






















































































































 

TO:  Paul Oland, The WLB Group  (Applicant) 

 

FROM:  Citizen Advocates of the Oro Valley General Plan 

 

DATE:  September 10, 2014 

 

TOPIC:  LaCholla Blvd. and Naranja Northwest and Southwest 

               Major General Plan Amendment Applications 

 

From the General Plan, Review and Approval Process (approved by town residents in 

2005) 

 

“The applicant for the amendment shall have the burden of presenting facts and other 

materials to support these criteria in writing prior to any public hearings.” 

 

Please address as many of these questions/criteria tonight.  We also expect these criteria from the 

General Plan to be met in writing, prior to the first Planning & Zoning Public Hearing on 

October 7, 2014. 

 

Item 3. Adoption of Amendment: 

 

“The disposition of the General Plan amendment proposed shall be based on the consistency with 

the vision, goals, and policies of the General Plan….. 

 

QUESTIONS:  Consistent with the Vision of the OV General Plan, how does an undefined 

Master Planned Community (MPC) balance the needs of today against impacts to future 

generations?  How does a MPC support a high standard of environmental integrity? 

 

How is the MPC consistent with the following General Plan Goals & Policies: 

 

1.4.7    General Land Use 

2.1.4    2.1.5    2.1.7    Community Design ~ Built Environment 

7.1.1    Housing ~ High Quality Neighborhoods 

11.1.11  Open Space and Natural Resources Conservation ~ Natural Open Space 

11.3.1    Open Space and Natural Resources Conservation ~ Visual Resources 

 

…..with special emphasis on compliance with the following criteria:” 

 

(a) “The proposed change is necessary because conditions in the community have changed to the 

extent that the plan requires amendment or modification.” 

 

QUESTIONS:  What specifically has changed?  What FACTS do you have to prove changes in 

the community?  Have you done any studies that prove that conditions have changed?  If no, then 

this GPA should be rejected.  If yes, where can citizens access these studies? 

 



 

 

(b) “The proposed change is sustainable by contributing to the socio-economic betterment of the 

community, while achieving community and environmental compatibility.” 

 

QUESTIONS:  A MPC includes many options.  How can we be assured that this MPC will 

contribute to sustainability when you haven’t identified the specific uses & locations? 

 

Please explain how “socio-economic betterment” can possibly improve for OV residents in light 

of increased traffic, destruction of natural desert, reduction of open spaces and views, dense 

development (and potentially increased crime?) 

 

(c) “The proposed change reflects market demand which leads to viability and general 

community acceptance.” 

 

QUESTIONS:  How do you measure “general community acceptance?” 

 

The current General Plan designates medium density residential with single family detached 

homes.  Again, what studies have you done to support your assertion of market demand for 

neighborhood commercial office, multi-family residential, neighborhood commercial, 

professional/medical offices, and senior living uses?   

 

(d) “The amendment will not adversely impact the community as a whole, or a portion of the 

community, without an acceptable means of mitigating these impacts through the subsequent 

zoning and development process.” 

 

QUESTIONS:  Keeping in mind that many residents paid a premium for homes with desert 

views and a low density designation as identified in the General Plan, how will you mitigate the 

impact of a Master Planned Community adjacent to rural low density residential and medium 

density residential neighborhoods?  (desert views, noise, nighttime lighting, headlight glare.) 

 

To date, we have no specifics on exactly what you intend to build and where you intend to build 

it.   Why should this General Plan Amendment be approved when we don’t have a clear 

indication of what we’re approving?  (eg. screening, spacing, buffering; exact locations for the 

various building options.) 

 

Are you including parking spaces or other non-green areas as open space?  Are you including 

minimal space between buildings as open space? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

From: Karen Stratman [mailto:jazzisfun@gmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 11:23 AM 

To: Vella, Bayer 

Subject: LaCholla Commons 

 

Good Morning Mr. Vella, 

 



The Proposal for this property mentions  that the area is growing and changing. That is a very 

broad statement and as of today still do not have any FACTS that support the extensive Land 

changes being proposed on the LaCholla Commons property. Other than the road being widened, 

as a result of the RTA study that traffic, not goods and services, will increase along LaCholla 

what facts are there to support this proposal? 

 

Recently I asked about "Growth Area" as a designation on the General Plan and wondered how 

an area can be randomly called a "Growth Area" When clearly it is not designated as such.  

 

The General Plan has specific guidelines regarding Growth and speaks directly to the issue we 

are confronted with regarding the applicants Major General Plan Amendment. 

 

Specifying that to avoid infill in areas that are Low Density Residential the areas designated as 

Growth Areas should be used as they are designated on the General Plan for Offices, 

Commercial etc.  

Policy Document Oro Valley General Plan Adopted June 15, 2005  

1. LAND USE STATEMENT  

The Oro Valley Planning Area will continue to project a residential/resort character 

where the living environment for residents and visitors is emphasized. Orderly growth 

that focuses primarily on low-density development is especially important to the 

community, as is development that is sensitive to and compatible with the Sonoran 

Desert environment.   

1. The intent of the Growth Areas Element requirement is to have communities 

focus on opportunities for appropriate infill development, rather than 

continuing to promote development on the edges of currently developed areas. 

It is essentially an effort to incorporate anti-sprawl policies into general plans. 

As implied by the first major bulleted item above, the statutes do not mandate 

that every community identify growth areas. Rather, communities have the 

discretion to determine if the provisions apply locally.  

 

The current General Plan does not consider this a Growth area, if the General Plan is to be used 

as a guide for growth than this policy must be looked at in the review process.  

 

Perhaps this will be looked at as the review process of the current General plan is underway? 

Until then the current Plan is the guiding Plan. 

 

Is there any explanation to consider that this is not the case? 

 



I appreciate your comments to this item in the General Plan.  

 

There will be more later this week regarding the lack of support in the LaColla Commons 

proposal in relation to the criteria. 

 

Thank you, 

Karen Stratman 
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views and a low density designation as identified in the General Plan, how will you mitigate the 

impact of a Master Planned Community adjacent to rural low density residential and medium 

density residential neighborhoods?  (desert views, noise, nighttime lighting, headlight glare.) 
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