
 
City of Prescott 

Planning & Zoning Commission 
 

 

September 12, 2024 | 9:00 AM 
201 N. Montezuma Street 

Council Chambers, 3rd Floor 
Prescott, AZ 86301 

 

 
 

AGENDA 
The following Agenda will be considered by the Planning & Zoning Commission at their 
meeting to be held September 12, 2024. Notice of this meeting is given pursuant to Arizona 
Revised Statutes, Section 38-431.02. 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
2. ROLL CALL 
3. DISCUSSION & ACTION ITEMS 
  A. Approval of the July 25, 2024 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting Minutes. 

Recommended Action: MOVE to approve the minutes as presented 
  B. REZ24-005 - A Request for a Rezoning from RE-2 Acre (Rural Estate 2 Acre) to 

MF-M (Multifamily Medium Density) for L'Reserve Garden Apartments. Location: 
APN 103-20-008B. 
Recommended Action: MOVE to recommend approval of REZ24-005 in 
substantial conformance to the site plan 

4. UPDATES FROM STAFF 
5. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
Upon a public majority vote of a quorum of the Board, the Board may hold an executive 
session, which will not be open to the public, regarding any item listed on the agenda but only 
for the following purposes: 
 
(1)    Discussion or consideration of personnel matters (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(1)); 
(2)    Discussion or consideration of records exempt by law (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(2)); 
(3)    Discussion or consultation for legal advice with the city’s attorneys (A.R.S. §38-
431.03(A)(3)); 
(4)    Discussion or consultation with the city’s attorneys regarding the city’s position regarding 
contracts that are the subject of negotiations, in pending or contemplated litigation, or in 
settlement discussions conducted in order to avoid litigation (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(4)); 
(5)    Discussion or consultation with designated representatives of the city to consider its 
position and instruct its representatives regarding negotiations with employee organizations 
(A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(5)); 
(6)    Discussion, consultation or consideration for negotiations by the city or its designated 
representatives with members of a tribal council, or its designated representatives, of an Indian 
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reservation located within or adjacent to the city (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(6)); 
(7)    Discussion or consultation with designated representatives of the city to consider its 
position and instruct its representatives regarding negotiations for the purchase, sale or lease 
of real property (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(7)). 
 
 
 
CERTIFICATION OF POSTING OF NOTICE 
 
The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing notice was duly posted at 
Prescott City Hall on 9/9/24 at 1:00 p.m. in accordance with the statement filed by the Prescott 
City Council with the City Clerk. 
 

Sarah M. Siep 

Sarah M. Siep, City Clerk 
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  TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
  AGENDA: September 12 Planning and Zoning Commission 

Meeting 
  DATE: September 12, 2024 
  DEPT: Community Development  
  ITEM #: 3.A 

 

  SUBJECT: Approval of the July 25, 2024 Planning & Zoning 
Commission Meeting Minutes. 

 
ITEM SUMMARY 

This item is for the approval of the July 25, 2024, Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. Staff 
recommends approval of the minutes as presented.  

  
BACKGROUND 

None. 
  
FINANCIAL IMPACT 

There is no financial impact at this time. 
  
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

MOVE to approve the minutes as presented 
  
ATTACHMENTS 

1. July 25, 2024 P&Z Minutes 
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City of Prescott
Planning & Zoning Commission

July 25, 2024 | 9:00 AM
201 N Montezuma Street 

Council Chambers, 3rd Floor 
Prescott, AZ 86301

MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Don Michelman called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

2. ROLL CALL
Don Michelman, Chair
Thomas Reilly, Vice Chair
Thomas Davis, Member
Susan Graham, Member
Thomas Hutchison, Member
James Kleczewski, Member
James Whiting, Member

3. DISCUSSION & ACTION ITEMS

A. Approval of the May 30, 2024 Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 
Minutes.
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER REILLY TO APPROVE THE MAY 30, 2024 
MEETING MINUTES; SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER GRAHAM: PASSED 
(6-0)

B. REZ24-002 A request for a rezoning from RE-2 Acre (Rural Estate 2 Acre) to 
NOB (Neighborhood Oriented Business) to allow for a mixed-use office and retail 
center on a total of 7.55 acres located on both sides of Pinon Oaks Drive off of 
Willow Creek Road. APN: 106-02-052C & D, 5900 & 5930 Willow Creek Road. 
Property Owner: Granite Property Investments, LLC.; Applicant: Granite Basin 
Engineering.
Planner Tammy DeWitt provided a presentation to the Commission for a 
rezoning request proposal. The property owner has requested to rezone the 
7.55-acre parcel, located on both sides of Pinon Oaks Drive, from Rural Estate 2 
Acre (RE-2 Acre) to Neighborhood Oriented Business (NOB).  The rezone would 
allow for a mixed-use office and retail center. 
Ms. DeWitt shared a map from the 2015 General Plan that outlined the property’s 
designation for commercial use.  Due to the high volume of traffic on Willow 
Creek Road (WCR), residential development of these parcels would be 
incompatible. The Commercial Overlay District is intended to promote quality 
commercial development that is compatible with the surrounding area with 
additional Architectural Standards per Section 5.3 in the Land Development 
Code.
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Future building permits will need to show compliance with the development 
standards of the overlay district. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) will also be 
required to determine if there are any other requirements that will be imposed at 
the intersection based on the proposed uses. She added that staff from various 
departments have reviewed the conceptual project and found that it appears to 
meet City Code requirements. The preliminary determinations are based upon 
the limited information available at the time. If the rezoning is approved, plans 
with more detail will be required and a thorough examination by staff will occur.
Ms. DeWitt stated that a rezoning request was brought forward in 2022 to rezone 
the parcels to Business General (BG) to allow a commercial center with a drive-
through on the north parcel, and an indoor storage facility on the south parcel. 
The project was denied by City Council at the time.  
She reviewed the proposed site plan and deferred to the applicant to present the 
proposal and explain the project.
Granite Basin Engineering Engineer, Thomas Luizzo, explained that the 
proposed project access points would be from Pinion Oaks Drive, and one right-
in/right-out on to WCR on the north parcel. The site would provide adequate 
parking for the various uses and currently has more parking than is required. 
Mr. Luizzo introduced the agent for the property owner, Travis Baird, as another 
source for questions and information.  
Commissioner Reilly asked if they had done a TIA for this particular location, and 
if an analysis had been done to estimate an increase in traffic from the proposed 
project.
Mr. Luizzo responded that a preliminary TIA was completed in 2021, and one 
from a previous project proposal is currently being utilized, however, without 
having the specific uses determined, there is no additional information beyond 
the previous information from 2021. Should the request for rezoning move 
forward, a more detailed TIA would be conducted.  
Commissioner Reilly asked Ms. Dewitt to provide an overview of Business 
Regional (BR) zoning and what uses are permitted.  
Ms. Dewitt stated that BR zoning is a more intensive zoning for commercial uses 
not allowed in the proposed NOB zoning, such as businesses with a drive thru or 
convenience stores, to name a couple. NOB allows for light commercial with the 
only drive thru exception being that of a bank.  
Commissioner Hutchison referenced previous work by the city, at Pioneer 
Parkway and WCR, and noted that it appears to be a problematic area. He asked 
of Mr. Luizzo  if traffic is anticipated to become better or worse.
Mr. Luizzo stated that while he does not know for sure, odds are it will increase 
traffic activity.
Commissioner Davis asked Ms. Dewitt how the Commission’s decision regarding 
the rezoning relates to the site plan.
Ms. Dewitt stated that if a recommendation for approval is provided, it will be in 
substantial compliance with the site plan.
Commissioner Davis asked if the intersection of WCR and Pinon Oaks Drive will 
be signalized, as more information is needed to recommend approval.
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Mr. Luizzo responded that the answer would come from the TIA, and should it 
warrant traffic lights be required, a signal would be installed.
Commissioner Hutchison asked if the applicant would be willing to cover the cost 
for potential required upgrades, depending on the results of the analysis.
Ms. Dewitt explained that if there are improvements required from the TIA, the 
applicant will need to comply and address the requirements.  
Mr. Luizzo added that specific traffic users could better be determined once the 
rezone is approved. Currently, there are no specific uses in place and therefore 
proper formulas cannot be applied.
Ms. Dewitt continued her presentation, reiterating that this is a preliminary site 
plan. If the rezone request is approved for recommendation to Council, the 
applicants will come back for building permits and a detailed analysis will be 
completed at that time. She stated that the proposed rezone meets the General 
Plan designation for this project. The retail and office complex being proposed is 
an allowed development within the NOB zoning. Landscaping adjacent to the 
residential neighborhood may reduce the visual impact of the building, as well as 
impacts from noise and lighting.
Planning Manager, George Worley, reiterated that because the property is on a 
major roadway and in a high traffic area, any residential uses along the front 
properties will not be compatible or functional. recommendations to Council from 
this Commission carry a lot of weight and are an extremely important part of the 
process. He added that today’s decision is not a determination but a 
recommendation.  
Commissioner Davis commented that he understands the need for consistency 
with the General Plan, however, there may be other zoning designations that 
may be less intensive such as Residential Office.
Mr. Worley explained that Residential Office is the only zoning designation that is 
less intensive than NOB. The request for zoning designation is generated by the 
property owner though, and NOB was requested. Staff can only review based on 
the request.
Commissioner Hutchison inquired about a prior proposal that came before the 
Commission with ingress/egress issues and asked why this was not addressed in 
the current proposed project.
Mr. Worley responded that staff reviews the request and makes necessary 
requests of the applicant, one of which is a TIA. The process also occurs within 
and from other departments.  
Chair Michelman welcomed Transportation Manager Ian Mattingly, to address 
the Commission.  
Mr. Mattingly referred to the traffic analysis from 2022, being utilized for the 
proposed project. He explained that when another applicant request is received 
by staff, similar but diff layouts and uses, the process is to contact them during 
the submittal in round one. During round two, a scope is developed, typically 
using the most conservative land use (highest traffic use) figures. For the 
proposed project, the applicant requested a conditional approval without a TIA 
that would be provided when further along in the process. 

Page 6 of 18



Staff are aware that the area will need traffic improvements provided by the 
applicant. There will be a list of required items once TIA is provided, but until 
happens, it is difficult to determine exactly will need to be required.  
Commissioner Reilly commented that the existing traffic situation is poor, and 
asked if there is a solution being proposed for the residents of Pinon Oaks.  
Mr. Mattingly explained that generally, WCR will continue to worsen with traffic 
regardless of the proposed project, as all commercially zoned projects in this 
area contribute. WCR has increasing congestion and is a major arterial in the 
city, and staff can only help mitigate the traffic impact. The last proposal had 
requirements from staff to widen the area then narrow down in the neighborhood 
area to discourage cut-through traffic.  
Commissioner Davis asked if Mr. Mattingly could clarify the problem with a 
signalized left turn at this intersection.
Mr. Mattingly explained that the signal at Pioneer Parkway is too close in 
proximity to Pinon Oaks Drive to warrant a new light. He referred to Commerce 
and Sandretto as examples, as well as Gail Gardner Way and Black Drive, and 
resulting queuing issues. Mr. Mattingly discussed innovative traffic concepts used 
in other communities that included options to turn right, a 1000-foot turn pocket, 
and an option for a signalized U-turn. A roundabout could be used, although it 
would not be quite as ideal.  
Chair Michelman asked about distance requirements related to traffic stacking 
up.  
Mr. Mattingly clarified that in the previous TIA, which will likely include similar 
suggestions for this proposal, it was required that the entrances to the project be 
400 feet from the signal at Pioneer Parkway and 290 feet north of Pinon Oaks 
Drive, to allow for right turn deceleration access. He referenced the lanes in State 
Route 69, when turning to access In n Out and Olive Garde.  
Commissioner Reilly commented that allowing this proposal to move forward 
would allow for improving the traffic situation at Pinon Oaks Drive and WCR.
Mr. Mattingly explained that if the proposed project were to move forward, 
engineering permits would not be accepted until a TIA received. Staff has already 
made requirements beyond prior submittals, as there are ways to catch all the 
requirements.  
Commissioner Michelman asked Ms. Dewitt how the city determines what 
parking requirements are needed, especially without current tenants established.  
Ms. DeWitt stated that staff evaluates each business as it comes in, utilizing 
comparisons to other centers with similar zoning and usage.  
Commissioner Reilly asked how tenant changes without parking changes are 
addressed.  
Mr. Luizzo stated that parking requirements are based on the square footage of 
the buildings and calculated based on the largest proposed units.  
Mr. Baird addressed the Commission and shared that the applicant has been 
going through the current process for about three years. The previous proposal, 
which was declined, was for a Dunkin Donuts and a storage facility that have a 
low traffic impact. 
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City Council recommended that they resubmit using the NOB zoning. Due to 
previous project being denied with a TIA, the applicant asked to wait until the 
rezoning was approved to provide a new TIA.  
Mr. Baird clarified that they are looking to secure the rezoning, to be able to take 
care of the next steps under the guidelines of the city with respect to the 
neighborhood. The goal is to plan well for the benefit of everyone.  
Commissioner Hutchison recommended that the applicant work with the 
community of Pinon Oaks, who will be most impacted by this project. 
Mr. Baird asked the Commissioners for suggestions on how to satisfy the 
community, in addition to outreach they have done.  
Commissioner Davis commented that he believes the RO zoning would be a 
better fit for the proposed project. 
Mr. Baird stated that the NOB zoning was chosen based on City Council’s 
recommendation and is the most common non-commercial zoning along the 
Willow Creek corridor. 
Chair Michelman invited public comments on the proposed project.  
Member of the public, Russel Wagner, asked the Commission to reject the 
proposal based on factors identified.  He added that prior research indicates that 
there are adverse impacts to traffic flow, and the proposed banking tenant could 
be an issue with a decline in activity for banking branches.
Member of the public, Jerry Verplaude, stated that he recommends a motorized 
gate for Pinon Oaks Drive, and the property be a dedicated site for history.  
Member of the public, Robbie Graves, encouraged the Commission to review the 
last TIA completed, as he has concerns about overflow parking going into the 
neighborhood.  
Member of the public, Susan Wade, expressed concern about the safety issues 
for those walking or biking in the area.  She stated that she is not opposed to the 
proposed project and understands that the property cannot be land locked.  
However, the encouragement of office buildings with stricter hours could be 
beneficial.
Member of the public, Marianna Van Housen, stated that she recently moved to 
the area and chose Pinon Oaks for a reason, including the tax revenue from the 
homes as a boost.  She added that she is concerned about the area becoming a 
cut through from WCR to Pioneer Pkwy.  
Member of the public, Steve Antol, stated he too is concerned about the traffic 
coming off of Pioneer Parkway and speeding.  He added that the General Plan 
appears to be outdated. 
Member of the public, Lyann Van Gundy, expressed concern about traffic from 
the water treatment plant, Embry Riddle, and other businesses.  
Member of the public, Phil Regan, stated that there is no transitional buffer 
between the proposed use and current neighborhood which could cause issues 
with noise, lights, signage, and building heights.  
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Member of the public, Chuck Wolfe, stated that allowing additional vehicles in 
area, such as food trucks delivering to the proposed restaurant, is a big concern 
as there are no sidewalks.  
Member of the public, Fran Glasper, expressed concerns about increased traffic.  
She stated that she has lived in the area for 10 years and would be opposed to a 
roundabout as the road is not a parkway.  
Member of the public, Stacee Lavallee, requested the Commission decline the 
proposal.
Member of the public, Susan Drown, stated that she feels there will be traffic 
interruption with a U-turn and that the proposal requires careful consideration.
Member of the public, Chuck Taubman, stated that the community was 
developed with flaws, such as no sidewalks and only one entrance and exit.  He 
suggested that the city make the property a green way.  
Chair Michelman expressed thanks to the members of the public and requested 
information from Mr. Mattingly regarding TIA details and how determinations are 
made.  
Mr. Mattingly stated that the Land Development Code determines when a TIA is 
needed. When it generates more than 100 peak hour trips, staff reviews traffic 
concerns and the submittal. A recommendation can then be made based on the 
information received.  
Chair Michelman asked about a buffer between the proposed project and current 
area, as well as how lighting will be addressed.
Mr. Baird referred to green areas on the map shared and explained that 
landscaping would separate the areas.  Lighting had not been reviewed as the 
site plan needs to be completed first.  The dark sky ordinance would be adhered 
to.  
Ms. Dewitt summarized three options for the commissioners regarding the 
proposal:  

1. Recommend approval in substantial conformance with the site plan
2. Recommend denial
3. Recommend deferral with input to improve the application

Commissioner Whiting commented that he sees issues with traffic increasing due 
to the proposed project and is conflicted on a recommendation decision since the 
zoning likely should have been changed when purchased from Yavapai County.  
He expressed concern with the size of the building and parking, and 
recommended the city bring the zoning into conformance with the General Plan 
so there are no questions the next time someone comes forward with a proposal.   
He asked if a Commission recommendation for approval was based on the 
provided site plan.  
Ms. Dewitt confirmed it would be based on substantial conformance with the site 
plan.
Commissioner Graham also expressed concerns with traffic, yet she understands 
the owner wanting to develop the property. She added that she would prefer 
more discussion on options least intrusive to the neighborhood.
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Commissioner Davis agreed with Commissioners Whiting and Graham. He 
added that being that there is no additional site plan review after a 
recommendation today, a zoning of RO may be a better fit, and he also 
requested a TIA.
Commissioner Reilly commented he would like to see the zoning changed and 
the site developed in a way that is compatible with traffic on WCR, as there is no 
solution to traffic unless this area is developed.  
Commissioner Hutchison stated that the overriding issue is safety and added that 
he is inclined to deny this proposal, with hearing that residents are unhappy and 
traffic increasing with no solution.
Commissioner Michelman asked how staff will accommodate the results of the 
TIA for proposed zoning.
Ms. Dewitt co that that sidewalks would need to be installed on Pinon Oaks Drive 
and WCR. She explained that unless a Homeowners Association was created 
and took over street maintenance for the public road, the community cannot be 
gated. Until the TIA is seen, staff is unable to determine specific improvements to 
be completed for the area. A fourth option for today could include deferral based 
on a tentative TIA requirement, according to Ms. DeWitt.
Chair Michelman commented that there is no perfect development for the site.  
It was designed to be commercial, and although it come through from Yavapai 
County as residential, most sites like that do. Traffic is not going to improve; 
however, a viable option would be part of the cost of improvements being 
covered by the proposed project development.
Ms. Dewitt reviewed the possible motions, approval in substantial conformance 
with the site plan, denial, or deferral.
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER REILLY TO RECOMMEND COUNCIL 
APPROVAL OF REZ-002 IN SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
SITE PLAN AND A NEW TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS; MOTION DIED DUE 
TO LACK OF SECOND.
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER HUTCHISON TO RECOMMEND COUNCIL 
DENIAL OF REZ24-002 BASED ON THE ABSENCE OF A TIA; SECONDED 
BY COMISSIONER DAVIS: PASSED (4-2)
CHAIR MICHELMAN AND COMMISSIONER REILLY DISSENTING.

4. UPDATES
There were no updates provided by staff.

5. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business to discuss, Chairman Michelman adjourned the 
meeting at 10:42 a.m.

                                                                                     _____________________________
                                                                                      DON MICHELMAN, Chairman
 ATTEST:

___________________________________________             ______________________ 
 MARIKAY WHISENAND, Senior City Clerk Specialist              Date
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  TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
  AGENDA: September 12 Planning and Zoning Commission 

Meeting 
  DATE: September 12, 2024 
  DEPT: Community Development  
  ITEM #: 3.B 

 

  SUBJECT: REZ24-005 - A Request for a Rezoning from RE-
2 Acre (Rural Estate 2 Acre) to MF-M (Multifamily 
Medium Density) for L'Reserve Garden 
Apartments. Location: APN 103-20-008B.  

ITEM SUMMARY 

The subject property is currently zoned residential RE- 2 ACRE (Rural Estate 2 Acre). The 
properties to the east and west are also RE- 2 ACRE (Rural Estate 2 Acre). The property to the 
northeast is zoned Multifamily (MF-M) and is owned by the same property owner as the project site. 
The property to the south, across SR69, is Business General (BG). It is the desire of the property 
owner to rezone the subject parcel to MF-M to allow the development of an 82-unit apartment 
complex. 

  
BACKGROUND 

The subject property was a portion of a larger parcel that has been used as a single-family 
residence for decades. The subject parcel was split from the parent parcel to allow for development 
of a large single-family residential compound on the northern 2/3 of the original and to allow for this 
rezoning and subsequent apartment development on the subject portion.  
 
This property, as well as the adjacent properties to the east and west are zoned RE-2 acre as a 
holding zoning until such time as projects are presented. The properties abut SR 69 and are not 
conducive for low-density residential uses. The proposed multifamily project is more compatible with 
the proximity to a high-volume, high-speed roadway.  
 
A Traffic Impact Analysis has been done in coordination with ADOT and design work for this project 
is being incorporated into the ADOT plans for the near term SR69 road work. 
  
Proposed Project  
The proposed project to follow the rezoning is 82 apartments in four 3-story buildings (the buildings 
are divided for fire protection reasons and are labeled 1 through 8 on the site plan), plus a 
community building. A pool and Pickleball courts are also incorporated into the plan as amenities.  
 
Access is from SR69. The central driveway will also provide access to the single-family residence to 
the north. An emergency ingress-egress is proposed to the east across an adjacent property (also 
owned by the same property owner) and connecting to an existing public street (Butterfly Drive).  
 
Parking is required per the Land Development Code (LDC) at 1 space per bedroom, plus 20 guest 
spaces. The project would require 108 parking spaces based upon the bedroom count shown, plus 
the guest spaces. The site design exceeds this with 144 spaces provided.  
 
A 20-to-30-foot landscaped buffer is provided along the south property line to screen and reduce 
noise from SR69. There is an additional (approximate) 100 feet of buffer space within the right-of-
way of SR69 that will further insulate the project from the impacts of the roadway. 
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A complete review of the site design will occur at the time of staff review of the permit submittal if 
the zoning change is approved. 
  
Compatibility of Proposed Zoning 
The General Plan Land Use Map indicates the area to become commercial, recognizing the 
proximity to SR69. The proposed MF-M zoning would be compatible with the General Plan 
designation, which allows multifamily uses as well as commercial uses. The proposed MF-M zoning, 
with the landscaped buffer, is compatible with the proximity to SR69.  

  
FINANCIAL IMPACT 

There is no immediate fiscal impact associated with this item. 
  
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

MOVE to recommend approval of REZ24-005 in substantial conformance to the site plan 
  
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Zoning Map 
2. Aerial Map 
3. Aerial Map Zoomed 
4. Zoning Map Amendment Narrative  
5. Site Plan 
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                  Narrative   

June 17, 2024 

 

City of Prescott 

Community Development Department  

201 S Cortez St 

Prescott, AZ 86303 

 

Re: Zoning Map Amendment Submittal for 

       L’Reserve Garden Apartments 

       3910 E State Route 69  

       Prescott, AZ 86301 

       Yavapai County Parcel APN 103-20-008B  

       

To whom it may concern: 

 

This is a development proposal for an infill project at the address shown above.  

The intent is to transform the whole parcel into a cohesive development of rental 

housing that is centrally located to amenities.   

 

The new garden apartment buildings would be fully fire sprinklered.  The buildings 

will be either 2.5 (at the sloped areas on the east side) or 3 full levels (at the west 

side).  The 82 units will each have either a private patio or a balcony.  The overall 

look of the project will be modernist with quality exterior cladding.  Surface parking 

is provided exceeding the City of Prescott’s (COP) requirements with a total of 144 

provided versus 108 spaces.    

 

The existing archaic structure on the east side of the parcel will be demolished.  

The site is beautiful and secluded even though it is accessed right off of SR 69.  The 

four smaller buildings will be placed such that as little topographic change as 

possible will be done at the highest point.  The two larger footprint buildings will be 

located at the relatively flat west side of the main access driveway.  The site will 

have three new dedicated multi-use trail setbacks along the west, south and the 

east sides of the parcel.  These trails will be a minimum 30 feet wide.  The trail on 

the north side will be located on the north side of the property line in the adjacent 

“Barniminium” parcel. 

 

The design intent of the project’s is to fit in with the surroundings in a manner that 

minimally disturbs the perimeter areas that are currently in a natural state and in 

conformance with the COP’s “Urban Wildlife Interface” requirements.  

 

The project will be accessed off of SR 69 per Kelley Wise Engineering, Inc.’s (KW) 

proposal for the adjacent Lafferty Barniminium development.  The new access 

roadway will be shared between the north and this project on the southern 

portion.  ADOT reviews and approvals are currently in progress.  Traffic studies have 

been carried out by CivTech Inc. which have been submitted to ADOT.    

 

The Water Services Agreement process has a City of Prescott number which is 

WSA-24-001.  Kelley Wise Engineering, Inc. is currently handling this dossier.  
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PAC – 2 REVISED Narrative                                                                                                                           Page 2 of 2 

 

 

The property will require to be re-zoned to MF-M.  The plan is to build 4 (four) new 10-unit 

buildings and 2 (two) new 21-unit buildings, in addition to a community center, a 

community pool, BBQ area, and two pickle ball courts.   The Fair Housing Administration 

(FHA) guidelines for ADA and adaptable units (Type A and Type B units respectively) will 

be addressed with units on the first floors of the building(s).   

 

The buildings will be 34’-8” in height to the top of the parapets.   

 

The entire site will be enhanced with lush landscaping including new trees and 

vegetation in addition to significant open space areas.   

 

The lighting shall be building mounted specialty fixtures Kichler Tremillo Collection and 

Lithonia’s D-Series LED Luminaires.  Surface mounted downlights shall be Contractor 

Select JSBC Jumo Slimbasics LEDS fixtures.  The intent will be to conform to any “Dark Sky” 

requirements. 

 

All loading and unloading would be carried out entirely on-site for the development.  

Sufficient turn-around space has been provided for truck and fire fighters’ (EMT) access 

with the proposed loop driveway.   

 

Two trash enclosures are located on the site for the buildings’ occupants.  The custodian 

would be responsible to take bins to the enclosures on the trash pick-up days.   

 

The site will be screened naturally by vegetation on the SR 69 side.  The trash enclosures 

shall be 6’-0” high CMU walls.   

 

We respectfully ask that you give your consideration to this project.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Artin Knadjian, AIA, LEED AP  
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PROPOSED ZONING

MF-M

50%

35-FEET

20-FEET

35-FEET

20-FEET

7-FEET

10-FEET

MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT

MINIMUM FRONT  SETBACK

MINIMUM FRONT  SETBACK FOR SR 69

MINIMUM REAR SETBACK

MINIMUM SIDE SETBACK

MINIMUM CORNER SETBACK

REGULATION /

STANDARDS

DENSITY

YES

PROPOSED

DEVELOPMENT

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS

LOT COVERAGE

BUILDING HEIGHT

FRONT SETBACK -SOUTH

REAR SETBACK - NORTH

SIDE SETBACK - EAST

SIDE SETBACK - WEST

CONSTRUCTION TYPE

NUMBER OF FLOORS

FIRE SPRINKLERS

BUILDING OCCUPANCY TYPE

82

11%

34-FEET , 8-INCHES

37-FEET , 8-INCHES

79-FEET

91-FEET , 10-INCHES

115-FEET

V-B

3

YES -NFPA 13 R

R-2 (APARTMENT BUILDINGS

A-2 & B (COMMUNITY CENTER)

BUILDING 2

BUILDING 3

BUILDING 4

BUILDING 5

BUILDING 6

BUILDING 7

BUILDING 8

BUILDING 1

BLDG FOOTPRINT AREA BLDG TOTAL AREA STUDIOS 1 BED -1 BATH 2 BED - 2 BATH

3,450 S.F. 8,264 S.F. 3 UNITS 4 UNITS 3 UNITS

SUB. TOTAL

APARTMENT BUILDINGS INFORMATION / ANALYSIS

3,450 S.F. 8,264 S.F. 3 UNITS 4 UNITS 3 UNITS

2,950 S.F. 6,494 S.F. 6 UNITS 4 UNITS 0 UNITS

2,950 S.F. 6,494 S.F. 6 UNITS 4 UNITS 0 UNITS

2,149 S.F. 5,394.S.F. 6 UNITS 6 UNITS 0 UNITS

2,882 S.F. 7,590 S.F. 6 UNITS 3 UNITS 0 UNITS

2,149 S.F. 5,394 S.F. 6 UNITS 6 UNITS 0 UNITS

2,882 S.F. 7,590 S.F. 6 UNITS 3 UNITS 0 UNITS

42 UNITS 34 UNITS 6 UNITS

TOTAL 24,923 S.F. 55,484 S.F. 82 UNITS

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

TABLE B.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

TABLE A.

TABLE C.

PARKING INFORMATION

STUDIOS

1BED -1 BATH

2 BED - 2 BATH

NUMBER OF UNITS

TABLE D.

1.

2.

3.

4.

NUMBER OF REQUIRED PARKING

42

34

 6

1 PER UNIT

1 PER UNIT

2 PER UNIT

PARKING SPACES REQUIRED

42

34

12

88

20

108

SUB. TOTAL

GUEST PARKING

N/A

TOTAL

0.5 PER UNIT, UP TO 20 SPACES MAXIMUM

5.

6.

7.

8.

N/A

PARKING PROVIDED:      144 SPACES

131 REGULAR,  13 ADA

N/A N/A

PROJECT INFORMATION

AAK ARCHITECTURE & INTERIORS, INC.

7585 EAST REDFIELD ROAD

SUITE 106

SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85260

CONTACT: ART KNADJIAN, AIA

TEL: 480.588.5852

EMAIL: art@aakaii.com

ARCHITECT:OWNER:

3910-5 LLC

1201 EAST JEFFERSON STREET

SUITE 2

PHOENIX, AZ 85034

CONTACT: MICHAEL LAFFERTY

TEL: 602.220.9696

EMAIL: mike@laffertyco.com

CIVIL ENGINEER:

KELLEY / WISE ENGINEERING INC

146 GROVE AVENUE

PRESCOTT, ARIZONA 86301

CONTACT: GARY KELLEY

TEL: 928.771.1730

EMAIL: gkelley@kelley-wise.com

LANDSCAPE:
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8321 E. EVANS RD. SUITE 101

SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85260

CONTACT: DAN ERLANDSON

TEL: 480.361.9281

EMAIL: dan@studiosprawl.com

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER:

STREET ADDRESS:

SECTION TOWNSHIP RANGE:

PROJECT SITE AREA:

103-20-008D

3910 EAST STATE ROUTE 69

PRESCOTT, AZ 86314

S31-T14N-R01W

5.63 ACRES OR 245,257S.F

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That portion of the OBLONG Claim, designated as Mineral Survey No. 2729 in the Walker

Mining District, patent whereof is recorded in Book 102 of Deeds at Page 40, records of

Yavapai County, Arizona described as follows:

COMMENCING at Corner No. 4 of said OBLONG Claim marked with a found "+" chiseled in

rock;

Thence South 26°38'29" East, along the northeasterly line of said OBLONG Claim and the

Basis of Bearing, a distance of 858.35 feet to the northwest corner of Lot 14, Section 31,

Township 14 North, Range 1 West, Gila and Salt River Meridian, Yavapai County, Arizona

marked with a found 1 inch pipe, no cap or tag, the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING;

Thence South 26°38'29" East, continuing along said northeasterly line, a distance of 398.18

feet to a point on the northerly right-of-way of the CORDES JCT. - PRESCOTT HIGHWAY

(S.R. 69) as shown on the Right-of-Way Plan for Arizona Department of Transportation

Project No. F-029-1-(7), Drawing D-13-T-423;

Thence southwesterly, along said northerly right-of-way, along a spiral curve to the left

having a chord of South 80°56'42" West a distance of 30.03 feet to a point opposite

centerline station S.T. 4838+97.88 Bk of said CORDES JCT. - PRESCOTT HIGHWAY;

Thence South 80°54'36* West, along said northerly right-of-way, a distance of 585.08 feet

to a point on the southwesterly line of said OBLONG Claim marked with a found 1/2-inch

rebar, no cap or tag;

Thence North 24°37'25 West, along the southwesterly line of said OBLONG Claim, a

distance of 350.03 feet to a point;

Thence North 64°50'22* East a distance of 474.56 feet to a point;

Thence South 53°49'11" East a distance of 112.00 feet to a point;

Thence South 89°10'59* East a distance of 54.76 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

Containing 5.63 acres (245,257 square feet) more or less.

ADDITIONAL NOTES / INFORMATION

THE FOLLOWING AMENITIES WILL BE PROVIDED

IN THIS DEVELOPMENT :

AMENITY #1

POOL AREA (WITH BBQ AND SEATING AREA)   ± 3,500 S.F.

AMENITY #2

PICKLEBALL COURTS          ± 3,600 S.F.

AMENITY #3

COMMUNITY CENTER          ± 2,000 S.F.

AMENITY #4

MULTI-USE TRAIL SYSTEM

(AT EAST, SOUTH AND WEST SIDE OF PROPERTY

CONTINUES AT NORTH SITE AT ADJACENT PROPERTY)

2

1

KEY NOTES

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

CONCRETE WALKWAYS

DRIVEWAY AND PARKING AREA

ASPHALT PAVING

LANDSCAPED AREA

REFER TO LANDSCAPE DRAWINGS

REFUSE/ DUMPSTER ENCLOSURE

MULTI-USE TRAIL

HORSE RIDING & WALKING PATH

INGRESS / EGRESS AND PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT

FIRE SEPARATION WALL BETWEEN BUILDINGS

FIRE RISER ROOM

CHANGE OF LEVEL OF FINISH FLOOR

RETAINING WALLS

MAX HEIGHT: 8 FEET. SPACING: 4 FEET APART

PATIO / OUTDOOR AREA

FENCE

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE (SSMH)

FIRE HYDRANT

UNDERGROUND DETENTION BASIN

DETENTION POND

8" WATER METER VAULT

8" BACKFLOW PREVENTION ASSEMBLY

PRESSURE REDUCING VALVE STATION

BBQ AREA

21
SITE STAIRS

SITE PLAN NOTES

1. ALL CONTOURS LINES ARE EXISTING AND SHOWN

    FOR REFERENCE.

2. ACCESS DRIVEWAY / ROAD AT SR69 UNDER SEPARATE 

    SUBMITTALS AND APPROVALS FROM ADOT

3. WSA (WATER SERVICE AGREEMENT) UNDER SEPARATE

    SUBMITTAL. REFERENCE NUMBER: WSA24-001

(LIVABLE AREA, ALL FLOORS)

PERMITTED USE: (PER TABLE 2.3)

MULTI-FAMILY DWELLINGS

3 UNITS IN 7,500 S.F.

1 UNIT PER 2,200 S.F THEREAFTER

245,257-7,500=237,757 S.F

237,757/ 2,200=108

3 + 108 = 111

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF UNITS ALLOWED:

111 UNITS

LOT COVERAGE

8 APARTMENT BUILDINGS & 1 COMMUNITY CENTER

24,923 + 2,000= 26,923               26,923 / 245,857=0.109

LOT COVERAGE 11%

(SEE TABLE A. LINE 2 ABOVE)
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