal governments.  
 
It is most important that these findings and significance recommendations be reviewed 
by the State Historic Preservation Office, and then shared with the both the Forest 
Service and the designated cultural resources departments of the tribes.  
 
KSB asserts that no decision on rezoning should be made prior to a full review of these 
documents and the subsequent preparation of any mitigating measures. 
 

12. Dark Skies 

 
KSB is concerned such a large community would need dark-sky compliant lighting 
meeting or exceeding current codes, in order to keep glare to a minimum. The only 
mention of dark skies in the Amended Letter of Intent is the following: In order to 
maintain the “Dark Sky” natural beauty of the area, no street lights are proposed except 
pedestrian down lighting.  
 
The statement that dark skies would be protected merely by limiting street lights fails to 
show an appreciation for the ways that light pollution is created, such as uplighting on 
residences and on landscaping. In response to community input, KSB expected that the 
applicant would have at least included a commitment to adhere to the dark sky lighting 
requirements for either Cottonwood or Sedona. 
 
The importance of dark skies was raised by the community in public meetings. Once 
again, the applicant failed to respond to the concerns of the community.  
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13. Safety Concerns 
 
The practical concerns of resident safety in case of emergency (fire or flood) are absent 
from the proposal, except for noting that East Willow Point Road (FS Road 796) will be 
used as an emergency evacuation route.  
 
The 4,200 residents, many of them older retirees, living in this small a space with limited 
egress, face a real threat to their safety. In the event of an emergency, such a grass fire 
calling for evacuation, residents could be placed in danger as a large number of 
vehicles clog the limited exit roads. 
 
The Amended Letter of Intent states that “Applicants will offer one and one half acres for 
use by to the Verde Valley Fire District as a new fire station.” KSB notes that the 
applicant’s previous verbal offer to provide building(s) is not included in their Amended 
Letter of Intent. We request clarification of the applicant’s intent. 
 
Further, we believe that the applicant should be required to bear the full financial burden 
of building a fire station on site. The current Fire District is not financially capable of 
building such a station, particularly in the early years of the development. This is an 
example of a community benefit that the applicant should be required to provide. 
 
In addition, adding approximately 2,100 units would have a measurable impact on the 
traffic of the area. Traffic has already become a quality of life issue with current 
residents. In considering the location of this development, KSB notes that residents 
would be reliant on the amenities of neighboring communities which offer limited public 
transportation options. Thus, the development would bring more vehicular traffic to the 
currently strained system of roads. 
 
KSB recommends that as identified in the Subdivision Section of the Yavapai County 
Planning and Zoning Ordinance, a Traffic Concept Plan be required prior to a decision 
on rezoning. This would help guarantee that residents of Spring Creek Ranch have 
adequate egress in case of emergency, such as flooding or wildfire. We also 
recommend that the impact on roads and traffic for current residents of Cornville be 
evaluated. 
 
Further, we draw attention to the strain that 4,200 additional residents, many of them 
retirees, would have on area medical facilities and emergency services.  
 
While KSB does not oppose development, we question the appropriateness of mega-
projects such as this that would negatively impact the safety and quality of life for 
current and future residents of greater Cornville.  
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Conclusion  
 
After considering the information that the applicant has provided describing their 
proposal to develop Spring Creek Ranch, and after considering the likely impact of the 
development on the land and on existing communities, Keep Sedona Beautiful strongly 
opposes this rezoning request. 
 

 The applicant has not supplied sufficient information to enable the full impact of 
the development to be determined.  

 The documentation submitted by the applicant does not meet the requirements of 
the Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Ordinance. 

 The proposal is out of conformance with the Yavapai County Comprehensive 
Plan.  

 Locating a development of this size and scale along either side of Spring Creek 
is entirely inappropriate.  

 The development would cause significant harm to the waters of Spring Creek 
and the threatened and endangered species that inhabit it.  

 The development would cause ongoing harm to the land it occupies and to 
adjacent public lands.  

 The density of the development is not in keeping with the Cornville community or 
with the entire Verde Valley.  

 The proposal does not reflect smart growth nor does it provide benefits to 
existing communities. Instead, it places its residents on an island where their 
safety is at risk due to infrastructure limitations.  

 Finally, rather than a plan for a community, this is a business model which does 
not consider the needs of its residents for growth in their investment. The 
business model of renting land on which mobile homes sit should be 
resoundingly rejected.  

 

Spring Creek Ranch is the wrong development in the wrong location. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Bill Pumphrey 
President, Keep Sedona Beautiful 
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Appendix A: Yavapai County Subdivision Regulations 
 

Yavapai County Subdivision Regulations 

24  

 

SECTION 401 PRE-APPLICATION PROCEDURES 
 

A pre-application meeting with Department staff may be required as part of any application submittal for a 

subdivision. This meeting allows the applicant to discuss an application with members of the Floodplain Unit, 

Environmental Unit, Land Use Unit, and possibly for large projects, the Design Review Division. This meeting 

is intended to provide the appropriate information to an applicant regarding, but not limited to, location of 

floodplains and drainage areas, septic system size and requirements, and conformance of the site plan with Zoning 

Ordinance requirements. During the meeting staff will also provide advice and assistance regarding filing 

procedures, improvements required, and subdivision design considerations. 
 

Concerns set forth in this pre-application meeting shall be addressed in the plat submittal. The developer should 

have "sketch" type drawings and documents showing the proposed street layout, topography, drainage issues, and 

proposed access. The purpose of the pre-application meeting is to provide preliminary identification of potential 

issues. It is not intended as a complete analysis. Attendance of the applicant's engineer and/or development team 

is strongly encouraged but not required. The applicant is required to contact a staff member to set up an 

appointment. 

  
 

SECTION 402 SKETCH PLAN 
 
 

A. The purpose of the Sketch Plan is to determine the feasibility of the proposed development and the capacity 

of the land to support such development. 
B. To avoid unnecessary and costly revisions, the subdivider shall as specified by these Regulations submit a 

Sketch Plan of the proposed development after an informal discussion with Department staff. The Sketch Plan 

shall be circulated to and reviewed by County and related reviewing agencies to discover development 

opportunities or apparent constraints prior to accepting a subdivision plat submittal. 

C. In accordance with A.R.S. §9-474 through §9-479 if the property is within three (3) miles of the corporate 

limits of a city or town having subdivision regulations, the Director shall submit a copy of the Sketch Plan to said 

community for review. 

D. A Sketch Plan submittal shall be a precursor to any plat submittal under the following circumstances: 

1. Area to be subdivided is greater than one hundred sixty (160) acres in size. 

2. Development tract adjoins different zoning classification(s) with higher intensity/density 

designation(s). 

3. Project development is to occur in multiple phases. 

4. Difficult development constraints exist such as: 

a. Topography 
b. Limited or difficult access 

c. Limited existing or available utilities 
d. Within FEMA Floodplain or encumbered by numerous washes or arroyos exhibiting unique 

drainage constraints 
e. Sewer not available and effluent disposal opportunities are limited or constrained  

 

SECTION 403 SKETCH PLAN CONTENTS 
 

A. Vicinity Map 

B. Name of development and Sketch Plan 

C. Location by Section, Township and Range (G&SRB&M) 

D. Reference by dimension and bearing to section corners and quarter-section corners 

E. Boundaries of development clearly identified 

F. North arrow 



 
 

Page 20 of 22 
 

Yavapai County Subdivision Regulations 

25 

 

G. Scales (both graphic and equivalent inch to feet) using standard engineering intervals. Not to exceed 1" 

= 200', prefer 1" = 100'. Sheet size no smaller than 24" x 36"; no larger than 42" on a side. 

H. Date of preparation plus date of any amendments since original submittal 

I. Names, addresses, phone numbers and notation of relationship to development for landowners, 

subdivider/development agents, engineers, surveyors, land planners, landscape architects, architects, 

hydrologists or others responsible for design (include registration numbers) 

J. Topography by contours relating to U.S.G.S. survey datum (shown on the same map as proposed 

development) including benchmark used. Base information must be sufficient in order to review. 

Topography shall be depicted 300' beyond project boundary. 

K. Proposed land uses and densities by area as well as ownership patterns surrounding land uses and zoning 

within 300' 

L. Proposed vehicular, pedestrian and recreational stock traffic circulation plan (access, continuity, traffic 

flow capacities, secondary emergency access threshold, etc.) 

Traffic Concept Plan to include: 

1. Overall area map where necessary showing existing and proposed roads and their classification 

(arterial, collector, residential street) within 1/2 mile of project boundaries. Scale not to exceed 1" = 2,000'.  
2. Identify legal primary and secondary access opportunities, as well as existing or proposed street 
right-of-way widths. 

3. In narrative form, identify general traffic impacts to adjacent property and existing roads, as well as 
high traffic generation points on site. 

4. Identify existing or proposed trail networks and open space features affected by or intended to be 
implemented as part of future subdivision design. 

(NOTE: The Plan may be graphic and/or narrative.) 

M. Drainage Concept Plan 

Illustrate and discuss in narrative form the proposed methods of handling storm drainage and floodplains 

that affect property: 

1. Depict general pre- and post-development drainage patterns and flow direction(s). 

2. Identify potential detention facilities, where necessary. 

N. Identify in chart or note form on the Sketch Plan Map the following: 

1. Total acreage, acreage for each use and each phase 

2. Number units/lots for each type of use and phase 

3. Average area per lot/unit proposed 

4. Percent open space, if any, exclusive of rights-of-way, roadways, building envelopes, and parking 

areas 

5. Water source (if new source indicate potential well field and storage tank) 

6. Method of refuse removal 

7. Sewer service provider and type, if available 

8. Fire District 

9. Proposed utilities available and provider 

10. Identify unique site conditions, i.e., rock outcroppings, major drainage features, etc. 

O. Requested Variances and Waivers or known deviations from design standards 

(NOTE: Unique site conditions or apparent development constraints may necessitate submittal of additional 

information as required.) 
 
 

SECTION 404 ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 
 

Eighteen (18) copies of the Sketch Plan shall be submitted to the Department. Within fifteen (15) working days 

from submittal, the Sketch Plan shall be evaluated and discussed in a formal meeting between the applicant(s), 
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reviewing agency representatives and Department staff. Upon receipt of reviewing agency comments, 
the Director shall compile agency comments and respond to the applicant or agent as the proposed project 

relates to the following: 

A. General Plan or Specific Area (Community) Plan(s) 

B. Suitability of the site for development, proposed/existing and potential development opportunities 

and constraints 

C. The improvements, design and dedication required by County Improvement Standards 

D. Zoning Requirements 

E. Drainage Requirements: A Phase I drainage report in accordance with the requirements of the 

Yavapai County Drainage Criteria Manual shall be submitted as set forth herein in conjunction with a 

Sketch Plan. The purpose of a Phase I Drainage Report is to review at a conceptual level the feasibility 

and design characteristics of the proposed subdivision. The drainage study shall identify off-site 

contributing drainage areas on a 7-l/2' U.S.G.S. Quad Map; analyze existing hydrology conditions and 
approximate developed hydrologic conditions to make decisions relative to detention; illustrate location 

of proposed drainage facilities to convey run-off through the site (no sizing of facilities needed); and 

provide text generally describing the drainage aspects of the site, methods for handling run-off, 

hydrological methods, and floodplains that affect the property.  
F. Citizen Participation: Every applicant who is proposing a subdivision shall include a Citizen 

Participation Plan. This process shall be started prior to submitting a Sketch Plan application for a 

proposed subdivision. This process should not occur until after the required pre-application meeting and 

consultation with Department staff. In the event a Sketch Plan is not required, this process shall be started 

prior to submittal of a subdivision plat. Additional public meetings will not be required prior to submittal 

of a Preliminary Subdivision Plat or Final Plat if and when there is no Zoning Map Change required or 

if the zoning has previously been approved. The applicant is, however, required to inform those 

individuals or entities who have asked to be kept informed of future subdivision plat submittals. In 

specific instances where there has been a significant period of time that has passed since the Sketch Plan 

was submitted or approved or where there are significant changes to the subdivision plat, staff may 

require additional community meetings or additional notice to individuals or interested members of the 

public.   

SECTION 405 APPROVAL OF SKETCH PLAN 
 

On or before the twentieth day after the Sketch Plan submittal date, the Director shall determine whether 

or not the Sketch Plan meets the purposes of these Regulations and related County Ordinances and design 

specifications and shall, where the Director deems it necessary, make specific recommendations to be 

incorporated by the applicant into a revised Sketch Plan or appropriate subdivision plat submittal. No 

response from reviewing agencies within the prescribed review period shall be construed as having no 

objection to the continued processing of the application.  
 

SECTION 406 DENIAL OF SKETCH PLAN 
 

If the Director determines that the Sketch Plan submittal is not consistent with the General Plan or 

Specific Area (Community) Plan(s) and/or determines that the proposed development does not meet 

County improvement/design specifications, the Director may deny the Sketch Plan application or request 

modifications to be incorporated into a revised Sketch Plan prior to authorizing an appropriate 

subdivision plat submittal.  
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Appendix B: Image of Native American Habitation 
 
 

 
 


