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Requesting Department: 
 
Development Services 

 
 
 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND TOWN COUNCIL 
 
THROUGH: JOHN KROSS, TOWN MANAGER 
 
FROM: BRETT BURNINGHAM, PRINCIPAL PLANNER 
  
RE: PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON MAJOR GENERAL 

PLAN AMENDMENT GP13-030 (SONOQUI CREEK VILLAGE), A 

request by Ralph Pew on behalf of KEMF Hawes & Riggs, LLC to amend 

the General Plan Land Use Map for 107 acres at the northwest corner of 

Hawes and Riggs Roads from Very Low Density Residential (up to 1 

dwelling per acre) to Low Density Residential (up to 2 dwellings per 

acre). 

DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 2014 
 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

 
The Planning Commission recommended a Continuance to the March 12, 2014 
Planning Commission Meeting for GP13-030, “Sonoqui Creek Village” at its special 
meeting on January 22, 2014 with a vote of 6 to 0 (Commissioner Robinson was 
absent). 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff concurs with the Planning Commission’s recommendation to continue this case to 
until after the March 12, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting. The recommended 
Council date for this continuance is April 2, 2014. 
 

PROPOSED MOTION 

  
Move to Continue GP13-030 “Sonoqui Creek Village” to the April 2, 2014 Council meeting. 
 

RELEVANT GENERAL PLAN AND COUNCIL GOALS 

 
General Plan Land Use Element Goals and Policies: 

 Goal 1: Maintain the Town’s unique community character 
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o Policy 1a: Protect and promote the Town’s history, location, amenities and 
development potential to develop a unique, attractive, desirable and 
economically sustainable community. 

o Policy 1b: Maintain and strengthen the ambiance and character of the 
Town’s equestrian and low-density areas as development occurs in their 
surrounding areas. 

o Policy 1f: Ensure that new public and private projects reflect the Town’s 
historic character in their design and appearance. 

 

 Goal 2: Effectively manage the Town’s growth 
o Policy 2: Coordinate the Town’s efforts with the private sector to provide 

the additional infrastructure when and where needed to accommodate 
new development. 
 

 Goal 3: Develop superior neighborhoods 
o Policy 3a: Recognize and maintain the unique character of the Town’s low 

density equestrian areas in the density, design and construction of both 
the public and private projects planned in areas where these 
neighborhoods exist. 

o Policy 3b: Provide a diversity of housing opportunities within the Town 
ranging from lower density residential areas in the desert foothills and 
equestrian neighborhoods to higher density housing in master planned 
communities in the Town Center and near future shopping and 
employment areas. 

o Policy 3d: Ensure compatibility between new projects and existing 
neighborhoods by providing appropriate transitional treatments when: 

a. New residential subdivisions are adjacent to existing residential 
areas; and 

b. New development contains lots adjacent to an open space, a 
non-residential land use or an arterial street. 

 
Growth Areas Element Goals and Policies 

 Goal 4: Evaluate new development requests in the San Tan Foothills south 
of Hunt/Empire roads and the equestrian areas southwest of the Sonoqui 
Wash for compatibility with the existing and planned character of the area. 

o Additional development in the Town’s traditional equestrian areas south of 
the Sonoqui Wash should reflect an equestrian theme complementary with 
the established character of the area. 
 

Economic Development Element Goals and Policies 

 Economic Development Goal 3: Create a distinctive economic development 
identity and character for the Town. 

o Policy 3c: Promote the Town’s equestrian areas as a unique Lifestyle 
(particularly as other areas of the southeast valley are converted to 
alternative uses) to attract additional investment from the equestrian and 
estate community.  
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SUMMARY 

 
This request involves a proposed change from Very Low Density Residential (up to 1 
du/ac) to Low Density Residential (up to 2 du/ac) on 107 acres at the northwest corner 
of Hawes and Riggs Roads. The property was rezoned from R1-43 to R1-35 in 2006 in 
conjunction with the approval of the 93 lot Broadlands Estates at Riggs Road 
subdivision. However, the subdivision was never built. 
 
The applicant is requesting the property be redesignated Low Density Residential (up to 
2 du/ac) in order to replan the property. An updated concept plan has been recently 
completed by the applicant showing 122 lots, with an overall density of approximately 
1.18 dwelling units per acre. The concept plan shows larger lots (22,100 s.f.) on the 
perimeter and smaller lots (18,000 s.f.) on the interior. The minimum lot size on the 
update concept plan is 18,000 s.f. (see attachment). 
 

HISTORY 

 
September 20, 2006: Town Council approved Ordinance 368-06 for RZ04-06 and 

SD06-006 rezoning the property from R1-43 to R1-35 for 
Broadlands Estates at Riggs Road.  

 
September 2, 2008: Current General Plan was adopted. 
 
August 28,   2013: Staff conducted an Open House to receive public comments 

on the proposed Major General Plan amendments for 2013. 

September 25, 2013: Staff conducted a second Open House to receive public 
comments on the proposed Major General Plan 
amendments for 2013.  

May 29, September 23  

and October 8, 2013: The applicant conducted three neighborhood meetings to 
discuss this General Plan amendment and the future 
rezoning request, should the amendment be approved. 

 

October 15, 2013 Planning and Zoning Commission conducts the first Public 
Hearing on the 2013 proposed Major General Plan 
amendments. 

 
December 4, 2013 The Town Council and Planning Commission hold a joint 

Work Study Session on the 2013 proposed Major General 
Plan amendments. 
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December 5, 2013 Planning and Zoning Commission conducts the second 
Public Hearing on the 2013 proposed Major General Plan 
amendments. The Commission voted 6-0 to continue the 
case for further consideration at a special meeting to be held 
on January 22, 2014. 

 
December 18, 2013 The Town Council conducts a Public Hearing to Introduce 

the 2013 proposed Major General Plan amendments. 
 
January 22, 2014 The Planning Commission voted 6-0 to continue the case for 

further consideration to the March 12, 2014 Planning 
Commission meeting. 

 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 

 
Planning staff conducted community wide Open Houses on August 28, 2013 and 
September 25, 2013 to present the request to the public. Survey forms were distributed 
at each meeting to solicit comments from those present. The Planning and Zoning 
Commission also conducted a special meeting on October 15 to introduce the General 
Plan amendments for this year. 
 
Information on the request has also been posted on the Town of Queen Creek website. 
Public hearing signs were posted on the property, letters sent to property owners within 
1,200 feet of the site, an insert was placed in the Town’s November 2013 Utility Bill, and 
a public hearing notice was advertised in the Gilbert Edition of the Arizona Republic. A 
summary of the comments received to date is attached. 
 
On October 15, 2013 the Planning and Zoning Commission conducted the first Public 
Hearing for the Major General Plan amendments proposed for 2013, which included this 
case. On December 5, 2013 the Commission also held a second Public Hearing. The 
Town Council then conducted a Public Hearing to introduce the 2013 proposed Major 
General Plan amendments on December 18, 2013. Additionally, at the January 22, 
2014 Planning Commission meeting the Commission voted 6-0 to continue the case for 
further consideration to the March 12, 2014 Planning Commission meeting. 
 
In addition to the Town’s outreach efforts, the applicant also conducted three neighborhood 
meetings on May 29, September 23 and October 8, 2013. Copies of the meeting 
minutes are attached. The applicant will provide an update on additional neighborhood 
meetings that have recently taken place. 
 

DISCUSSION 

 
The Very Low Density Residential (0-1 du/ac) General Plan land use designation was 
intended to provide a smooth density transition from the existing and future large-lot 
residential areas and equestrian neighborhoods to the higher density residential 
districts. Since the Town approved its first General Plan in 1990 the Sonoqui Wash has 
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been used as the dividing line in this area between Very Low Density Residential (0-1 
du/ac) land use designation to the south and Low Density Residential (0-2 du/ac) land 
use designation to the north.  
 
The subject property is the last large vacant land in this area south of the Sonoqui 
Wash. The zoning was changed in 2006 at the request of the property owner to allow a 
subdivision of R1-35 lots (35,000 s.f.+), consistent with other developments to the west, 
in that the overall density for the project would remain within the Very Low Density 
Residential (up to 1 du/ac) classification when the open space areas are included. 
 
The applicant has submitted a Fiscal Impact Analysis indicating the property would 
require approximately 7 years to complete given the current land use designation, as 
compared with approximately 3 years for the project now proposed by the applicant. 
 
In addition to the public comments reflected in the applicant’s neighborhood meeting 
minutes, and comments received at the Town’s open houses and hearings, staff has 
also received several emails from adjacent property owners in opposition to the request, 
as well as a petition in protest. Copies of the emails and petitions are attached. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
This property is the last large undeveloped property in the area southwest of Sonoqui 
Wash in this area. All other properties to the south and west have been developed 
consistent with the existing General Plan density of less than one dwelling unit per acre. 
A portion of the applicant’s property is within the Sonoqui Wash channel and would be 
transferred to the Town for incorporation into the Town’s trail system. The applicant’s 
property also includes 17 acres on the north side of Sonoqui Wash which is currently 
designated Low Density Residential (up to 1 du/ac). This property is not proposed for 
change or included in this General Plan amendment request. 
 
A summary of the surrounding area is provided below. 
 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 

North: 
Sonoqui Wash and single family homes designated Very 
Low Density Residential (up to 1 du/ac) and Low Density 
Residential (up to 2 du/ac), zoned R1-35 and R1-43. 

South: 
Single family homes, designated Very Low Density 
Residential (up to 1 du/ac), zoned Rural 43 in Maricopa 
County. 

East: 
Vacant property and the Horseshoe Park and Equestrian 
Center designated Office/Service (O-S) and Open Space 
(O-S), zoned R1-43. 

West:  
Single family homes, designated Very Low Density 
Residential (up to 1 DU/AC), zoned R1-35. 
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The updated preliminary concept plan that was recently submitted by the applicant 
shows a total of 122 lots with a gross density of approximately 1.18 dwellings per acre. 
The concept plan shows larger lots (22,100 s.f.) around the perimeter, with smaller lots 
(minimum of 18,000 s.f.) near the center.  The revised concept plan also shows the 
portion of Sonoqui Wash which crosses this property would be dedicated to the Town 
for incorporation into Town’s trail system as part of the future subdivision.  
 
The traffic, utility and economic studies submitted by the applicant reflect the following: 
 

 The Town’s water and wastewater systems will be adequate to accommodate the 
anticipated demand from the proposed project once the appropriate line 
extensions have been constructed. 
 

 The additional traffic volume created by the proposed development can be 
accommodated on Hawes and Riggs Roads with the construction of the future 
street improvements adjacent to the property.   
 

 The fiscal impact analysis submitted by the applicant indicates the project would 
generate positive initial revenues to the Town due to construction related sales 
taxes and development impact fees, but starting in 2017 the project would 
require annual expenditures exceeding revenue by $14,300. When considering 
sales taxes paid by the future residents are included, the analysis indicates the 
project would generate a positive return of $39,000 per year. This is actually an 
improvement over the potential revenues generated by the current project, due to 
the greater number of homes to be constructed and sales taxes paid. 

 

 The Town’s Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of General Plan Amendment Application 
(dated November 22, 2013), prepared by TischlerBise indicates the project would 
generate positive initial revenues to the Town due to construction related sales 
taxes and development impact fees. Both development scenarios generate net 
deficits on an annual basis after construction is complete. Net deficits for the 
Current General Plan land use designation are less than the proposed 
amendment. By year 30, net deficits are generated at approximately $43,000 for 
the current General Plan and $86,000 for the proposed amendment.         
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(graphic taken from Draft – TischlerBise Fiscal Impact Analysis Report, Queen Creek, 
Arizona) 
 
Planning Commission 
 
This case was scheduled for the January 22, 2014 Special Planning Commission Meeting. 
At the Commission meeting, there were five citizens who spoke about this case. The 
residents included:  Mr. Scott Soave, Mr. Steve Deangelo, Ms. Pam Swicegood, Mr. 
Chris Narancic and Mr. Ron Hutt. Ms. Swicegood and Mr. Hutt spoke in opposition to 
the case, Mr. Soave and  Mr. D’Angelo indicated that they were in support of the 
continuance so that they could continue their dialogue with the developer. Mr. Narancic 
spoke in favor of the project. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended that this case be Continued to the March 12, 
2013 Planning Commission Meeting with a vote of 6 to 0 (Commissioner Robinson was 
absent).  

 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT FINDING OF FACT 

 
General Plan Amendment Finding of Fact Analysis: 
 
By State law and the Town’s zoning requirements, an applicant is required to demonstrate 
a “finding of fact” that their proposed project meets certain “tests” to be considered for 
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approval. Nine factors, or findings of fact, established in the Zoning Ordinance, are to be 
used in evaluating a General Plan amendment request.  
 
Of these nine criteria, the applicant for a General Plan amendment is asked to provide a 
written response to the first four. The applicant’s proposed findings of fact are contained 
in the project narrative and shown below, along with the staff’s comments on each item. 
 
1. Whether the development pattern contained in the future land use plan 

provides appropriate optional sites for the uses proposed in the amendment. 

Applicant Response -    Table 1 labeled “Queen Creek Future Land Use Plan” in 
the Town’s General Plan is provided below: 

 
 
Of all the single-family residential General Plan land use categories in the Town, the 
Low Density Residential (“LDR”) accounts for the smallest amount of acreage 
throughout the Town. Only 4% of the acreage within the Town is planned for LDR 
development while Very Low Density Residential (“VLDR”) accounts for 22% and 
Medium Density Residential (“MDR”) 16% of the Town’s total acreage. In effect, this 
allocation of land uses encourages residential development at either the highest 
single-family densities or the lowest densities as projected in the General Plan. It is 
the Owner’s position (as illustrated in the VLDR acreage absorption matrix below) 
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that, in today’s residential development environment, the MDR areas will develop 
rapidly, the VLDR areas are extremely slow to develop and more acreage 
designated LDR would provide for greater diversity in housing product within the 
Town and create the opportunity for new residents in Queen Creek to purchase 
homes that are on lots larger than the MDR zoning categories and less than the 
typical acre lot development in the VLDR designations.  
 
As illustrated in the chart below, a significant amount of VLDR acreage in the vicinity 
of this proposed GPA was platted for 339 residential lots between 1998 and 2013. 
As of the date of this application, 168 out of the 339, or nearly half, of the residential 
lots remain vacant. The absorption of the surrounding acreage has averaged 10.69 
dwelling units per year. At this absorption rate, over fifteen years of vacant lot 
inventory is available in the surrounding area. The General Plan Land Use change 
from VLDR to LDR is minor. In fact, this Amendment affects less than 1% of the total 
VLDR acreage in the General Plan and only increases the LDR category by 4.7%. 
 

 

 
 
While VLDR land uses are appropriate and necessary within a community, it is even 
more appropriate to provide the public with a balance of residential options. It is 
appropriate to decrease the extremely high proportion of VLDR acreage in the Town 
and “bridge” the gap between the MDR and VLDR land use designations, thereby 
providing a transition and more residential options via the LDR land use designation. 
The importance of the transition between the MDR and VLDR as mentioned above 
is accentuated by the fact that selling acre lot custom home sites adjacent to the 
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decommissioned landfill and the Horseshoe Park Equestrian Center will be 
extremely difficult. This amendment will increase the acreage absorption in the area 
thereby allowing a one-time impact and other fees to the Town as well as providing 
fiscal benefits and opportunities (at a much earlier time) for increased sales tax 
revenue as these residents spend discretionary income in the Town Center and 
other commercial areas.  
 
Land use compatibility between VLDR and LDR land uses can be easily and 
appropriately adapted so that 30,000 to 40,000 square foot lots in the VLDR areas 
can coexist harmoniously with residents living on 18,000 to 22,000 square foot lots 
in the LDR category. The Applicant has included with this application a conceptual 
lot layout for this Amendment area demonstrating a quality subdivision design 
integrated in an area at the intersection of two arterial roadways, bounded by the 
Sonoqui Wash and VLDR development to the west. As indicated earlier in this 
Narrative, the Owner intends to file, during the process of this Amendment, a 
rezoning application consistent with the proposed LDR land use category. 
 
Staff Comment – The Very Low Density Residential land use designation was 
intended to provide a smooth density transition from the existing and future large-lot 
residential areas and equestrian neighborhoods to the higher density residential 
districts. The Sonoqui Wash has been used in the General Plan as a dividing line 
between higher density to the north and lower density to the south. 
 

2. That the amendment constitutes an overall improvement to the Town of Queen 
Creek General Plan and not solely for the good or benefit of a particular 
landowner or owners at a particular point in time. 

 
 Applicant Response - The Amendment constitutes an overall improvement to the 
Town’s General Plan by encouraging an appropriate balance between VLDR and 
LDR land uses within the Town as well as a transition from MDR to VLDR land use 
designations.  
 
A key community benefit of the Amendment is to ensure sensible and sustainable 
land use transitions across the Town. We believe the proposed LDR is the 
appropriate land use for this site as it transitions from the higher intensity uses such 
as the adjacent Hawes Road, the decommissioned land fill, the Horseshoe Park 
Equestrian Center, as well as the many MDR neighborhoods to the north and east, 
to the lower intensity residential areas to the west and south. Furthermore, this site's 
location being less than 3 miles from the Town Center warrants a higher density to 
help promote the commercial success of the community. Unfortunately, the existing 
VLDR land use has been and will continue to be difficult to implement due to the 
aforementioned higher intensity uses to the east and north. There are numerous 
locations in south Queen Creek that are better suited to develop a project of larger 
lot custom lots/homes that do not have the detriment of an adjacent 
decommissioned landfill or the potential traffic generated by a nearby Horseshoe 
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Park and Equestrian Center. For these reasons, we believe the community will 
substantially benefit from the more sensible and sustainable LDR land use category.  
 
The Amendment also promotes an increase in the diversity of housing product and 
quality of ultimate housing design and provides the short-term and long-term 
economic benefits summarized in the fiscal analysis submitted with this application. 
In addition, this Amendment is consistent with the overall intent of the General Plan 
as outlined in Subparagraph 4 below. The Owner acknowledges that approval of this 
Amendment will benefit the Owner at this particular point in time; however, this 
benefit to the Owner is not the sole purpose of the Amendment. All proposed Major 
GPAs are filed with the intent to improve or assist the owner of the property subject 
to the Major GPA to increase the economic viability or absorption of the real estate. 
The important point here is that this Amendment also provides important benefits to 
the Town and future residents that would enjoy living in the proposed Sonoqui Creek 
Village and participating in the ambiance and quality of life environment of the Town 
of Queen Creek and its amenities.  
 
Staff comment – The current land use designation is located south of the Sonoqui 
Wash, and was intended to provide for Very Low Density Residential (up to 1 du/ac) 
development that would be consistent with other existing and proposed uses in the 
area focused on larger lot development and equestrian activities. The Sonoqui Wash 
has been used in the General Plan as a dividing line between higher density to the 
north and lower density to the south.   
 

3. The degree to which the amendment will impact the community as a whole or 
a portion of the community by: 

 
a. Significantly altering acceptable existing land use patterns. 

 
Applicant Response - The approval of this Amendment will not significantly alter 
land use patterns in the area because the application is for a modest increase in 
density and a one category increase in General Plan residential land use intensity. 
This area of the Town north of Riggs Road and south of the Sonoqui Wash is 
comprised of predominantly VLDR land uses and this LDR land use across the 
street from land designated for office/service uses and the existing Horseshoe Park 
and the decommissioned land fill does not create an disruption in acceptable land 
use patterns and is consistent with residential densities along the Sonoqui Wash.  

 
Staff Comment - The subject property (and the surrounding residential areas to the 
west) were designated as Very Low Density Residential (up to 1 du/ac), since the 
Town’s inception. Adjacent properties to the west have been developed under this 
designation, and this property was rezoned in 2006 to allow a use consistent with 
the others in the area, which is still an option available for the future use of the 
property. The site’s location adjacent to the Sonoqui Wash also offers the option of 
linking future equestrian uses on this property with the equestrian trail in the wash 
providing access to the Horseshoe Park and Equestrian Center. 
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b. Requiring larger and more expensive improvements to roads, sewer, or 

water systems that are needed to support the prevailing land uses in which, 
therefore, may negatively impact development of other lands. The 
Commission and/or Town Council may also consider the degree to which 
the need for such improvements will be mitigated pursuant to binding 
commitments by the applicant, public agency, or other sources when the 
impacts of the uses permitted pursuant to the General Plan amendment will 
be felt. 
 

Applicant Response - As indicated in the traffic statement submitted with this 
application, the proposed increased residential density will not have a significant or 
adverse impact on existing roadways and levels of service in the vicinity. No 
improvements to roadways other than the typical half-street improvements are 
necessitated. Water and sewer systems are adequate in this area to service these 
utility needs to residents in the Sonoqui Creek Village project. Discussions with the 
Town of Queen Creek Water and Utility Department indicate that The Town has 
adequate capacity within its existing water and sewer infrastructure to 
accommodate the increase in density with this project without adversely impacting 
future development within the General Plan. Sewer will be extended from the 
properties northwestern boundary, west along Cloud Road to Sossaman Road 
providing service to additional residents beyond this project which are currently on 
septic systems. This extension has the ability to raise additional revenue for the 
town. 

 
Staff Comment – Staff agrees with the applicant, with the understanding that both 
Riggs and Sossaman Roads will be improved as part of the future subdivision of 
this property. 

 
c. Adversely impacting existing uses due to increased traffic on existing 

systems. 
 

Applicant Response - As summarized in the traffic statement, access to the 
southeastern portion of Sonoqui Creek Village is from Riggs Road while access to 
the northwestern portion of the Queen Creek Villages is from 196th Street and 
Jeanna Lane. Because of the low density nature of this Amendment, the 
incremental increase in traffic will not require additional improvements to Riggs 
Road nor to 196th Street north of Riggs Road. However, consistent with acceptable 
development requirements, the developer of Sonoqui Creek Village will be required 
to improve the east half of 196th Street adjacent to the project’s western boundary. 

 
Staff Comment – While the project will create additional traffic on Jeanna Lane and 
Riggs Road as a result of this proposed change, the increase should not adversely 
affect the future level of service designation for either street. As part of the future 
consideration of a rezoning request and subdivision plat, should the request be 



Major General Plan Amendment GP13-030 – Sonoqui Creek Village 
Feb. 5, 2014 Town Council Staff Report 

Page 13 of 14 

approved, it would be expected that both Riggs and Hawes Roads would be 
widened by the developer as part of the construction of the new project. 

 
d. Affecting the livability of the area or the health and safety of the 

residents.  
 

Applicant Response - Approval of this Amendment and the ultimate development 
of a single family residential community in the Low Density Residential category will 
not affect adversely the health and safety of residents in the area nor will it create a 
burden on existing residents and alter the livability of their existing very low density 
residential lifestyle. The fact that Sonoqui Creek Village develops at a density 
slightly higher than existing development to its west, does not alter the condition of 
livability in the area because the proposed density for Sonoqui Creek Village is 
approximately 1.57 dwelling units per acre. Both the Sonoqui Creek Village and the 
existing residential uses would be considered low density development in a general 
sense and inherently compatible with one another. 

 
Staff Comment –The surrounding projects to the west and north all contain lots of 
30,000 square feet or larger, while the majority of the lots shown on this concept plan 
are proposed to range from approximately 18,000 to 22,100 square feet. 

 
4. That the amendment is consistent with the overall intent of the General Plan. 

 
Applicant Response -  In the General Plan and Land Use section of this narrative, 
the Owner specifically identifies several of the visions, goals and policies of the 
Town’s General Plan that are implemented by and consistent with this Amendment. 
 
Staff Comment – The Town has used the Sonoqui Wash as the dividing line in this 
area between higher density to the north and lower density to the south. The intent 
of the Plan is to regain the low density and equestrian character of the area adjacent 
to the wash in that the Town’s trail system provides an equestrian trail within the 
wash. This goal is reflected in the Land Use Goals and Policies described above, as 
well as in the Vision to “Keep Queen Creek Unique” described in the plan. 

 
The remaining five criteria are evaluated by the Planning and Zoning Commission and 
Town Council when the application is considered: 
 
5. Whether there was an error in the original General Plan adopted that the Council 

failed to take into account then existing facts, projects or trends that were 
reasonably foreseeable to exist in the future. 

 
6. Whether events subsequent to the General Plan adoption have invalidated the 

Council’s original premises and finding made upon plan adoption. 
 
7. Whether any or all of the Council’s original premises and findings regarding the 

General Plan adoption were mistaken. 
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8. Whether events subsequent to the General Plan adoption have changed the 

character or condition of the area so as to make the application acceptable. 
 
9. The extent to which the benefits of the Plan amendment outweigh any of the 

impacts identified in Subsections One (1) through Eight (8) hereto. 
 
  

STAFF CONCLUSION 

 
The Sonoqui Wash has been used as the dividing line between Very Low Density 
Residential (up to 1 du/ac) to the south and Low Density Residential (up to 2 du/ac) to 
the north in this area since the Town completed its first General Plan in 1990. This 
division was intended to demark the more rural and equestrian areas to the south from 
the higher density residential areas to the north.  
 
Staff does not believe the applicant has met the Finding of Fact requirement 
demonstrating this proposed change is consistent with the intent of the General Plan or 
sufficiently demonstrated that the proposed change is in the best interest of the 
community. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

 
1. Existing General Plan Map 
2. Existing classification and proposed change 
3. Applicant Concept Plan 
4. Applicant Narrative 
5. Fiscal Impact Analysis 
6. Traffic Report 
7. Applicant neighborhood meeting minutes 
8. Neighborhood petition in opposition 
9. Comments  received at the Town’s Open Houses and other public comments 
10. Mike Hare email 
11. Battles email 
12. Naranic email and presentation 
13. Applicant Planning Commission Presentation 
14. Special Session Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes December 5, 2013 
15. Updated Sonoqui Creek Village Concept Plan 
16. Continuance Request from Ralph Pew 
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Town of Queen Creek
2008 General Plan Map

General Plan Land Use Legend
Very Low Density Residential (0-1 DU/AC)
Low Density Residential (0-2 DU/AC)
Medium Density Residential (0-3 DU/AC)
Master Planned Community (0-1.8 DU/AC)
Medium High Density Residential Type A (0-5 DU/AC)
Medium High Density Residential Type B (0-8 DU/AC)

Mixed Use
Neighborhood Commercial
Community Commercial
Office/Services
Commercial
Employment Type A

Employment Type B
Public/Quasi-Public
Open Space
Regional Commercial Center
San Tan Regional Park
Noise Contours

_̂ Future Intersection Modification
kj Resort / Tourism / Entertainment

General Plan Amendments 2013

.
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REQUEST 
 
Pew & Lake, on behalf of KEMF Hawes & Riggs, LLC (“Owner”) is pleased to submit to 
the Town of Queen Creek (“Town”), an application for a Major General Plan Amendment 
for approximately 107+/- acres of land at the northwest corner of Riggs and Hawes Road, 
for a project known as Sonoqui Creek Village, referred to as the “Amendment” throughout 
this narrative.   
 
 

OVERVIEW 
 
The Amendment  proposes to change the Town’s General Plan for approximately 107+/- 
acres, generally located at the northwest corner of Riggs and Hawes Road, from Very 
Low Density Residential (VLDR) to Low Density Residential (LDR).  Approval of this 
Amendment will provide for the development of a single-family residential subdivision 
that, in concept, contains 169 lots yielding a density of approximately 1.57 DU/AC.   
 
 
The following table illustrates both the existing and proposed Land Use Designations 
discussed in this proposal. 

 
Table 1. Existing and Proposed Land Uses 

 
 

Existing General Plan Use 
Acreage Proposed General Plan Land Use Acreage 

Very Low Residential (VLDR) 
0-1 DU/AC 

107.44 Low Density Residential (LDR) 
1-2 DU/AC 

107.44 

Total Amended Acreage 107.44  107.44 

Percentage of Acreage    100% 

 
 

 
REVIEW OF GENERAL PLAN LAND USE ELEMENT GOAL AND POLICIES 

 
The proposed Amendment is consistent with the intent, policies, and goals in the 
Town’s General Plan as identified below:   
 
Maintaining the Town’s unique character by:  

 Protecting the Town’s development potential and enhancing economic 
sustainability by providing residential lot sizes that reduce the ratio of public 
service costs to revenue generation as compared to the existing lot sizes.  The 
proposed amendment will also promote the Town’s high quality design 
standards through the increased level of quality proposed as part of the 
corresponding Rezoning/Preliminary Plat for the property {Land Use Element 
Goals and Policies:  Goal 1, Policy 1a}. 
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 Incorporating the Sonoqui Wash in private development adjacent to the wash 
{Land Use Element Goals and Policies:  Goal 1, Policy 1h}. 

 

Effectively managing the Town’s growth by: 

 Promoting land development in an area where infrastructure already exists 
{Land Use Element Goals and Policies:  Goal 2, Policy 2b & 2d}. 

 

Developing superior residential neighborhoods by: 

 Providing a diversity of housing opportunities within the Town through 
incorporation of various lot sizes and corresponding home sizes {Land Use 
Element Goals and Policies:  Goal 3, Policy 3b}. 

 Incorporating trails and paths for pedestrian and non-motorized access that 
provide connectivity to the Town’s residential areas and activity centers {Land 
Use Element Goals and Policies:  Goal 3, Policy 3c}.  

 Providing compatible land use relationships with the surrounding area by 
providing appropriate transition treatments such as larger lots and open space 
buffer areas {Land Use Element Goals and Policies:  Goal 3, Policy 3d}. 

 Incorporating traffic calming techniques that discourage through traffic by 
designing a looped street system {Land Use Element Goals and Policies:  Goal 
3, Policy 3e}. 

 Incorporating open space adjacency and connectivity to the Sonoqui Wash as 
a design element. {Land Use Element Goals and Policies:  Goal 3, Policy 3f}. 

 
In summary, this Amendment is consistent with various elements of the vision, goals and 
policies outlined in the General Plan. 
 

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE IMPLEMENTATION 
 
With the approval of this Amendment, the Owner will be processing a request for 
rezoning/PAD for this parcel.  This rezoning request will represent the implementation of 
this Amendment and will provide a detailed depiction of how the proposed LDR land use 
designation can be developed.  The rezoning request will provide further opportunities for 
input from the neighbors regarding this project. 

 
 

RELATIONSHIP TO SURROUNDING PROPERTIES 
 
This site is bound on the south by Riggs Road, on the east by Hawes Road, on the north 
by the Sonoqui Wash and on the west by the Country Park Estates, Sonoqui Creek Ranch 
and San Tan Vistas subdivisions. 
 
The table below illustrates the adjacent land uses and corresponding zoning districts. 
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Table 2. Adjacent Land Uses 
 

Direction General Plan Land 
Use 

Existing Zoning Existing Use 

North LDR R1-35 Residential 

South VLDR County RU-43 Residential 

East Office and P/Q P/Q Public- Horseshoe 
Park/ 

Decommissioned 
Landfill 

West VLDR R1-35 Residential 

 
 

The Amendment will provide a land use designation that is both compatible and 
complementary with surrounding uses.  The new designation will provide a logical 
transition from the VLDR designated properties to the south and west, to the LDR use to 
the north, and the decommissioned landfill, office and Horseshoe Park to the east. 

 
 

PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
 
Public Utilities and Services will be provided as follows: 
 

Water:  Town of Queen Creek 
Sewer : Town of Queen Creek 
Electric:  Salt River Project 
Gas:  Southwest Gas 
Cable : Cox Communications 
Telephone: Century Link 
Police:  Maricopa county Sheriff 
Fire:  Town of Queen Creek 
School:  Queen Creek Unified School District 

 
 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
 
Prior to filing this application, the Owner held a neighborhood meeting on May 29, 2013 
regarding this request.  Notification of the meeting was sent to property owners within 
1200’ feet of the proposed site.  21 neighbors attended the meeting.  Questions posed to 
the applicant   concerned primarily: interest in maintaining the VLDR land use designation, 
lot size, density, traffic, access to the Sonoqui Wash, and the size and nature of the 
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homes which will eventually be built on the site. A complete set of minutes will be provided 
to the neighbors and staff when available. 

 
 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 
The Town’s General Plan Application process instructs the Owner to respond to four (4) 
Findings of Fact concerning the approval of a General Plan Amendment application.  The 
four (4) Findings are listed below with the Owner’s response: 
 
 

1) The development pattern contained in the Land Use Plan inadequately provides 
appropriate optional sites for the use proposed in the amendment. 
 
Table 1 labeled “Queen Creek Future Land Use Plan” in the Town’s General 
Plan is provided below:  
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Of all the single-family residential General Plan land use categories in the 
Town, the Low Density Residential (“LDR”) accounts for the smallest 
amount of acreage throughout the Town.  Only 4% of the acreage within the 
Town is planned for LDR development while Very Low Density Residential 
(“VLDR”) accounts for 22% and Medium Density Residential (“MDR”) 16% 
of the Town’s total acreage.  In effect, this allocation of land uses 
encourages residential development at either the highest single-family 
densities or the lowest densities as projected in the General Plan.  It is the 
Owner’s position (as illustrated in the VLDR acreage absorption matrix 
below) that, in today’s residential development environment, the MDR areas 
will develop rapidly, the VLDR areas are extremely slow to develop and 
more acreage designated LDR would provide for greater diversity in 
housing product within the Town and create the opportunity for new 
residents in Queen Creek to purchase homes that are on lots larger than 
the MDR zoning categories and less than the typical acre lot development 
in the VLDR designations.   

 
As illustrated in the chart below, a significant amount of VLDR acreage in 
the vicinity of this proposed GPA was platted for 339 residential lots 
between 1998 and 2013.  As of the date of this application, 168 out of the 
339, or nearly half, of the residential lots remain vacant.  The absorption of 
the surrounding acreage has averaged 10.69 dwelling units per year.  At 
this absorption rate, over fifteen years of vacant lot inventory is available in 
the surrounding area.  The General Plan Land Use change from VLDR to 
LDR is minor.  In fact, this Amendment affects less than 1% of the total 
VLDR acreage in the General Plan and only increases the LDR category by 
4.7%.  
 
 
 
Subdivision Plat Study Summary for Hawes & Riggs GPA (Years 1998-2005) 
  

# of 
Subdivision 

Plats 

Total # of Lots # of Vacant Lots Lot Size Ranges 

5 219 123 18,000 to 40,000 sq. 
ft. 

3 72 19 32,000 sq. ft. to 1 
acre 

2 48 26 1 acre 

Total:  10 339 168  
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Subdivision Plat Study Summary for Hawes & Riggs GPA (Years 1998-2005) 

(Cont’d) 

 

Improved Lots 

# of Subdivisions # of Developed Lots Years 
Lots Sold per 

Year 

10 171 16 10.68 

 
 

Vacant Lots 

# of Subdivisions # of Vacant Lots Lots Sold per Year 
Years until vacant 
lots are improved 

10 168 10.68 15.7 

 
While VLDR land uses are appropriate and necessary within a community, 
it is even more appropriate to provide the public with a balance of residential 
options.  It is appropriate to decrease the extremely high proportion of VLDR 
acreage in the Town and “bridge” the gap between the MDR and VLDR land 
use designations, thereby providing a transition and more residential 
options via the LDR land use designation.  The importance of the transition 
between the MDR and VLDR as mentioned above is accentuated by the 
fact that selling acre lot custom home sites adjacent to the decommissioned 
landfill and the Horseshoe event facility will be extremely difficult.  This 
amendment will increase the acreage absorption in the area thereby 
allowing a one-time impact and other fees to the Town as well as providing 
fiscal benefits and opportunities (at a much earlier time) for increased sales 
tax revenue as these residents spend discretionary income in the Town 
Center and other commercial areas. 
 
Land use compatibility between VLDR and LDR land uses can be easily 
and appropriately adapted so that 30,000 to 40,000 square foot lots in the 
VLDR areas can coexist harmoniously with residents living on 12,000 to 
20,000 square foot lots in the LDR category.  The Applicant has included 
with this application a conceptual lot layout for this Amendment area 
demonstrating a quality subdivision design integrated in an area at the 
intersection of two arterial roadways, bounded by the Sonoqui Wash and 
VLDR development to the west.  As indicated earlier in this Narrative, the 
Owner intends to file, during the process of this Amendment, a rezoning 
application consistent with the proposed LDR land use category.   

 
 

2) That the amendment constitutes an overall improvement to the General Plan and 
is not solely for the good or benefit of a particular landowner or owners at a 
particular point in time. 



 

9 
 

 
The Amendment constitutes an overall improvement to the Town’s General 
Plan by encouraging an appropriate balance between VLDR and LDR land 
uses within the Town as well as a transition from MDR to VLDR land use 
designations.  
 
A key community benefit of the Amendment is to ensure sensible and 
sustainable land use transitions across the Town.  We believe the proposed 
LDR is the appropriate land use for this site as it transitions from the higher 
intensity uses such as the adjacent Hawes Road, the decommissioned land 
fill, the Horseshoe Park Equestrian Center, as well as the many MDR 
neighborhoods to the north and east, to the lower intensity residential areas 
to the west and south.  Furthermore, this site's location being less than 3 
miles from the Town Center warrants a higher density to help promote the 
commercial success of the community.    Unfortunately, the existing VLDR 
land use has been and will continue to be difficult to implement due to the 
aforementioned higher intensity uses to the east and north.  There are 
numerous locations in south Queen Creek that are better suited to develop 
a project of larger lot custom lots/homes that do not have the detriment of 
an adjacent decommissioned landfill or the potential traffic generated by a 
nearby nationally recognized equestrian event arena.  For these reasons, 
we believe the community will substantially benefit from the more sensible 
and sustainable LDR land use category.  
 
The Amendment also promotes an increase in the diversity of housing 
product and quality of ultimate housing design and provides the short-term 
and long-term economic benefits summarized in the fiscal analysis 
submitted with this application.  In addition, this Amendment is consistent 
with the overall intent of the General Plan as outlined in Subparagraph 4 
below.  The Owner acknowledges that approval of this Amendment will 
benefit the Owner at this particular point in time; however, this benefit to the 
Owner is not the sole purpose of the Amendment.  All proposed Major GPAs 
are filed with the intent to improve or assist the owner of the property subject 
to the Major GPA to increase the economic viability or absorption of the real 
estate.  The important point here is that this Amendment also provides 
important benefits to the Town and future residents that would enjoy living 
in the proposed Sonoqui Creek Village and participating in the ambiance 
and quality of life environment of the Town of Queen Creek and its 
amenities. 
 

 
 

3) That the amendment will not adversely impact the community as a whole or a 
portion of the community by: 

 
i. Significantly altering acceptable existing land use patterns. 
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The approval of this Amendment will not significantly alter land use patterns 
in the area because the application is for a modest increase in density and 
a one category increase in General Plan Residential land use intensity.  This 
area of the Town north of Riggs and south of the Sonoqui Wash is 
comprised of predominantly VLDR land uses and this LDR land use across 
the street from land designated for office/service uses and the existing 
Horseshoe Park and the decommissioned land fill does not create an 
disruption in acceptable land use patterns and is consistent with residential 
densities along the Sonoqui Wash. 
 

ii. Requiring larger and more expensive improvements to roads, sewers or 
water systems than are needed to support prevailing land uses and which, 
therefore, may negatively impact development of other lands. 
 
As indicated in the traffic statement submitted with this application, the 
proposed increased residential density will not have a significant or adverse 
impact on existing roadways and levels of service in the vicinity.  No 
improvements to Roadways other than the typical half-street improvements 
described in (3) iii below are necessitated. Water and sewer systems are 
adequate in this area to service these utility needs to residents in the 
Sonoqui Creek Village project.  Discussions with the Town of Queen Creek 
Water and Utility Department indicate that The Town has adequate capacity 
within its existing water and sewer infrastructure to accommodate the 
increase in density with this project without adversely impacting future 
development within the General Plan.  Sewer will be extended from the 
properties northwestern boundary, west along Cloud Road to Sossaman 
Road providing service to additional residents beyond this project which are 
currently on septic systems.  This extension has the ability to raise 
additional revenue for the town. 
 

iii. Adversely impacting existing uses due to increased traffic on existing 
systems. 
 
As summarized in the traffic statement, access to the southeastern portion 
of Sonoqui Creek Village is from Riggs Road while access to the 
northwestern portion of the Queen Creek Villages is from 196th Street and 
Jeanna Lane.  Because of the low density nature of this Amendment, the 
incremental increase in traffic will not require additional improvements to 
Riggs Road nor to 196th Street north of Riggs Road.  However, consistent 
with acceptable development requirements, the developer of Sonoqui  
Creek Village will be required to improve the east half of 196th Street 
adjacent to the project’s western boundary. 
 

iv. Affecting the livability of the area or the health and safety of the residents. 
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Approval of this Amendment and the ultimate development of a single family 

residential community in the Low Density Residential category will not affect 

adversely the health and safety of residents in the area nor will it create a 

burden on existing residents and alter the livability of their existing very low 

density residential lifestyle.  The fact that Sonoqui Creek Village develops 

at a density slightly higher than existing development to its west, does not 

alter the condition of livability in the area because the proposed density for 

Sonoqui Creek Village is approximately 1.57 dwelling units per acre.  Both 

the Sonoqui Creek Village and the existing residential uses would be 

considered low density development in a general sense and inherently 

compatible with one another. 

 

 

4) That the amendment is consistent with the overall intent of the General Plan. 
 

In the General Plan and Land Use section of this narrative, the Owner 
specifically identifies several of the visions, goals and policies of the Town’s 
General Plan that are implemented by and consistent with this Amendment. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 





Project Data

• Request:  Major General Plan Amendment from Very Low Density Residential (VLDR) to 
Low density Residential (LDR)

• Total Project Acreage:  124.43

• General Plan Acreage : 107.44 acres

• This is not Sonoqui Creek Ranch, Phase 4.

• This is not subject to Sonoqui Creek Ranch CC&R’s

• We want to protect property values in the area.





Current Zoning



The Previous Plan

198 Lots

173@12600 sf.

25@18000 sf.



The New Plan

183 Lots

94@ 11,700 sf.

59@14,000 sf.

30@ 22,100



158 Lots

75@11,700 sf

59@14,000 sf

24@22,100 sf

The General Plan Amendment Area





















Upcoming Public Meetings

• September 25, 2013:  2nd Public Open House

• October 15, 2013:  First Planning Commission 
Hearing

• November 5, 2013: Second Planning Commission 
Hearing

• November 20, 2013:  Town Council Introduction

• December 4, 2013:  Town Council

Check Town of Queen Creek website for times and locations



Sonoqui Creek Village 
NWC of Hawes & Riggs 

Queen Creek, Arizona 

Minutes of Neighborhood Meeting 

September 23, 2013 

Queen Creek Public Library- Zane Grey Room 
 

Public Notification Area:   
 

a. Property owners within 1,200 feet from the site. 

b. All registered neighborhood associations within one mile of the project. 

c. Homeowners Associations within one half mile of the project. 

d. Addresses were obtained using the Maricopa County Assessor’s parcel 

information. 

 

The meeting began at 6:00.  There were 17 members of the public in attendance, along 

with the applicant, Ralph Pew, and four members of the development team. 

 

 

Neighborhood Attendees: 

[see attached sign-in sheet(s)] 

 

Presentation Summary: 

 

• Mr. Ralph Pew introduced this as the second neighborhood meeting to be held on this proposal 

for a General Plan Amendment, and noted that it was one of six proposed General Plan 

Amendments in the Town's General Plan Amendment cycle this year. 

 

• Mr. Pew gave a brief overview of comments that were addressed from the first neighborhood 

meeting, as well as stating the objective of this meeting is to gain further comment on the 

progress of the plan's reconfigurations. 

 

• Using the attached PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Pew reviewed the new plan, highlighted the 

wash as the boundary that divides the property and the request for a General Plan Amendment, 

noting that only the 107 acres to the southwest of the wash is under consideration for the new 

designation of Low Density from Very Low Density. 

 

• Mr. Pew wanted to address questions and comments that were left open-ended as of the last 

neighborhood meeting, first concerning the suggestion that the property of the current proposal 

was once intended to be phase 4 of the existing subdivision that exists around the site today. 

Mr. Pew assured the neighbors that thorough research indicates that property has no record, or 

previous record, that it was intended to be phase 4 of anything – no deed restrictions or HOA 

obligations are tied to the land. 

 



• Mr. Pew then addressed the suggestion that there exists a deed restriction on the property that 

would specify lots be a minimum size, and clarified that such restrictions, or covenants, don't 

exist. He made clear that lacking of a restrictions from a land title does not resolve issues of 

designating new land use. 

 

• Mr. Pew clarified that part of the 107 acres under consideration is privately owned land in the 

wash, an amenity, that will be dedicated to the Town as part of this project. Mr. Pew mentioned 

that this is an integral part of the wash system that serves the Town's interests. 

 

• Mr. Pew highlighted the enhanced designed and landscaping that is envisioned for the project. 

Mr. Pew stated that these features will serve to maintain the property values in the area, which 

addresses the concern that neighbors have voiced that indicates that this proposal would be 

detrimental to neighboring property values. He also explained that the land values are as 

important to the development of the project as it is to the neighbors. 

 

• Mr. Pew described the theme of the project to have a rural character, although not having 

35,000 s.f. lots as those to the west. Mr. Pew explained the trails and open space areas that 

would enhance the project and also serve as buffer space to neighbors. He also contrasted the 

trails and open space option proposed with the plat previously recorded that called for a road 

that would run along the back of the properties to the west. 

 

• Mr. Pew then addressed the desire to limit housing heights to single-story. He explained a 

number of lots that would be restricted to single-story in the future rezoning case that would 

follow if the General Plan Amendment is passed. 

 

• Mr. Pew described the circulation of the piece as preliminarily planned to the northeast, 

suggesting that their interpretation from what was desired the first neighborhood meeting was to 

have the road not connect to the existing subdivision. He also suggested that connectivity could 

be provided if neighbors prefer. He also explained the northern row of lots are of the larger 

22,000 s.f. and would be limited to single-story. 

 

• Mr. Pew then described the circulation and lot sizes proposed in the area southwest of the wash, 

including the larger homes that transition to the larger neighbor lots, as well as buffer space. Mr. 

Pew described those lots as having a minimum of 22,000 s.f. and also abiding to the single-story 

restriction. 

 

Neighbor comments are in boldface, responses are in italics. 

 

1. To the north, the northwest corner... are you allowing 2-story along that northern edge 

where there are some smaller lots? 

 

We hadn't considered that, but it something we can consider. We'll make a note of it and 

give it some thought if that is important. 

 

 

 



2. It's nice that you put that 75 foot buffer there between Sonoqui Creek Ranch that is 

existing and this new development, but what about the buffer to the other parts? What 

kind of buffer are you offering elsewhere? 

 

There exists a 25 foot buffer, this side 30 foot buffers here, and the reason this 75 foot is 

larger is because it also serves as drainage. There are buffers, but they are not all of the 

same size. 

 

3. Does the buffer include the equestrian trail that exists there now, or is that in addition 

to? An additional 25 feet buffer? Or is it property line to property line? 

 

If there is an equestrian trail is on your property, we won't affect that. This 25 feet would 

be beyond that area. 

 

4. Is there not a buffer for the homes in the northeast side to the north of it? 

 

No. That buffer was never planned for, even in the existing plan previously recorded. The 

road actually was planned to continue through as well. We thought these properties 

were always to back to each other. 

 

5. Along that train of thought, you're stressing the fact that it is a separate entity and it is 

not connected to the preexisting subdivisions, so why do you want it to butt-up against 

the existing development? If you want to keep it separate, then keep it separate. Put 

buffers. 

 

We have provided buffers in this plan which we think are nice buffers with nicely 

landscaped areas. We also made these lots significantly larger than we had before. That 

was what we thought provided balance to that area. 

 

6. Those perimeter lots are larger than your previous plan? 

 

Yes. Allow me to get those numbers on the screen. This was the plan we looked at 6weeks 

ago at our first meeting. It was 198 lots, most of those lots were 12,600 s.f. and the 25 

perimeter lots were 18,000 s.f. What we have done now, the new plan has 183 lots. 94 of 

the lots are 11,700 s.f. which are internal to the site. Then you have 59 of then that are 

14,000 s.f. which also internal to the site. Then 30 lots that are 22,000 s.f. along the edge. 

 

7. How does the math work out to go from a 1 per acre to a 2 per acre? There's some kind 

of empty space thing going on, right? So the dead space counts for density. 

 

It's not dead space to us, it's open space. If you do the math on this, all these lots add up 

to about 52% of the project. That is all the land that is occupied by lots. The dwellings per 

acre is 1.47, almost 1.5. The land here that is occupied by lots and houses is 52% of the 

property, roughly. The balance of it is open space as landscaping, entry monumentation, 

recreation features and parks, and the Sonoqui Wash. All of which we own. 

 



 

8. My preference is, seeing that you're butting up against my property, that I would ask for 

as much open space around the development rather than within the development. So as 

neighbors I would love to see the development “over there” and still have my space and 

you guys can crowd those in together and live close and love to be close, and that's cool. 

But don't make it open in the middle and crowd your neighbors at the edge so that we 

have to see the stuff that we don't have to see right now. 

 

We will consider your suggestion to convert some of that open space out to the edge of 

the existing neighborhood. 

 

9. But, the plan I remember seeing before, I don't remember seeing any open space for a 

ramada, or space for kids to play in – other than streets. I didn't see anything. With this, 

at least I am seeing some space for kids. This would be an area where you could find a 

lot of kids. And you need to give them a place to play. 

 

Yes, many people will be delighted with 14,000 s.f. lots and they will view their yard as 

very usable. I know that is hard to believe for you folks out here who see that as a 

different lifestyle. I got it. We believe these areas are well allocated and well designed 

and create yards and open space that are attractive. 

 

10. I would suggest that you don't allow any 2-story anywhere around the perimeter at all. 

Don't allow it anywhere near the perimeter and give yourself more space along the 

perimeter. Then crowd in to the center with some ramadas for the kids and you'll be 

better off with the existing neighborhoods to support your project. 

 

We will make this not:  single-story along all the perimeters. No two-stories anywhere is 

a tough order. Not to stoke that fire, but your neighbor could build a two-story home 

tomorrow. 

 

11. I'm more concerned about the west 196th Street. How are you going to provide enough 

capacity to all the cars that are going to be traveling through there? That is not a large 

street. You can't widen it, because it has trails. There is no way to make it bigger. 

There is no other exit for the northwest part of this development. Is that correct? 

 

Let me show you. The main entrance to the subdivision would be directly connected to 

Riggs. There is connectivity from this part of the site (northwest) to that main entry.  The 

other access point is here (to the west of the northwest portion). For reference, the plan 

that is approved still provides that same (westernly) access, and there is the access point 

here (to the south) that penetrates this neighborhood. This is the approved plan. Our 

thought was to get rid of this road (that exists on the previous plat where open space is 

proposed) and provide access another way. We'll dedicate land and widen this road 

(196th Street) where it is adjacent to our property. That would be about 24 feet more of 

dedication and improvements. 

 

 



12. The zoning hasn't been passed yet, has it? 

 

No. Zoning has not been approved yet by the Town Council. 

 

13. I don't live exactly adjacent to that property, but I'm right across Riggs. And I've been 

there before any of it was there. My preference would be to keep the lots as big as possible. 

If there is a vote, or something, that I can do that is the way I'm going to vote. What I want 

to do is keep Queen Creek with large one-acre, rural atmosphere that I moved out here for 

back in 1999. I would rather have someone cut it up into five acres and do some ranching 

on there. 

 

That's not going to happen. 

 

14. Why do you want to change it? If it is already approved to do the other, why bother? 

 

That is a really good question. It's because in our mind the market for that sized lot has 

not been good over the years. We did the statistics on this, starting 16 years ago all the 

acre-lot subdivisions – including 35,00 s.f. lots and above – in this vicinity include 339 

that size approved in this area. Today, 16 years later there are still 168 of them that 

remain undeveloped. That tells us that there is not a huge market for them nor a 

significant demand. Otherwise they would have been purchased and built, but they don't 

sell.  We are hoping to change it because we don't think that it is the best use for the land, 

and frankly a unified development with the design standards that we are proposing are 

going to create a wonderful project here and protect the values. 

 

15. Are either one of you going to be living there? 

 

 No. 

 

16. You look at it from totally a different perspective. We don't look at the bottom line. We 

look at it in terms of how we live. 

 

 Yes, we do have different perspectives.  

 

17. The reason the Town is going to support this is because they will get more tax dollars 

from more lots. 
 

Actually, the Town does not have a significant property tax, it's very small. There is no 

significant property tax.  The Town views residential units as a cost, not as an income-

generating source. The Town protects employment and commercial uses. 

 

18. If we show up at the Town Council hearing, they are going to want our well-being 

looked after, rather than 160 more houses or whatever. So they will say stick with 80- 

some lots. And we'll go “Great!” 

 

They are going to listen to you as neighbors. 



 

19. So you're going to have 163 votes before we even get there, is that what you are saying? 

No. Those are just vacant lots that aren't even approved yet. It is a political process. You all 

know your influence there. We're simply trying to propose something here that we think is 

good for the area. You may think it is better to have larger lots that lay undeveloped and 

not improved without unified landscape themes and don't have nice entries. You may like 

that. 

 

20. That is why we moved to Queen Creek, because we didn't want the uniformity. 

 

That may be the case, I'm getting that. 

 

21. We don't want cracker box neighborhoods anymore. 

 

Alright. 

 

22. Are you saying that our subdivisions don't live up to those standards? 

 

I didn't say that. I said if you take this 107 acres and create some unified design 

guidelines and unified landscaping and entry features with inviting avenues to come in 

with meaningful open spaces and trail systems, you will create a sustainable community 

that people are going to want to live in. That is all we are talking about. 

 

23. How does high density improve the value of my property. I have a 4.5 acre horse 

property with a roping arena, and I'm going to be bordered by high-density 

development. Explain to me how this development improves the value of my horse 

property. 

 

My answer to you, which isn't worth a whole lot on the concept of value, is that if you 

have a 4.5 acre property with horse privileges the value of that is significantly different, 

and valued differently than these homes, or even your neighbor's homes. That is an 

unusual property with very few comps for it. 

 

True, but the equestrian nature of this part of Queen Creek, as defined by the General 

Plan, is that this should stay a low density area with a rural character that is to be 

preserved on this side of Town. Take industry and high-density to the other parts of 

Town. This part of Town, for however long it takes to sell the lots, is to remain low 

density and rural in nature with equestrian parks and that is the nature of Queen Creek. 

Let's have development in these areas, and keep very low density in this area. Now you 

want to change the plan. The neighbors here are asking, “Why should we change the 

plan?” We should keep Queen Creek with the low density because that is the nature of 

the plan. Now you want to drop high-density in one of the last remaining places of low 

density, and yes, they're selling slow. OK, so what? 

 

 

 



24. There's a beautiful story about a place, in Phoenix, that kept development out and they 

kept acreage. It's called Paradise Valley. It was on the outskirts of town. 

 

Yes, but property taxes in Paradise Valley are huge.  You would need property taxes way 

more than what they are now. 

 

25. Couple things. I agree with everybody that we all moved out here to get away from the 

typical east valley suburban neighborhood, so we don't like the idea of that getting so close 

to us when we bought it knowing it was zoned to be different. My perspective is that if they 

were all the 22,100 sq ft lots, I would like it. When I was looking, I was looking for about that 

size lot and it is almost impossible to find. From a development standpoint, I would think 

there would be a great market for that. And, by doing all 22,100 lots, you'll cut down on the 

car density on that road on 196th Street. There's no light at Riggs there. 

 

You hit on an interesting point. One project in Gilbert, a builder wants to keep 20,000 s.f. 

lots because he thinks there is a unique niche for that. The advantage to those is that you 

can build a large 1-story home on those and it doesn't take up the entire lot. You get the 

best of both worlds with that. But that market really doesn't exist from a marketing 

standpoint. That is why we ended up at out proposed lot size. It seems as though we are 

proposing what we believe is a very high quality project, you still, no matter how nice we 

make it, you rather have the larger lots. 

 

26. You go into any of these older communities and the 4 houses per acres is blight. They're 

gone. The only reason people are moving back into town for are for larger lots. The 4 

per acre are long gone. People can't wait to get out of there. 

 

This project is not four lots per acre.  The overall project is 1.5 units per acre. We have 

50 acres of open space. That is a significant amount. It seems that nobody cares about, 

but it is important to us. 

 

27. Don't you think the density matters to us more than to you as a developer? In 

summation, we're not saying we don't want anything built there. We knew eventually it 

would be developed. What we are saying is that the densities are not conducive to our 

lifestyles and why we moved there. Even half acre lots throughout that property is a 

conducive to our property. But 11,000 sf, looking out my back patio is not what we moved 

here for. The larger acreages you are offering 

make up 12%. You can mention all the open space and grass and this and that. That means 

nothing to us. We're talking about the number of houses per acre. You can call it 1.5 per 

acre, but realistically it is not. 12% of your lots are large property. 

 

That is the issue, you want similar lots to what you have in your neighborhood and no 

matter how many times we do the math, in your mind you believe we are at four to the acre. 

Simply because there are a few homes there about that size.  Overall, we are adding 1-half 

of a home per acre to the site. That is all we are doing. Nobody in this audience is giving 

us credit for dedicating to the Town the Sonoqui Wash which is 20-some acres and an 



important amenity that we own today. We will also dedicate new roads. We get no credit 

for those areas. 

 

Mr. Pew then took a break from comments to show the exhibits to the neighbors to better explain 

the vision for the amenities and the design of the subdivision as envisioned. It included the street 

scape, detached sidewalk, landscaping, ranges of home sizes, required quality, parks, ramadas, 

play areas, retention basins, etc. Mr. Pew highlighted that the request was still considered Low 

Density by the Town's own General Plan. The exhibits also included how the lots would be 

experienced as proposed, with setbacks and distances between homes at different places 

throughout the plan. 

 

28. Part of the concern about traffic is that you only have two access points. If you had an 

access point on Hawes road that would relieve a lot of that concern. 

 

When we presented the circulation plan to the traffic engineer, and we had a traffic study 

done – it's available if you want to bore yourself and read it – all the studies indicate, 

although you may believe a monumental number of vehicles would be coming into your 

life everyday, the conclusion is that no additional roadway improvements are needed by 

the additional traffic that would come from this residential community. We can ask her 

about the Hawes access point. The issues will probably be, the proximity to the wash 

crossing. But we'll find out. 

 

29. In the northeast section, the triangle, there is not a buffer. Is that correct. There won't 

be a hiking or equestrian trail between them? 
 

No. The reason we didn't think of that as a trail system is that it doesn't go anywhere, 

and secondly this area was never intended to have a buffer. It's different than the 

situation to the south. There we saw the need for the buffer, to the north, we didn't. We 

can look at the possibility of a buffer, but I don't know about a trail, because it doesn't go 

anywhere.  We will take a look at the recorded documents to see if there is a trail on your 

property.  If there is, we can’t disturb it. 

 

30. Our neighborhood (north of the northeast corner) was supposed to have two access 

points. But because the land was not being developed, we were forced to put signs up 

that say “No Outlet.” Since we haven't had it, we like it the way it is now because it is 

quieter. 

 

We can stick with this plan, if that is what is desired. Ultimately, it is the Town engineer 

that can make us do it differently. The fire department can tell us to make the two access 

points. 

 

31. Is the open area going to be accessible to bicycles and horses? 

 

We'll look into it. 

 

 



32. We moved from Seattle. We looked all over, could have gone anywhere and we chose 

Queen Creek because of the lot size and openness. We love to see horses and livestock. 

It's very different. Different than our other home in Seattle. That is why we purchased 

here. I love the feel, my dogs are able to run, and everything about it. That is why we 

put our money into Queen Creek, and not other smaller communities. So to change that, 

and we asked if around us would stay this size, and it was. That is what sold us. By 

going in and putting in smaller lot subdivision completely erases the great plan we had 

and the reason why we built a home in Queen Creek. 

 

If I understand you correctly, lifestyle, lot size, and openness are important to you, and 

you would like these lots to stay with the approved 35,000 s.f. lots.   

 

33. I don't think it necessarily needs to be 35,000 s.f. to be identical to what we have, but 

12,000 s.f. lots are too small for the area. We are surrounded by big houses, big lots. You're 

on what was supposed to be Sonoqui Wash Phase 4 and 5. The original developer had 

planned to have the 35,000 s.f. lots there too. Even if you went down to 22,100 s.f. like the 

other gentleman was aying, and no smaller than that, you would get more approval here. 

 

I get it, the look and the feel. OK. 

 

34. You seem real knowledgeable, and Josh, beautiful pictures, and the owner seems to know 

what he is doing. I just don't understand why we can't create a sustainable community that 

can benefit the neighbors and the area with the 22,000 sf lots? You can do it. I know you can 

figure it out. You've got the tools. Give us a proposal like that. 

 

We are listening to you. 

 

35. We want single story homes. 

 

I understand you want single-story all the way through. Don't kick me out of there, but are you 

willing to commit to keep all your houses single-story?  It is an interesting question. I haven't read 

the CC&R’s in your area, but it's really about height. You can have a 30 ft. tall building and meet 

Queen Creek's standards and that could be all one floor and have a tall ceiling.  That would be 

single-story. So, it's really height we are talking about here. 

 

36. I like this sidewalk. We don't have a sidewalk. That means kids walk in the streets. One 

thing is this common area (between the sidewalk and the street) takes away from the 

property size. If you took that and put the tree into the lot, you would have more room for 

more house. My other part is, that once you have an HOA – which stinks, no offense, 

you're going to have really high fees. Ours is $171 quarterly. And for what? We have no 

common area, really. So if you are going to have more of this beautiful common area and 

all that stuff, you guys will have to pay a lot more in fees. 

 

Yes, our buyers will be paying an HOA fee.   

 



37. I would like to have no access for this subdivision to 196th Street at all.  It will bring 

more traffic and speed bumps, with cars rattling over speed bumps with people having to hear 

that. Speed bumps are a pain.  

 

The way I understand it, you want this property owner, who has full access to this street 

to not have access to that street. 

 

38. South on 196th Street there are acre lots, which we like.  Now we hear about sidewalks 

and more things like block walls, which we are not thrilled about.  Plus we don’t like the 

increase in traffic.   

 

I would encourage you all to look at the traffic study. We paid the traffic engineers to do 

it, we didn't hire the Town. We hired a private engineering firm. The traffic numbers 

aren't what you all think they are.   

 

40. That is why I stand by the comment for the 22,000 s.f. lots. I think there is a market for 

that and it doesn't diminish the reason why we all live here. 

 

I understand what you are saying. You are posing a rational argument. 

 

41. I see a beautiful development, and we're not belittling that. We researched and we 

search. We knew this was to say very low density when we bought. And so it is a change for 

us. 

 

That is the best response. I totally understand that. Change is scary. You don't know 

exactly how it will turn out. 

 

42. What neighborhood should we go look at to have a comparison to what you are doing  

with this neighborhood? 

 

Victoria. Certain parcels within Seville would be similar. 

 

43. I appreciate your efforts. It looks nice. I see the buffers and this and that. But you'll 

have to allow us to be emotional, it is emotional for us. We have been out here for a long 

time and we moved down here for the large lots. We are not trying to attack you and say 

you're in the wrong and you're taking from us, it just a change to what we knew would be 

here. 

 

I think that is a good way to put it. I don't want to force-feed it, I don't want to bully. I 

want what goes here to be something everybody is proud of. Not everyone gets to live on 

a one-acre lot. And just because someone lives on a 15,000 s.f. lot doesn't mean they are 

any lesser of a person or they are going to have different morals or ethics. All we are 

really doing is taking the back yards of the one-acres and putting them together in open 

space so that people like me can walk their kids to and we all play there and not only in 

my back yard. 

 



 

44. Let's get it straight. Nobody here is saying that if you live on a 15,000 s.f. lot that you 

are lesser of a person than we are. This is about us choosing to buy one-acre lots and this is 

the lifestyle that we wanted. There's nothing wrong with living in a typical subdivision if 

that is what you have chosen to do. But, that is not what we decided to do and this is where 

we have come for that difference. This is what we are expecting, and that is what we chose. 

 

The one-acre lifestyle isn't for all, and we certainly don’t want to take anything away 

from you, we want to propose an alternative to the area.  

 

 

45. You did do research. We appreciate that. Bottom line is it doesn't fly. You've heard 

good points tonight. 

 

46. You've done a lot of research. Have you talked to the folks at the Pecans at all? Because 

I think the proposal to meet in the middle would get you into a market that sells pretty well 

over there in the $500,000 to $700,000 range which would be good value-builders for our 

properties. That seems to be a good compromise. What is your research telling you about 

that economy? 

 

The Pecans went through a bankruptcy also. It does have some 22,000 s.f. lots in it like 

you are suggesting. It also has some of the larger homes you see in there are the result of 

lots combined together. A guy named Jeff Blandford bought that out of bankruptcy at 

values that you don't want the retail market to start paying you. That is the type of 

activity, in my opinion, harm the values of one-acre lots. That deal went through for 

something like $90,000 a lot. If that were to continue, it would undermine the value of 

everyone's property in the area. 

 

47. There's very little change from the last proposal to this one. All you did is add more 

green. You didn't enlarge the properties. There is still a majority of 12,000 s.f. properties. 

Adding more grass is not our issue. 

 

48. You've got 93 lot approved now and you want to take that to 183 lots.  You're probably 

talking about a difference of 270 to 500-some trips per day. Everyone here has told you 

about the same thing. We're not opposed to development. We don't want the small lot 

density. That is the bottom line. We came out here, were comforted by the Town's plan 

approved many years ago. I didn't want to live in a Johnson Ranch. I have to police that 

area. Its a dump. You can provide parks and open space, great. But we bought large lots so 

that our kids could play in a large yard. 

We understand lot size is an issue for you.  Please understand that we're not trying to 

build a Johnson Ranch here. 

 

49. I want to understand, Country Estates is pretty much empty. They were gorgeous and 

the upper end for our area and million dollar homes. Now we have another subdivision 

that is matching that model, to our understanding. If they are indeed honor that, I think it 

would be nice to mirror what we have. 



 

We  have tried to sell this as acre lots. The easiest thing to do would be to turn around 

and sell it with the plan it has to a builder, but I met with every builder in town and 

nobody wanted to buy them at this size. They want to buy this kind of size. 

 

50. I think that is why I feel you have a viable option with the 22,000 sf lots. It's supply and 

demand. I know how this works. There has been some movement as the economy has come 

back. We do have a lot of competition, and I understand that concept. I think there is a 

niche for the 22,000 s.f. lots.  Your concept is something that you can go anywhere and find. 

Although yours may look nicer, and all the stuff. We are trying to stay away from that 

oncept. If you traded some of the common area for larger lots. That wins two points from 

our perspective. Larger lots and fewer homes means less traffic. 

 

Lot size is the real issue for you.  Although the density is right at 1.5 units per acre, 

overall, in your mind means nothing because you see 11 and 14,000 s.f. lots there. The 

way we live and breathe everyday as developers is different. We think of it as 1.5 du/ac 

and when you look at it, all you see is lot size. Then you add up the lot sizes until you get 

to about an acre. 

 

51. You're increasing the amount of homes and increasing the traffic. You're not keeping it 

open and rural. We bought for very low density. I would say a majority of people are 

willing to compromise. And keep the height down. 

 

52. From what I gather from the people here is that most have a problem with that 

northwest quadrant. Keep those larger lots up there and if you want to do the 12,000 s.f. 

lots put them down in the southeast which keeps the traffic away. The density up toward 

that area affects us more.  So do larger lot sizes in the northwest quadrant and make sure 

you keep your perimeter lots large with the buffer and keep them one-story. I don't think 

that would affect us as much. That should appease some of the people who have already 

left. 

 

We might not even need two-stories on those lots. 

 

 

53. I was asking about the economics and if you had considered something like the Pecans 

for that upper quadrant. If you could make something like that work, I could see that going 

over really well. 

 

The builder who built The Pecans is a really good builder. 

 

54. That ranch (in the northeast area) has flood lights that really shine brightly. So you 

may want to design for that. 

 We will keep that in mind as we move through the design process. 

 

55. With the wash, will there be any need for flood insurance? 

No, the Sonoqui Improvements changed that. 



 

 

The meeting concluded at 7:55 PM. 

 

 

Attachments: 

 

Sign-in Sheets 

PowerPoint Presentation 

Exhibits at the Neighborhood Meeting 

Neighborhood Meeting Notice Letter 
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Sonoqui Creek Village 
NWC of Hawes & Riggs 

Queen Creek, Arizona 

Minutes of Third Neighborhood Meeting 

October 8, 2013 

Queen Creek Public Library- Edward Abbey Room 
 

 

Notification Area:   
 

a. Property owners who had provided email addresses on the sign-in sheets at the 

previous neighborhood meetings were invited by email (attached) to the meeting 

and were encouraged to invite their neighbors and friends interested in this project.   

 

The meeting began at 6:10.  There were 12 neighbors in attendance, along with the 

applicant, Ralph Pew, and three members of the development team. 

 

Neighborhood Attendees: 

 

See attached sign-in sheet. 

 

Presentation Summary: 

 

 Mr. Ralph Pew introduced this as the third neighborhood meeting to be held on this 

proposal for a General Plan Amendment to change the land use classification on the site 

from Very Low Density Residential (VLDR) to Low Density Residential (LDR). He also 

explained that the General Plan Amendment request pertains to only that portion of the 

property which lies south of the Sonoqui Wash.  But for the benefit of the neighbors to 

the north, the project is also shown including the property north of the wash.   

 

 Using the attached revised site plans, Mr. Pew introduced the new site plan and reviewed 

the project data:  140 lots on 104 acres, yielding an overall density of 1.36 du/ac.  He 

noted that the homes on the plan indicated with an asterisk (*), would be limited to 

single-story homes.  He also reviewed the different facets of the site plan including the 

generous landscape buffer dimensions ( 55’ to 90’) and open space plans. 

 

 Mr. Pew also reviewed a project matrix (attached) showing how the site data has evolved 

after each neighborhood meeting.  He noted that the lot sizes have increased and the 

overall density has decreased. 

 

After Mr. Pew’s brief presentation, the meeting was opened up to questions and comments from 

the neighbors.  Neighbor comments or questions are in boldface, responses are in italics. 
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Question: Will the open space be turf or xeriscape? 

It will probably be a combination of turf and xeriscape and must comply with the 

Town’s low water landscape requirements. 

 

Question:  When will the fence be designed? 

 

The Town of Queen Creek has specific guidelines regarding fence design and detail.  At 

the design phase of the project, we will be required to submit detailed drawings of the 

wall that closely follow those guidelines.  In the past the Town has suggested either split-

rail fencing or a fence using a combination of block and split-rails.  We haven’t really 

looked at the wall design at this point. 

 

Comment:  I have a split rail fence in my backyard, but I don’t want the people behind me 

to have a split rail fence in their yard, so they would be able to look into my lot. 

 

Comment:  But I don’t want to look out at a really tall, block wall. 

 

Comment:  I prefer the block/ split rail fence combination. 

 

 We will look at a few fence options and bring them back to you to get your input. 

 

 

Question:  Will this project have septic tanks or be on the sewer system? 

 

This entire subdivision will be connected to the Town’s sewer system.  The line will be 

either an 8” or 10” line and run from southeast to northwest and connect to a line at 

Cloud Road and continue to Sossaman Road. 

 

 

Question:  Will there be natural gas provided to this area? 

 

We don’t know at this point.  (A show of hands in the audience revealed that no one has 

natural gas on their property). 

 

 

Question:  How many home builders will there be in this development? 

 

 There will probably be just one, with two different housing product types.   

 

 

Question:  Will you have just a couple of elevations to choose from?  Will all of the homes 

look alike? 

 

The homebuilder that will be building at this site will be building a very high quality 

product.  Most of the builders in this category offer several different floor plans with each 

plan having several different elevations.  This prevents all of the homes in a subdivision 
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from looking alike. The Town’s home design requirements demand diverse and quality 

elevation concepts.  

 

 

Question:  Will all of the lots without an asterisk be two-story homes? 

The homes without an asterisk may be two-story homes, but won’t necessarily be two-

story.  We just wanted to indicate on the plan where there won’t be two-story homes. 

 

 

Question:  How will we access the wash from the equestrian trail that runs on the north 

side of our property (Phase 2 of Sonoqui Creek Ranch)? 

 

 We will have to devise a way for you to do that.  You can go east, then head north on the 

Village Trail.  Or you could head west, then head north along 196th Street, then head back east 

along the buffer to the wash.  We will devise a way for you to have equestrian access to and from 

the wash. 

 

 

Question:  What assurances do we have that what you are showing us will be part of the 

ultimate development?  How do we know that you won’t sell the property and then 

someone else will do something different on it? 

 

If this general plan amendment is approved, we will be asking the town to re-zone this 

property so that the zoning supports the plan we are showing here today.  Additionally, 

we will be submitting an application for a final plat, which is a regulatory document that 

indicates exactly what must be built on a property.  We will have these documents 

included in the sale to the builder so that they are bound by what we have shown you and 

what the Town has approved. The plan we are showing you tonight will be included in 

the General Plan Amendment file and our zoning case will have to be in substantial 

conformance with this plan. 

 

 

Question:  Will there be storm drains on the property? 

 

We will use retention basins that will be designed to accommodate a 100-year, 2 hour 

rain event per the Town’s engineering standards.  We are responsible for retaining and 

draining all of the water on site. 

 

 

Comment:  When it rains, water comes from the south and floods your property.  You need 

to make sure you plan for that. 

 

We will definitely make sure that all of the drainage issues are engineered to the Town’s 

standards which will ensure that the development of our property will not negatively 

impact your property. 
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The meeting adjourned at 7:00. 

 

A few individuals remained to look at the exhibits and ask follow-up questions of Mr. Pew and 

other members of the development team.  Those individual conversations are not part of this 

record. 

 

Attachments: 

 

Neighborhood Meeting Notice Email 

Sign-in Sheet 

Revised Site Plans 

Project Matrix 
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Queen Creek Town Council: Deny 
request by Garrett Development to 
amend Major General Plan. 

Petition by 

Resident Sonoqui Creek Ranch 

United States 

An amendment to the zoning in this area will change Very Low Residential 

Density to Low Residential Density by adding 198 homes on lots as small as 

12,000sq.ft. 

To:  
Town Council, Town of Queen Creek  
Wayne Balmer, Planning Administrator  
Laura Catanese, Administrative Assistant  
Steve Sossaman, Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission  
Steve Ingram, Vice Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission  
Gregory Arrington, Commissioner, Planning and Zoning Commission  
Alex Matheson, Commissioner, Planning and Zoning Commission  
Ryan Nichols, Commissioner, Planning and Zoning Commission 
Kyle Robinson, Commissioner, Planning and Zoning Commission  
Alan Turley, Commissioner, Planning and Zoning Commission  

We, the residents of Queen Creek, respectfully request the Town of Queen Creek to deny and disapprove the 
proposed amendment submitted by Garrett Development to the Major General Plan for the parcel located on 
the NW corner of Riggs and Hawes Roads.  
 
We strongly oppose the prospect of having the zoning changed from Very Low Density Residential to Low 
Density Residential in our community. We value the integrity of the properties we have purchased, mainly due 
to the larger parcels, horse properties, a "small town" rural environment, the natural desert landscape and the 
overall quality of life that attracted us to this area of Queen Creek. We strictly do not welcome the congestion, 
traffic and conversion of our population density that this amendment will undoubtedly create.  
 
We sincerely thank you for your consideration in this very crucial matter. 

Sincerely,  
[Your name] 

http://www.change.org/users/52525505�
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Supporters As of June 12, 2013 

Reasons for signing 

• Harold Evans QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o about 3 hours ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
we purchased out here to have our horses and room to ride without city-type homes surrounding us. 

• Sharon Kalinowski QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o about 4 hours ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
We moved to Queen Creek 4 years ago. We picked Queen Creek over Gilbert or Chandler because of 
its quiet surroundings. We looked over the town's general plan and loved it. We were happy to see 
that larger 1 acre lots with one home would be developed around our home instead of the cluster 
homes you see everywhere else. We wanted a quiet place where we could see children play, walk our 
dogs and run. We wanted and have really enjoyed the quiet environment. If Garrett Development is 
allowed to have the Broadland Estates area rezoned, we will lose everything we moved here for. 
Please council we do not want this in our neighborhood and are asking you to please, please do not 
change the zoning by this developer who has no regard for the quality of live we so love in Queen 
Creek. Thank you. 

• Jessica Dahlquist QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o about 5 hours ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
We moved to Queen Creek from Chandler to live in a SMALL town (rural environment). Too much 
traffic. I can not even safley ride my horses up and down the road! 

• Jane Garcia QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o about 5 hours ago 
  

http://www.change.org/users/53533051�
http://www.change.org/users/53529415�
http://www.change.org/users/53522109�
http://www.change.org/users/53521349�
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o   Liked 0 
maintain equestrian heritage and queen creek reputation for homes on large lots, spacious country 
living 

• Timothy Kempton QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o about 6 hours ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
rural atmosphere, congestion, property value. 

• ana lopez QUEEN CREEK,, AZ 

o about 6 hours ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
We bought our home because of the large lots and the open feeling of the neighborhood. It's what 
attracted me to this area. 

• Richard Walker QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o 5 days ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
I have lived in QC for the past 7yrs and enjoy the large parcels with the rural living And would hate 
to see that change. We Love our QC just the way it is. Thx 

• Christine Bonngard QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o 6 days ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
We moved here to be out of the big town feel and into horse property in the country. We purchased 
this lot with the zoning behind us as one home per acre. This will make it more difficult for the horse 
owners in this community to find safe areas to ride with all the additional housing and added traffic 
to the area. 

http://www.change.org/users/53518894�
http://www.change.org/users/7717380�
http://www.change.org/users/53000779�
http://www.change.org/users/52946525�
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• Erin Bondra QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o 6 days ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
When we moved out to Queen Creek one of the big draws was that it was the next Scottsdale 
meaning larger houses, bigger lots, more open spaces, ect.... Having this many houses arranged in 
such high density completely changes the feel and value of Queen Creek and our existing homes. It 
would be a shame to stray from the original plan just so this developer can make more money. 

• Dennis Bondra QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o 6 days ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
This proposal is too high density for the housing in this area. This will force too much traffic through 
the area and combined with the smaller lots will hurt the values of our homes. The lots need to be 
bigger as originally designed for lower density housing. The open feel of large lots and less housing 
is what attracted us to build in this area of Queen Creek and we feel it should stay as it was intended. 

• Marla Battles QUEEN CREEK, AZ 

o 6 days ago 
  

o   Liked 0 
I live in Sonoqui Creek and this will DIRECTLY affect our home values, traffic density and greatly 
decrease the desirability and integrity of our subdivision and the surrounding area. 

• Brandie DiCosmo QUEEN CREEK, AZ 
o 6 days ago 

  

o   Liked 0 
We moved to Queen Creek for the small town feel, horse property, and being close to horseshoe 
park. Augmenting the plan for very low density housing south of the Sonoqui wash is in direct 
opposition to the vision and values of the town of Queen Creek and its residents. 

http://www.change.org/users/52944530�
http://www.change.org/users/52943919�
http://www.change.org/users/52943365�
http://www.change.org/users/52942572�
























2013 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Below are the highlights from the comments received at the Open Houses held on August 28 and 
September 25, 2013 to discuss the Major General Plan Amendments proposed for 2013.  

+Positive comments 

- Negative comments 

*Mentioned multiple times 

The majority of the comments received were regarding Sonoqui Creek Village (GP13-030).  Included is 
a table reflecting the main categories of concern to the residents.  Generally they do not support the 
project, and are concerned with decreased property values, increased traffic flow, increased noise 
levels, and losing scenic views. 

GP13-025, La Jara Farms: 
+  Proposed GPA housing density is very low density. 
- Properties are close the airport & has a potential to take away from Queen Creek’s tax 

revenues 

+ The existing General Plan is balanced 

 

GP13-026, Estates at Queen Creek Station. 

+  Proposed GPA housing density is very low density. 
- Properties are close the airport & has a potential to take away from Queen Creek’s tax 

revenues 

+ Proposed GPA density is too high when changing employment to housing 

+ Resident’s neighborhood is not directly impacted by this project, just the Town 

+ Existing GP does have balance and clusters 

- Increased density to residential 

+/- Placement of employment & commercial areas vs. residential was well thought out & 
should be honored over time 

 

GP13-027, Meridian Crossings 

 NO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 

GP13-028, Barney Farms:  

- Proposed density to too high** (lot sizes, street widths, set-backs, and drive way lengths) 
- Impact property/home values 
- Close the airport  & flight path 



- Existing Plan is good overall, maintains property values 
- Proximity of proposed new residential to CMC Steel could be an issue 

 

GP13-029, The Vineyards 

 NO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 

GP13-030, Sonoqui Creek Village 

- Multiple residents expressed that they are not in favor****** 

+ Supports land development as approved in the previous housing plan 

- Decrease property/home values********* 
- Increased traffic flow********* 
- Increased noise levels* 
- Concerned about safety for families* 
- Concerned about local wildlife 
- Opposed to (2) story homes**** 
- Concerned with losing scenic views***** 
- Concerned Town’s sense of a “Rural Community” will be lost* ** 
- Lot sizes* 
- Track homes being integrated into custom lots 

+ Existing GP has low density** transitions to higher density, and accommodates friendly 
equestrian areas 

+ Economic Development 

+ Existing GPA matches the surrounding area, it’s more cohesive 

- Proposed GPA density is too high* ** 
- Increased density to residential is too high** 

+/- Placement of employment & commercial areas vs. residential was well thought out & 
should be honored over time 

- Attorneys representing this project suggest that there is no market for larger custom 
home lots 

- Comments/concerns are not being heard or addressed 
- Too much residential, not enough commercial 
- Need to generate revenue for the Town  
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Public Comments Received Regarding 

Sonoqui Creek Village GP13-030 



On Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 1:54 PM, Mike Hare <mike.hare@cox.net> wrote: 
 
Wayne: 
 
Hope all as well...Since our last discussion, we have been working diligently on a thoughtful land plan 
for Broadland Estates that we believe provides viable residential densities that promote nearer term 
development of the Property.  We have also had initial discussions with Paul Gardner and his Team 
regarding potential sewer service to the Property and our engineers are currently determining viability. 
 You may be aware that the Town's long term sewer revenue models identify this Property as being 
served by a proposed sewer line in East Cloud Road.  There is an additional potential tie to the sewer in 
Hawes Road for the portion of the Property north/east of the Sonoqui Wash. As zoned today at R1-35, 
the Property lots would be served by septic tanks.  The sewer service and residential density as 
proposed would generate substantial sewer fee revenue, not to mention significant revenues from (a) 
impact fees, (b) building permit fees and (c) sales & Property taxes. We plan to generate a detailed fiscal 
impact model as part of the GPA/PAD approval process. 
 
The Town Council approved the Property (a) R-1 35 rezoning with stipulations, (b) preliminary plat and 
(c) landscape plans on September 20, 2006. The General Plan for the Property is “Very Low Density 
Residential (0-1 DU/Acre)” for the Property south/west of the Sonoqui Wash and “Low Density 
Residential (1-2 DU/Acre)” for the Property north/east of the Wash. Surrounding properties include a 
mix of R1-43, R1-35 and R1-18 as indicated on the attached plan. The proposed Suburban Development 
Part B PAD classification, including approximately 179 lots (12,000 SF, 15,000 SF and 18,000 SF), will 
maintain an overall density from 1-2 DU/Acre, consistent with the underlying General Plan approvals for 
the Property north/east of the Sonoqui Wash (“Wash”). The lots have been configured where by the 
12,000 SF lots are contiguous to roads and the prior landfill site with a transition to lower density lots 
toward the existing residential neighborhoods. We believe this promotes diversification of home price 
and products while simultaneously providing respectful density transitions into the existing 
neighborhoods. 
 
Our goal is to create an upscale gated community with primary access from 196th streets and multiple 
points of connectivity to the Sonoqui Wash. You will also note a proposed bridge crossing of the Wash to 
create connectivity for lots east and west of the Wash. If achievable and designed properly, this bridge 
feature could create a unique vehicular and pedestrian link for the community and Wash. If the bridge 
crossing is not viable, access to the lots north/east of the Wash would be provided from Hawes Road. 
 
At your earliest convenience, we would like to participate in a working session with you and your Team 
to review our proposed plan and determine initial viability of the project from the Town's perspective. 
We have a relatively short due diligence period on the Property so the sooner the better. Please let me 
know the earliest available time we can meet and we will adjust our schedules accordingly. In addition, 
please let me know if you need any additional information regarding the Property.  
 
We look forward to meeting! 
 
All the best Wayne, 
 
Mike 
 

mailto:mike.hare@cox.net�


Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission, 

I am writing to you in regard to the General Plan Amendment proposed for the 
Sonoqui Creek Village area located between Hawes and 196th off of Riggs.  I have 
attended 3 meetings regarding this proposed change including the meeting that 
was just held on Tuesday, October 15 at the Public Library in front of the Planning 
and Zoning Commission.  Unfortunately, I have never attended a town council or 
board meeting prior to this and was unaware of the protocols regarding speaking at 
the meeting and missed an opportunity to voice my opinion in front of you.   

My husband Jon and I purchased our home at 24936 S 196th Place in Sonoqui Creek 
Ranch Estates one year ago.  Because my husband works for Amazon.com in 
Seattle, Washington, we retain a residence there, however I spend all of my time 
here in Queen Creek where the sun is always shining!   

Jon and I decided to purchase a home a couple of years ago in a sunny climate and 
upon much deliberation,  we decided on Arizona and the Phoenix area as it’s a short 
flight from Washington and an area we visited numerous times to get a bit of a 
break from the overcast skies of the Seattle winters.  We have no ties to Arizona, 
no family, and no friends that live here.  Because of that, we literally could have 
chosen to live anywhere in the Phoenix metro area.  Our home search took us 
everywhere, from Scottsdale, to Phoenix, Mesa, Chandler, Gilbert, even Maricopa.  
However, I could never find what I was looking for. We saw beautiful homes, but 
they were too close together and if this was to be a place where we wanted to put 
down roots and retire, I didn’t want to live in a tightly grouped subdivision.  On one 
of our numerous home searching trips here, I came across Queen Creek.  My agent 
based out of Scottsdale knew very little about Queen Creek, but I decided to 
check out the area.  Immediately upon arriving, seeing the potential new home and 
its surrounding rural area, I was sold.  There were wide open spaces, horses 
everywhere, and a wonderful peaceful energy to the town that drew me in.  We live 
in an urban environment in Seattle, so this was just what I needed.  The subdivision 
we were looking at had horse properties which, although I don’t own a horse, was 
appealing because of the size and breathing room between myself and my 
neighbors.  Traffic was low, it was quiet with the occasional sounds of a horse or a 
cow, and quite frankly, lovely.  We checked out the undeveloped areas around our 



possible new home, found that they were all slated for 1 acre lots which we knew 
would mean any new neighbors would be like-minded, and proceeded to purchase our 
new home.   

We have thoroughly enjoyed every minute of our time here.  I have relished the 
quiet and low traffic, the starry skies and the gorgeous views of the mountains.  
But almost right out of the gate, we are being hit with a developer and his lawyer 
wanting to change the landscape of my new home for what they like to say “is for 
the good of the area”.  At the board meeting last Tuesday, Mr. Pew, the attorney 
that spoke as a representative for the developer, showed you a bunch of statistics 
and numbers stating their case.  I have now been to 3 meetings that Mr. Pew 
presided over as he attempted to convince myself and my fellow neighbors that 
these proposed changes aren’t any big deal.  He keeps referring to the green space 
they will add within the proposed new subdivision and how pretty the entrance will 
be.  None of that changes the bottom line of what they are attempting to do to the 
area around my home. 

I know I have lived here for such a short time, but I would like you to hear my 
perspective as a new home owner in the area.  As I mentioned earlier, we could 
have purchased anywhere.  But Queen Creek was UNIQUE.  I find it interesting 
that my fellow neighbor and long time resident, the gentleman that spoke first at 
the meeting this past Tuesday, read from a town document proclaiming the desire 
of QC to always remain unique.  Amazingly, it was the precise word I used when 
describing the area to family and friends and why we purchased our home here.   

Now, along comes a developer with the intention of changing the fabric of the area 
I just moved to.  And based on the agenda that was handed out at the meeting, 
there are many developers attempting the same thing, ironically many of which 
seem to be represented by Mr. Pew.  (A perhaps unimportant side note, but one I 
couldn’t help noticing).  I know that they are spewing a lot of statistics at you, but 
I urge you to keep a few important points in mind when deliberating about this 
issue.  First, make no mistake, the main focus of these and every developer is how 
much money they will be able to line their pockets with.  I have dealt with 
developers before that made promises, did the minimum amount necessary and left 
without a backward glance.  Unless they live in the subdivision, they simply do not 



care what effect the changes will have on the good people that live there.  Second, 
the past at least 6-7 years of those statistics have fallen during a MAJOR housing 
recession in which Arizona was hit extremely hard.  The good news is that we are 
coming out of it.  It will take time but with wonderful things happening in this town 
such as the new theater ,beautiful shopping areas and new eateries, people will 
naturally be attracted to having that and having room to breathe to boot.  Third, 
we are literally SURROUNDED by higher density housing areas.  If that is the type 
of subdivision someone chooses to live in, there are numerous options already 
available.   

And last but most importantly, if you do vote to change the area’s housing density 
from what is already in the books to the desires of this developer then remember 
that you are FOREVER changing the landscape of the town of Queen Creek.  It will 
permanently and irreversibly no longer be UNIQUE.  And that is something that I 
hope and pray will not happen.  The very reason we put our money into this area and 
put down roots here will literally be taken from us in our first year. You must ask 
yourselves if the desires of this developer outweigh maintaining the very 
foundation of what it means to live in Queen Creek, Arizona.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Marla and Jon Battles 

24936 S 196th Pl 

Queen Creek, AZ 85142 



Chris Narancic <chris@narancic.com> 
 

Nov 10, 2013(2 days 
ago) 

 

 
 

 
to Amy, me, SonoquiCreekHOA 

 
 

Hi Amy & Wayne, 
Thanks again for setting up the open house in August and the subsequent communication related to the 
change of dates for the amendment meetings. 
  
We have had several meetings with Garret Development to discuss our concerns and goals for the land 
in GP13-030 that was previously owned and planned by the original developer of our Sonoqui Creek 
Ranch development.  The original owner and his associated plot map and Bylaws  had provided current 
as well as prospective Sonoqui Creek residents confidence that the future build out of this property 
(Phase 4A & Phase 4B) would stay very low density, single story custom homes that are aligned with the 
rural characteristics defined in the goals of the Town’s General Plan. 
  
The original developer had defined a 96 plot plan which greatly contrasts Garret’s current proposal of 
168.   This difference will result  in our plot density increasing by 43%, it introduces up to 138 two-story 
homes that weren’t previously allowed,  and it adds approximately 164 more cars than what was not 
originally planned (see attached).   The original developer also had stipulations that restricted the plots 
to single story homes, 3,500 sq. ft. house minimums and spacious setbacks of  40’ in the front/back and 
20’ on the side, which kept the large lot, custom home, character of our community and upheld the 
goals set forth in the Town’s General Plan. 
  
Given the exceptionally low cost at which the developer was able to acquire this distressed land and the 
opportunity for him to still be extremely profitable with the 96 plot plan, we feel the developer needs to 
make a better effort to meet the original 96 plot layout, keep the single story home restriction,  ensure 
new homes are custom (no shared home plans) and keep the forth mentioned setbacks.  

Several times we have asked the developer to propose an alternative plan that our community can rally 
behind but in return we have only received minimal changes which doesn’t meet any of our requests.  
For this reason, the residents of Sonoqui Creek Ranch stand united in opposition to GP13-030 and we 
ask the Town’s Planning Staff and the Town Council to reject this proposal and show their support for 
the established residents in the area who would be adversely impacted by this proposed change. 

Please review and add the attached presentation to the record for feedback on GP13-030 in addition to 
the ones the residents provided at the open house and online. 

Thanks, 
Chris Narancic / Sonoqui Creek Home Owners 
  
Link to attached document: https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/15809209/GP13-
030/Sonoqui_Creek_Village%20Response_v6.pdf 
  
From: Amy Morales [mailto:amy.morales@queencreek.org]  
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2013 11:41 AM 
To: chris@narancic.com 
Subject: August 28, 2013 GPA Presentation 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/15809209/GP13-030/Sonoqui_Creek_Village%20Response_v6.pdf�
https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/15809209/GP13-030/Sonoqui_Creek_Village%20Response_v6.pdf�
mailto:amy.morales@queencreek.org�
mailto:chris@narancic.com�


  
Hi Chris. 
  
Here is the presentation that you requested from last nights Open House.   
  
Amy Morales-Olea | Development Services |Planning Assistant | Town of Queen Creek | phone: 480-
358-3020 | fax: 480-358-3105 | e-mail: amy.morales@queencreek.org |Office Hours: Monday -
Thursday, 7AM - 5PM, Town Hall is closed on Fridays 
 

tel:480-358-3135�
tel:480-358-3135�
tel:480-358-3105�
mailto:laura.catanese@queencreek.org�


GP13-030; SONOQUI CREEK VILLAGE 
 

 

Sonoqui Creek Ranch Response & Recommendation 

11/1/2013 



Sonoqui Creek Ranch; History 
Queen Creek is a beautiful equestrian town comprised of large lots and custom homes that provides alternative character and 

appeal when compared to its neighboring cities and towns.  The Town’s continued focus on very low density zoning and 

associated rural designs has been consistently reinforced through revised General Plans over the years and have brought an 

explosion of new residents in the last decade from surrounding areas who want large lots in a unique town. 

 

Many of the town’s residents, such as the ones in Sonoqui Creek Ranch, have invested in Queen Creek’s vision by purchasing 

large lots and associated custom homes with the understanding that the Town will continue to follow the ideals set forth in the 

Towns General Plan. The General Plan has provided consistency in keeping VLDR designators in place as we have seen in each 

5 year cycle when the plan is unanimously approved (see following slides). 

 

In fact, in the case of Sonoqui Creek Ranch, the original developer owned the land in question and had approved plot plans for 

these phases (Phase 4A & Phase 4B) that was included in the HOA governing bylaws. These bylaws helped assure prospective 

and current home owners of Sonoqui Creek Ranch that their investment in large lots and unique custom homes would stay 

protected from the introduction of higher density, non-custom, 2-Story homes which would reduce property values.  There are 

many examples in Queen Creek where new higher density developments popped up next to an established large lot custom 

community which in-turn devalued the home prices and the rural appeal of the established community.  Anybody that’s familiar 

with real estate knows that nearby comps,(see following slides) is what drives home values and If nearby homes are smaller, non-

custom, 2-story, and look more like a track neighborhoods, they will then in turn drop the value of surrounding homes. 

 

Sonoqui Creek Ranch has enjoyed the added rural and custom appeal that the neighboring Pecan’s development has brought 

forth along the associated increase in property values that we jointly benefit from.  Recent meetings with new  Pecan residents 

has brought the same concerns and I suspect you will hear similar opposition from that growing community.  Despite the Pecans 

strengthening our property values, the proposed higher density Sonoqui Creek Villages would erode our home values and 

community character that has been established in the area.. 

 

From a Town perspective, the land in question is at the corner of Riggs which is a main artery for folks to visit Horseshoe park.   

As we have people visit the towns largest attraction from all over the country, there is no better way to illustrate the towns values 

and goals listed in the General Plan than choosing to  keep the VLDR designation and having large lots with custom homes in 

place to advertise the greatness of the town of Queen Creek to all its visitors that drive bye.  From a community perspective, the 

land in question borders the Sonoqui Creek Trail.  When residents use the trail today, they get a rural look and feel due to the 

bordering homes being comprised of large lot,  single story homes.  If the town were to increase the density of these lots it would 

tarnish the “open space atmosphere” of the trail. 



Sonoqui Creek Ranch; Impact 
The designator change to LDR will mean an abundance of  2-Story homes which were not allowed in the original plan, therefore 

increasing 2-Story homes from 0 to a potential of 131 view blocking 2-Story homes.   Most of the homes in the Sonoqui Creek 

Ranch have great views of the San Tan Hills and the surrounding landscapes,  2-Story homes will create partial blockage and 

overall eye sores of those views.  In addition, some bordering homes will loose privacy due to 2-Story homes having line of site 

over our mandatory and  transparent 2-Rail fence backyard borders.   

 

The original development plot plan would have had a total of 96 new lots across the development, this new plan bumps that up to 

an astounding 168, a 43% increase  in homes from the  original plan.  This will consequently increase  car density from 219 to 383 

(based on 2.28 Cars Per House National Average) resulting in 164 more cars driving around in a small ~120 acre area, increasing 

neighborhood noise, traffic, pollution and danger to our children who routinely play outside. 

 

Additionally, the overall character of our neighborhood will change based on doubling the lot density.  In our original plan, we have 

~0.77 houses per Acre, in the Garret proposed plot plan we would have 1.35 houses per Acre, creating a less desirable congested 

ambiance vs. the rural equestrian character described in Queen Creeks Master Plan. 

 

We are very disappointed that the suggestions made to Garrett Development in the neighborhood meetings have only resulted in 

minor changes being rolled into in their plan. They lawyered up and used  typical bargaining tactics, start with an extreme ask and 

then drop to something less radical but extremely favorable to the initiator (Garret Development) and then they act like they are 

acting in our interest, we aren’t falling for it.   I ask the town not to be fooled by this tactic as Garret will indicate to you that they 

have been working with the community and incorporating our asks, which in this case has been only  minor revisions and fall way 

short of the original plot design which is what Sonoqui Creek Ranch residents desire. 

 

Garret Development will make an enormous amount of money on this project even with our 96 lot request. They bought this 

property in distress for  $1.3 million and if Garret were to simply subdivide this into the original  96 dirt lots and sell them for the 

market price of $150K, they would make over $13 million profit with very little investment.  If they develop houses on top of that, 

they could profit upwards of  $30 million on this project, not too bad for an initial $1.3 million investment.  For this reason, there 

should be great  motivation for the Developer and the Towns Planning Staff  to uphold the original VLDR designation and  

associated plot plans (Phase 4A & 4B) knowing it doesn’t put the developer at financial risk and keeps the Sonoqui Creek Ranch 

residents happy and their investments protected.  This land was originally part of the Sonoqui Creek Ranch master plan which had 

plot plans approved by residents and its unfortunate the original developer had to forego the property to put our neighborhood in 

this situation.  For this reason we call upon the Towns planning staff and elected city council  members to act in the interest of 

Sonoqui Creek Ranch residents for the forth mentioned reasons and reject  the proposal to change the land designation to LDR. 

 

 
 



Queen Creek General Plan Supports VLDR 
*Supporting Quotes From “Town of Queen Creek General Plan Update 2008 General Plan” to keep the current 

VLDR designation as clearly defined in the General Plan 

• Page 12;  
•  “Complement and accentuate the Town's low density equestrian areas as distinctive elements in the community providing a market niche in the east valley.” 

• Page 12;  
• “Promote the Town's distinctive character as an alternative to that found in surrounding communities.” 

• Page 34;  
• “Very Low-Density Residential (VLDR) (Up to 1 dwelling units per acre) This is the lowest density of residential designation and is generally located at the planning 

boundary periphery south of the Sonoqui Wash and north of Empire Boulevard and includes the San Tan Mountain Foothills and established areas east and west of 

Ellsworth and south of Ocotillo Road.  

• Page 45; 
•  “The Land Use Plan reflects four basic themes: 

• 1.  The southwestern portion of the Town where much of the equestrian and lower density residential development located would continue to retain that 

character.  Residential and public amenities such as multi-use trails and equestrian paths, lower density new development and retention of the lower density and 

equestrian character of the area and the design of public facilities to be compatible with the area would be continued as development goals.  

• Page 46; 
• Goal 1 Maintain of the Town’s unique community character. 

• Policy 1b “Treat the Town's equestrian heritage, equestrian facilities and low density residential neighborhoods as assets to attract additional equestrian 

investment. 

• Policy 1c “Maintain and strengthen the ambiance and character of the Town's equestrian and low-density areas as development occurs in their surrounding 

areas” 

• Policy 1g “Incorporate use of the Sonoqui and Queen Creek Washes as community recreational and open space assets in development plans for both public and 

private projects adjacent to these washes.” 

• Page 48; 

•  Goal 3: Develop superior residential neighborhoods 

• Policy 3a “Recognize and maintain the unique character of the Town’s low density equestrian areas in the density, design and construction of both public and 

private projects planned in areas where these neighborhoods exist..” 

• Page 65; 

• GOAL 6 Evaluate new development requests in the San Tan Foothills south of Hunt/Empire roads and the equestrian areas southwest of 

the Sonoqui Wash for compatibility with the existing and planned character of the area. 

• Policy 6B “Additional development in the Town’s traditional equestrian areas south of the Sonoqui Wash should reflect an equestrian theme complementary with 

the established character of the area.” 

 http://www.queencreek.org/home/showdocument?id=2424  

http://www.queencreek.org/home/showdocument?id=2424
http://www.queencreek.org/home/showdocument?id=2424


Original Sonoqui Creek Bylaws  
(Same Bylaws would have overseen Phase 4a /Phase 4b Expansion) 

*Below are the bylaws that would have governed the Phase4A and Phase 4B development which would have 

comprised of 96 lots on the land acquired by Garret Development. 

 

Page 127, Governing Docs,  

“SONOQUI CREEK RANCH MASTER HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

SUPPLEMENT TO THE MASTER DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS & RESTRICTIONS 

APPLICABLE ONLY TO SONOQUI CREEK RANCH PHASE I  

DBA COUNTRY PARK ESTATES PHASE I and COUNTRY PARK ESTATES PHASE II” 
 

ARTICLE 3 
SUPPLIMENTAL PERMIITED USES AND RESTRICTIONS 

• S3.2  All dwelling unit shall be single story at grade level. Basements are allowed. 

• S3.3  Minimum Livable Area: The following single-family residences constructed of the 

 

Subdivisions Listed above shall have the following minimum livable area set forth: 

• (a) Sonoqui Creek Ranch Phase I dba Country Park Estates Phase I 

• a minimum width of at least eighty (80) feet and shall contain a minimum livable area of 3,500 

square feet on grade level OR as may be amended by the Board of Directors. 

• (b) Country Park Estates dba Country Park Estates Phase 11 

• a minimum width of at least eighty five (85) feet and shall contain a minimum livable area of; 4.000 

square feet on grade level OR as may be amended by the Board of Directors. 



ORIGNAL vs. NEW PLOT PLAN 

Original Plan 

Lot Sizes 139 x 230 (31,510 sf) 

Total Lots 96 

Acreage 124.43 

Density Per Acre 0.77 

Potential # of 2 Story Homes 0 

Additional Cars In Development 219 

Developers Cost Per Dirt  Lot 

(Based on $1.310,000 Cost for 111 acres) 
$13,645.83 

Developers Revenue On 96 Lots 

(Based on ~$400,000 sale price) 
$37,090,000 

Original Sonoqui Creek Ranch Plot Plan 

(Phase 4A & 4B) 

Proposed Sonoqui Creek Villages Plot Plan 

(Equivalent to Phase 4A & 4B) 

New/Current Proposed Plan 

Lot Sizes 
90 x 140 (12,600 sf)   

120 x 150 (18,000 sf) 

 130 x 170 (22,100 sf) 

Total Lots 168 

Acreage 124.43 

Density Per Acre 1.35 

Potential # of 2 Story Homes 131 

Additional Cars In Development 383 

Developers Cost Per Dirt Lot 

(Based on $1.310,000 Cost for 111 acres) 
$7,797.62 

Developers Revenue On 168 Lots 

(Based on ~$400,000 sale price) 
$65,890,000 

96 

Lots 

168 

Lots 



Heat Maps 
*Using Trulia.com, you can compare Sonoqui Creek Ranch values with 

equivalent neighborhoods who have higher density developments 

adjacent to them.  The result is those comparable neighborhoods have 

an average value that’s considerably less than Sonoqui Creek Ranch 

despite same lot and home sizes. 

http://www.trulia.com/home_prices/Arizona/Queen_Creek-heat_map/  

http://www.trulia.com/home_prices/Arizona/Queen_Creek-heat_map/
http://www.trulia.com/home_prices/Arizona/Queen_Creek-heat_map/
http://www.trulia.com/home_prices/Arizona/Queen_Creek-heat_map/
http://www.trulia.com/home_prices/Arizona/Queen_Creek-heat_map/


PROPOSED CHANGES 
Expanded by Sonoqui Creek Ranch Residents 

« Orignal : Matrix - Site Plan Comparaisons (10-3-13).pdf »  

Original data provided by Garret, Updated with initial land plot information and added 2-story , cars and cost projections. 

Site Plan Comparison's (General Plan Amendment Area Only) 
Original Plan 1st Proposed Plan 2nd Proposed Plan New Proposed Plan 

Lot Sizes 
139 x 230 (31,510 sf) 

90 x 140 (12,600 sf)   

120 x 150 (18,000 sf) 

90 x 140 (12,600 sf)   

120 x 150 (18,000 sf) 

 130 x 170 (22,100 sf) 

90 x 140 (12,600 sf)   

120 x 150 (18,000 sf) 

 130 x 170 (22,100 sf) 

Total Lots 82 169 158 140 

Acerage 107.44 107.44 107.44 107.44 

Density 0.763216679 1.57 1.47 1.3 

Potential # of 2 Story Homes 0 169 158 109 

Additional Cars In Development 186.96 385.32 360.24 319.2 

Site Plan Comparison's (Site As a Whole) 
Original Plan 1st Proposed Plan 2nd Proposed Plan New Proposed Plan 

Lot Sizes 

139 x 230 (31,510 sf) 

90 x 140 (12,600 sf)   

120 x 150 (18,000 sf) 

90 x 140 (12,600 sf)   

120 x 150 (18,000 sf) 

 130 x 170 (22,100 sf) 

90 x 140 (12,600 sf)   

120 x 150 (18,000 sf) 

 130 x 170 (22,100 sf) 

Total Lots 96 198 185 168 

Acerage 124.43 124.43 124.43 124.43 

Density 0.771518123 1.59 1.49 1.35 

Potential # of 2 Story Homes 0 198 185 131 

Additional Cars In Development 218.88 451.44 421.8 383.04 

Developers Cost Per Dirt Lot 
($1.310,000 Cost Divided By Total Dirt Lots) $13,645.83 $6,616.16 $7,081.08 $7,797.62 

Developer Profit Per Dirt Lot 
($150k per lot sale price) 

$136,354.17 $143,383.84 $142,918.92 $142,202.38 

Developers Revenue Per Scenario 
 (based on ~$400,000 sale price of lots and associated houses) $37,090,000.00 $77,890,000.00 $72,690,000.00 $65,890,000.00 



Developer Purchase Price; Zillow 

• http://www.zillow.com/homedetails/AZ/109619094_zpid/ 

*Zillow indicates 

Garret acquiring the land in 

question for $1,3 Million, which 

is extremely low and will be 

highly profitable for Garret no 

matter the plot densities 



Developer Purchase Price; Deed 

• http://recorder.maricopa.gov/recdocdata/UnofficialDocs.aspx?rec=20110361362&pg=1&cls=SalesAffidavit&suf=&pages=4 

 

*The Deed on record by 

Maricopa Country 

Assessor confirms the 

Zillow sale prices which 

indicates Garret 

acquiring the land in 

question for $1,3 Million, 

which is extremely low 

and will be highly 

profitable for Garret no 

matter the plot 

densities. 

http://recorder.maricopa.gov/recdocdata/UnofficialDocs.aspx?rec=20110361362&pg=1&cls=SalesAffidavit&suf=&pages=4
http://recorder.maricopa.gov/recdocdata/UnofficialDocs.aspx?rec=20110361362&pg=1&cls=SalesAffidavit&suf=&pages=4


Queen Creek General Plan 

http://www.queencreek.org/home/showdocument?id=2424     Page 44 

*Picture captured from the General 

Plan where VLDR is clearly 

indicated in the entire region of 

where the proposed change would 

occur.  Such a change would create 

a visual density imbalance in the 

surrounding neighborhoods and 

degrade the desired rural 

characteristics described in the 

General Plan. 

http://www.queencreek.org/home/showdocument?id=2424
http://www.queencreek.org/home/showdocument?id=2424


Original Plot Plan For Property 

*The plot plan created by  

the original developer and is 

included in Sonoqui Creek Ranch 

Bylaws which illustrates 

96 lots to be spread across the 

entire property that Garret 

acquired which is what the 

Sonoqui Creek Ranch residents 

would like Garret to build out. 



PROPOSED CHANGES 
Provided by Garret Development 

Matrix - Site Plan Comparisons (10-3-13).pdf (provided by Garret) 

*Write up 

provided by 

Garret that 

cleverly doesn’t 

include the 

original plot plan, 

cars, 2-story 

homes or 

profit/revenue. 



Recommendation 
 

Reject GP13-030 and therefore: 

 
 Keep a rural look and feel desired by Sonoqui Creek Ranch Residents. 

 

 Avoid a potential of 131 new 2-Story homes that will block residents views. 

 

 Avoid 164 additional cars in this small development if Garrets plot plan is approved. 

 

 Avoid degraded home values for Sonoqui Creek Ranch and Pecans residents. 

 

 Keep the surrounding area of Horseshoe Park rural and impressive for visitors by keeping large 

lots with custom homes as currently designated.  

 

 Support the Sonoqui Creek Ranch citizens who are already invested in their homes and who 

desire the original plans used for this land  

 

 Prove that the Town is on the side of its established citizens and not influenced by wealthy 

developers who are more interested in making money vs. the best interest for invested residents. 

 

 



Sonoqui Creek Village 
 

GP13-030- General Plan Amendment Request 
by KEMF/ Garrett Development Corp. 

Town of Queen Creek 

First Planning Commission Meeting 

October 15, 2013 



Site Location 



Existing Land Use: 

Low Density Residential 

Very Low Density Residential 



Proposed Land Use 

Low Density Residential 
(existing) 

Low Density Residential 



Currently 

Approved 

 

107.44 acres 

 

80 Lots 

 

Not part 

of 

GPA 

Request 



Not part of 

GPA Request 

 

Our Request 

 

140 lots 

 

60 more lots than 

currently allowed 

 

** = single story home 



Proposed Project Data 

19% 

16% 



Neighborhood Outreach Efforts 

• Three Neighborhood 
Meetings: 

• May 29, 2013 

• September 23, 2013 

• October 8, 2013 

 

• Results of each 
neighborhood meeting: 

• Increased buffer size 

• Larger lots 

• Lower Density 

• Stipulation to single story 
along perimeter 

• Horse Trail Connection 

 

• Neighborhood petition 

 

• Evolution of Project 

 

 



School 

School 

Park/Rec 

Allowed lots:  620 

 
Existing + this proposal: 513 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

This GPA request decreases the 

total VLDR acreage in the Town 

by 1.1% 
 

The 60 additional units is .04% 

of growth potential. 

 

 

 

 



Vicinity Absorption Data 

• In the last 15 years, 8 subdivision plats have 
been recorded for a total of 339 lots. 

• As of July, 168 of those lots remain 
unimproved.  This translates to an absorption 
rate of 11.4 lots per year (less than one per 
month). 

• This would suggest a 14 year inventory still 
remains. 

 
(lots over 30,000 sq.ft.)  
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