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MEETING DATE:  November 30, 2016 
 
TO:    PINAL COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
 
CASE NO.:  PZ-PA-005-16 
 
CASE COORDINATOR: Enrique Bojorquez 
 
Executive Summary: 
 
There are three separate cases included in this request. PZ-PA-005-16 is a Non-Major 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the Land Use Plan of the Pinal County 
Comprehensive Plan to re-designate 5.13± acres from Moderate Low Residential (1-3.5 du/ac) 
to Employment. 
 
If This Request is Approved: 
 
This Non-Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment would allow the property owner to operate a 
movie screen manufacturing facility in 5.13± acres. 
 
Staff Recommendation/Issues for Consideration/Concern: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the request. 
 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 5.13± acres situated in a portion of Section 16, T02S, R08E 

G&SRB&M, tax parcels 104-46-095H & portion of 104-46-095G (legal on file) (located in 
the southwest corner of Schnepf Road and Airport Drive, in the San Tan Valley area). 

 
TAX PARCEL: 104-46-095H & portion of 104-46-095G 
 
LANDOWNER/APPLICANT:  Donald & Daryl Schnepf F.E.L., LLC 
 
AGENT: Pew & Lake, P.L.C. 
 
REQUESTED ACTION & PURPOSE PZ-PA-005-16: Donald & Daryl Schnepf F.E.L., LLC, 

applicant, Pew & Lake PLC, agent, requesting approval of a non-major amendment to 
the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan to amend the Land Use Plan to re-designate 
5.13± acres from Moderate Low Density Residential (1-3.5 du/ac) to Employment in 
the San Tan Valley area; situated in a portion of Section 16, T02S, R08E G&SRB&M 
(legal on file); tax parcels 104-46-095H and portion of 104-46-095G located in the 
southwest corner of Airport Drive and Schnepf Road. 

 
 
 
LOCATION: located in the southwest corner of Airport Drive and Schnepf Road in the San Tan 

Valley area. 
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SIZE:  5.13± acres. 
 
COMMISSION ACTION/RECOMMENDATION: At the hearing, after discussion with the 

applicant, staff and the Commission, together with evidence presented, & with public 
testimony the Commission voted (5-2) to recommend APPROVAL of PZ-PA-005-16. 

 
Following the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on October 20, 2016 staff received 

a petition containing signatures from property owners in the area opposing the 
rezoning of the subject parcel. Although the Non-Major Comprehensive Plan is 
being considered at this time, staff included the list of signatures for reference. 
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you very much.  Thank you very much.  Okay, well we’re ready 1 

to get into new cases then.  It looks like we have three cases 2 

to be heard as one, and we’ll identify it as PZ-PA-005-16.  3 

And I assume that you are ready to begin the presentation. 4 

BOJORQUEZ:  Correct.  So presentation’s up there.  5 

And this right here, it really involves the three cases.  6 

First case PZ-PA-005-16, PZ-004-16, PZ-PD-004-16.  This PZ-PA-7 

005-16 is proposing a Non-Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment 8 

for Moderate Low Density Residential.  It’s listed in the Land 9 

Use section of the Comprehensive Plan which allows 1 to 3.5 10 

dwelling units an acre to Employment.  This request is also – 11 

this is also requesting approval of a rezone from SR – 12 

Suburban Ranch – to I-1/PAD Industrial Buffer Zoning to 13 

develop the Severtson Screens manufacturing facility on a 5.13 14 

acres.  To date, 11 letters of opposition and no letters in 15 

support have been received.  The site is located in the San 16 

Tan Valley area and the applicant is Pew & Lake.  This map 17 

here shows the site in reference to the County.  You can see 18 

this shows the San Tan area pretty close to Queen Creek.  This 19 

is the aerial map showing the site and also some of the other 20 

land uses in the area.  As you can see, there’s various 21 

different types of land uses there.  That (inaudible) 22 

neighborhood is strictly SR, Suburban Ranch.  Across the 23 

street you have military land as well (inaudible) Peak.  This 24 

is the Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the area.  25 
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As you can see, the site is outlined in red and is designated 1 

as Moderate Low Density Residential.  Immediately across 2 

Schnepf Road to the east to the east you have military land, 3 

and most of that you have Employment designation.  The 4 

existing zoning on the site is SR or Suburban Ranch, and the 5 

red line shown up there on the screen it represents a 600 foot 6 

buffer from the site.  There’s an aerial image of the site, 7 

and as you can see the site is currently adjacent to three 8 

main roads.  You have Airport Drive to the north, Joy Drive to 9 

the south, and Schnepf Road to the east.  This is a site plan 10 

provided by the applicant.  As you can see, there are various 11 

entrance points to the site, a couple of entry points to the 12 

north, two entry points to the south.  There’s also an entry 13 

point along Schnepf Road.  The blue line that’s shown there 14 

along the perimeter of the site represents a six foot tall 15 

(inaudible) wall that’s proposed by the applicants.  The 16 

applicants also have proposed the landscaping, the perimeter 17 

of the site as well.  As you can see, most of the site is 18 

currently developed, with the exception of one new building 19 

that will be up to the northwest.  I believe it’s 150 by 180 20 

feet.  So some photo simulations provided by the applicant.  21 

As you can see, most of the site as I had mentioned, is 22 

currently developed.  But as you can see towards the back, you 23 

will see a difference in the number of structures.  They will 24 

be adding one building back there.  This is another image just 25 
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showing the same location, just a little bit of a close-up.  1 

And this is a view along airport drive.  As you can see, the 2 

applicant has proposed to enclose the open building that’s 3 

there.  The following images were taken from this location on 4 

the sites.  This is looking north across Airport Drive.  This 5 

is looking south onto the site.  As you can see, there’s an 6 

existing storage building there.  This is looking east toward 7 

Schnepf Road.  And this is looking west.  Similar images were 8 

taken along Schnepf Road.  This is looking north.  This is 9 

looking south.  This is an eastern view looking onto the 10 

military land across Schnepf Road.  And this is looking west 11 

onto the office facility that’s current there on the site.  12 

Similar images along Joy Drive.  This is looking north into 13 

the sites.  This is looking south across Joy Drive.  This is 14 

looking east toward Schnepf Road.  And this is looking west.  15 

In conclusion, the staff has recommended approval with 26 16 

stipulations.  We will note that there are two typos in the 17 

staff report.  One of the typos will be on stipulation number 18 

6.  Stipulation number 6 should read: In the event any 19 

discrepancy or conflict arises between the applicant’s written 20 

narrative for the PAD Overlay District in case PZ-PD-004-16, 21 

and the stipulations, the stipulations shall govern.  There’s 22 

also another typo on the staff report.  This would be on page 23 

number 5, on the second paragraph where it mentions PZ-004-16.  24 

This case is for a rezone, not a Non-Major Comprehensive Plan 25 
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Amendments as motioned here on the staff report.  And that 1 

concludes my presentation. 2 

RIGGINS:  Would you identify the location of the 3 

second one again? 4 

BOJORQUEZ:  Yes.  It’s going to be on page number 5, 5 

on the second paragraph where it lists in bold PZ-004-16.  It 6 

should really read from essentially the first sentence, should 7 

the Commission find after the presentation of the applicant, 8 

together with the testimony and evidence presented at the 9 

public hearing, that this rezone request is needed and 10 

necessary at this location and time currently in this Non-11 

Major Comprehensive Plan Amendments, but really, really this 12 

section should have been PZ-PA-005-16. 13 

RIGGINS:  Okay.  Okay.  Very good.  So does that 14 

conclude the staff report? 15 

BOJORQUEZ:  Correct.  I can turn it out to the 16 

Commission for discussion. 17 

RIGGINS:  Very good.  Commissioners, any questions 18 

or comments of staff at this point?  Commissioner Smyres. 19 

SMYRES:  Under the – excuse me – under the current 20 

zoning, SR, is there any business-type activity that can take 21 

place on SR zoning? 22 

BOJORQUEZ:  Yes, Commissioner Smyres.  There is – 23 

actually SR, some of the most intense uses that are allowed 24 

there would be a hospital, (inaudible) dispensary with some 25 
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restrictions.  Also professionals in a professional office or 1 

studio and public or parochial school.  Some of the more 2 

intensive uses as I had mentioned. 3 

SMYRES:  Okay.  Is rezoning to, what is it I-1, what 4 

type of activity can take place at that point? 5 

BOJORQUEZ:  Well, the applicant has proposed a PAD, 6 

which will exclude some of the uses, but I can list the uses 7 

that will be allowed.  That would be light manufacturing and 8 

assembly of products from previously-prepared materials.  Also 9 

an office, scientific or research laboratories, warehouse.  10 

Wireless communication facilities, subject to the requirements 11 

from the Pinal County Development Services Code, and also any 12 

zoning uses allowed on statutory exemptions, because of 13 

governmental entity or governmental agency performing a 14 

government function. 15 

SMYRES:  Okay.  Under the proposal that we’re 16 

considering, we’re asked to accept a variance on the setback 17 

on the building and a variance of approximately one-third of 18 

the required parking spaces, is that correct? 19 

BOJORQUEZ:  Commissioner Smyres, the variance would 20 

be requested from the Board of Adjustments.  At this time we 21 

are only looking at the rezone, the PAD and the Non-Major 22 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 23 

SMYRES:  Okay, thank you. 24 

BOJORQUEZ:  But the setbacks, they have been, they 25 
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have been addressed in the PAD with the – within the 1 

application. 2 

SMYRES:  Thank you. 3 

RIGGINS:  Vice Chair Hartman. 4 

HARTMAN:  Chair Riggins, thank you.  Enrique, 5 

there’s one thing that I think that you did not state with 6 

those types of uses that can occur, but they’ve got to incur 7 

within the enclosed building, do they not? 8 

BOJORQUEZ:  I’m sorry, can you repeat your question?  9 

I’m sorry Commissioner. 10 

HARTMAN:  Could any of this manufacturing or the 11 

uses that you’ve stated, be outside of it, an enclosed 12 

building?  I think as I remember that everything must be 13 

inside an enclosed building. 14 

BOJORQUEZ:  The applicant’s proposal, per narrative, 15 

they’re proposing having all the uses inside to mitigate some 16 

of the noises. 17 

HARTMAN:  Okay, thank you. 18 

RIGGINS:  Okay, Commissioners, any other questions 19 

or comments?  In that case, we’ll call the applicant up to 20 

tell us how they intend to do this. 21 

LAKE:  Chairman, Commission Members, Sean Lake, here 22 

on behalf of the property owners and Severtson Screens, and 23 

before I get started and while we’re loading the presentation, 24 

first off I want to recognize Ron and Toby Severtson who are 25 
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here in the audience, and Toby who is the president and CEO of 1 

Severtson Screen will address a little bit about his business 2 

and how it functions, because we think that’s an important 3 

part of the application that we’re presenting to you today.  4 

And also Margaret Schnepf and family members, the Schnepf 5 

family are here as well, having a lot of interest in this 6 

property.  Sorry, be patient with me while I get to the 7 

beginning of the presentation.  There we go.  We also wish to 8 

express appreciation for working with staff.  We have been 9 

working extensively with Tim in Economic Development, as well 10 

as with Enrique and Steve in Planning to attract this business 11 

to Pinal County.  We’re excited about it, and they have been 12 

very good in working with us, and diligent and we express our 13 

appreciation for all they’ve done in working with us and 14 

helping us along.  What we’re here today is to talk about 15 

bringing a great home grown American success story business to 16 

Pinal County, and located on the proposed property.  By way of 17 

background, the property is the old location of the H2O Water 18 

Company where they ran their business out of this property.  19 

You can see many of the buildings that are there, were there 20 

to facilitate the operation of the H2O Water Company that’s 21 

been there for 40-plus years.  They have an approximately 22 

7,000 square foot office building in the front where their 23 

management and management staff, as well as employees, ran the 24 

business out of the office building in the front, and then 25 
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they have various warehouses around the site that they stored 1 

all their trucks and equipment and water trucks and 2 

maintenance equipment to keep the water company up and 3 

running, and they’ve been doing this out of this site for a 4 

very, very long time.  Well about three years ago, the Town of 5 

Queen Creek purchased H2O Water Company and then they moved 6 

in-house the management and then all of the equipment and 7 

things that it takes to run a water company, into the yards, 8 

if you will, of the Town of Queen creek, and so really all the 9 

Town of Queen Creek purchased were the two large storage tanks 10 

that are excluded from our application.  So Queen Creek has 11 

these two large massive water storage tanks out in the front, 12 

and then the Schnepfs retained the balance of the site of 13 

approximately five acres, which had the office building that’s 14 

in the front, and then the various warehouses throughout the 15 

project.  And over the last three years, they’ve been 16 

marketing what do we do with this property with all these 17 

existing improvements.  It became difficult because as many of 18 

you know, a utility really doesn’t need zoning.  The use that 19 

they had, the industrial use of running the water company out 20 

of that site didn’t need zoning because utility companies are 21 

exempt from zoning, and so it retained its Suburban Ranch 22 

zoning, and when we came forward with the Severtson proposal, 23 

the Schnepfs felt this was a good compromise to utilize the 24 

building for a very low impact neighbor, use the existing 25 
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facilities and Mr. Severtson and I’ll talk a little bit later 1 

about why this is a perfect fit for Severtson Screens.  I will 2 

then – I’ll introduce Toby to come up and tell you a little 3 

bit about their business and why we think this is a good 4 

business and a good fit for this area. 5 

SEVERTSON:  Good morning Mr. Chairman and Members of 6 

the Commission.  So I’m Toby Severtson, I am the president and 7 

CEO of the company.  My father runs Severtson back here, is 8 

the one who started the company about 30 years ago when I was 9 

the – just a young teenager of about – of seven children, two 10 

foster children on top of that, living in a three bedroom 11 

house.  Dad started the – dad worked at Farnsworth 12 

Construction, if you remember that, out in East Mesa, working 13 

on Sunland and Dream Land Village and all those construction 14 

sites, running the paint crew there for Ross Farnsworth.  One 15 

day dad got a call from Williams Air Force Base saying we’re 16 

trying to build a flight simulator and produce on the inside 17 

of it a painted coating that gives such a realistic experience 18 

to the pilots so they actually feel like they’re in – flying 19 

it.  And dad said well I’ve never done anything like that, we 20 

just paint houses but being known for his honesty and for his 21 

ability to figure out things, he went out to Williams Air 22 

Force and looked at the project and said let me see what I can 23 

do.  Well, for the next six months dad went back and tried to 24 

figure out a formula that he could apply to the inside of this 25 
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flight simulator, since there was no paint that could do it at 1 

that time.  And after about six months and many, many sample 2 

panels that all of us Severtson kids hated, because when we 3 

got in trouble we’d have to sand all these panels down and 4 

make sure that he could use – reuse them – he – we went back – 5 

he went and came up with a formula that worked, coated the 6 

inside of the simulator and within the two weeks the colonel 7 

of the base there sending him to Germany and started a long 8 

trek of sites all over the world painting these simulators.  9 

By coincidence – I’m getting into some of the next slides – 10 

but that’s the background story of how we started as a 11 

company.  Family-based, just a local community and started 12 

right here in our own backyard.  We are now known in the 13 

industry as being one of the – we are one of the top three 14 

movie screen manufacturers in the world.  We are the largest 15 

U.S.-based movie screen manufacturer.  So that’s kind of where 16 

we’ve come from and where we are.  We are known in the 17 

industry as being the innovators, the ones that figure out 18 

ways to do things that everybody else – all our competitors 19 

and everybody else in the industry – are saying is impossible.  20 

So that is a little bit of background from us.  We go to the 21 

next slide.  So here’s just a little bit about what I talked 22 

about before, dad and his start there at Williams Air Force 23 

Base, and what we started to do, including many of these.  And 24 

like I said, Israel and Korea and German and many other places 25 
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that the U.S., at air force bases is where dad ended up 1 

traveling to and doing this.  Then by coincidence – actually, 2 

let me go into this one – then by coincidence one day one of 3 

the guys in the simulation industry sat next to a employee at 4 

IMAX screens, IMAX theaters, and said hey have you met Ron 5 

Severtson?  He’s know for coating screens and I know you guys 6 

are doing a large direction in 3D pictures.  And so IMAX 7 

contacted dad, had him out there and said can you apply your 8 

coating to a movie screen, and dad said well let me try it, 9 

and figured out a way to get that coating to adhere to that 10 

movie screen, and produced it in a water-based fashion that 11 

could no longer – that no longer needed any hard harsh 12 

chemicals or anything like that, so that it could be used 13 

inside of a movie theater without fumes that could affect the 14 

participants at the movie.  Well, what we’ve done since that 15 

time is figured – it’s branched beyond there, it’s a mini-16 

movie theater, in fact we’re doing all the movie theaters in 17 

the Valley here.  We do Harkins, we do the Fat Cats that just 18 

went in, the new Alamo Draft Houses that are coming in, the 19 

Movie Studio Grill, AMC off of Cooper there – we do all those 20 

movie theaters all over, and we’ve expanded from there all 21 

throughout the United States.  We’re number one in South 22 

America for movie screens, and primarily number one in South 23 

America because of what you see on the screen right now.  What 24 

we did is found that – found and innovated a way to that with 25 



October 20, 2016  Regular Meeting 

 Page 25 of 114 

out coating, our water-based coating, that we could make it 1 

flexible enough that we could fold our screens, these large 2 

movie screens, into a small box and ship them out.  And so for 3 

areas all over the world, we’re now branching into Africa and 4 

other regions, where we can fold these screens, very large 5 

screens, into a small box and ship them and make it very cost 6 

effective for our customers, but also make it something that 7 

can get easily moved into a movie theater.  One of the hardest 8 

things about movie theaters is getting the screen actually 9 

into the theater.  Many times holes have to be cut in walls or 10 

damage has to be done to just, or a door has to be put in just 11 

to bring the screen into the theater.  So we can fold our 12 

screens and it makes it very low impact, makes it very good 13 

for us to be able to service the globe.  The reason these 14 

buildings are good to us and are appealing to us, are because 15 

we right now are in three separate facilities in Mesa, and it 16 

makes it very hard to run your building out of three separate 17 

facilities.  And plus, on top of that, all – it says that 18 

there’s three now, we just had our fourth guy build a house in 19 

Queen Creek also, so we’ve got three of the four of us are in 20 

Queen Creek, the other’s in South Gilbert.  So we’re in the 21 

area and region already.  The other thing that’s very nice for 22 

us, is many of these buildings that are existing, which was a 23 

shock to us when we first saw this site, is we need existing 24 

structures that have no pillars in them.  The reason we need 25 
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no pillars is because we lay the screens out on the floor and 1 

we have a robotic spray arm that we invented ourselves, that 2 

goes – sprays up and down on the floor and sprays that movie 3 

screen so that all the coating just goes right down on the 4 

floor and there’s very minimal overspray or dust that gets put 5 

into the air.  We’ve been doing this for a number of years, 6 

and we need very large warehouses, which is why we need even 7 

the other large building built, because we send many of these 8 

screens out that way.  Today, as I already mentioned, we’ve 9 

got many customers throughout the world – IMAX being one of 10 

the big ones, but you’ve heard some of the other names like 11 

Dolby, everybody knows Harkins here in the Valley, but Regal, 12 

Cinemark, AMC, Lowes, whoever, you can name it, we’ve done 13 

screens for the Grand Old Opry and many other name brands that 14 

are out there on the market.  So that’s who we are, that’s 15 

what we’re trying to do.  Is there any questions for me? 16 

SALAS:  How many employees do you have? 17 

SEVERTSON:  I have 22 employees. 18 

SALAS:  Where? 19 

SEVERTSON:  In Mesa. 20 

SALAS:  In Mesa. 21 

SEVERTSON:  Yes. 22 

SMYRES:  Does that 22 include owners? 23 

SEVERTSON:  That is including owners. 24 

SMYRES:  So the total payroll’s 22 people. 25 
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SEVERTSON:  22 people, yes. 1 

SMYRES:  Thank you. 2 

SEVERTSON:  Any other questions? 3 

SALAS:  What do you have in South America? 4 

SEVERTSON:  We do not have any facilities in South 5 

America.  The way I work, is I sell through dealers and 6 

integrators, so I don’t have – I don’t sell direct, my movie 7 

screens to – direct to consumers.  I sell through this 8 

network, and then they make their living off of buying the 9 

screen from me and reselling it to the theaters.  So South 10 

America is – we’re everywhere in South America, just about 11 

every country there.  Any other questions?  Thank you. 12 

RIGGINS:  Thank you. 13 

LAKE:  Now let me just walk through the request that 14 

we have before you, and this is – it’s really a perfect fit 15 

because the existing structures on this site fit the needs of 16 

what they’re looking for with those (inaudible), no pillars in 17 

the buildings, and so they can really come in, enclose the 18 

buildings and run their operations so that it does take place 19 

inside of existing facilities.  But the request is for a Comp 20 

Plan Amendment and a rezoning because the previous user that 21 

used the site, the utility, didn’t need zoning, and so we 22 

needed to zone it to an industrial buffer zone.  But as staff 23 

pointed out, if you take the existing I-1 zoning and just lay 24 

out those uses, there was a concern that we might do a bate 25 
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and switch, or play games, and so what we did is we added a 1 

PAD overlay and struck out some of these other uses that we 2 

weren’t intending to do so that there’s some protection there 3 

that with this zoning, you know, Severtson wouldn’t come in 4 

and in the next year sell it to Home Depot, or QuikTrip or 5 

something and do something more intense.  The protection is 6 

really there to strike out all these other uses, other than 7 

what they will be using this facility for to provide 8 

protection, and that’s written into the zoning and sticks and 9 

ties with the property.  Here’s an aerial view that staff 10 

presented.  You can see, really, the buildings that we’ll be 11 

using, this is the new building back here.  All these other 12 

buildings we’ll be utilizing and we’ll be enclosing these.  13 

Currently they’re open, and when H2O ran their maintenance 14 

operations and their trucking out of there, those were out of 15 

big open sheds, and those are currently open now, but we’ll be 16 

enclosing those and putting a concrete floor inside those so 17 

that everything that happens and the application and the 18 

process occurs inside a enclosed building.  So there’s really 19 

not much change as far as the site layout, the buildings, and 20 

the functionality of the site from what it previously operated 21 

as.  Again, here’s another rendering.  You can see this is how 22 

it is today, it’s open, we will then be enclosing it – the 23 

building.  We’ll also be installing a new perimeter block 24 

wall.  Currently there’s a chain link fence with some wire on 25 
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the top.  Here’s another perspective.  Again, open buildings, 1 

that we’ll be enclosing, open here that we’ll be enclosing.  2 

We’ll also be removing some of the other noxious things that 3 

are on there, gas storage tanks and chemicals and things to 4 

clean up the site to make it better than it currently is.  And 5 

so we’ll be – we don’t need those type of things, whereas the 6 

utility company did need those for all their trucks and 7 

operations that came and went from the site, we don’t need 8 

those because the shipping that leaves this site through a 9 

FedEx or DHL or UPS can come to the site and pick up the 10 

screens and these boxes and then take them away and ship them 11 

around the world.  So we believe that this use of this 12 

property is really a good neighbor.  The uses for these 13 

buildings, the industrial uses, the utility for many, many 14 

years has been there.  We have looked at this site and we 15 

think it’s – ours low impact.  We actually think we’ll have 16 

lower traffic than what has been there historically with the 17 

H2O Water Company and all the trucks they had coming and 18 

going, plus the customer base that would come there and pay 19 

their bills.  We will have less traffic than what has happened 20 

there historically.  As was presented, the chemicals that are 21 

used here are not toxic, so we don’t have a toxic chemical 22 

issue where we’ll be storing unsafe chemicals onsite; this is 23 

all water based stuff and we’ve already had the County 24 

Environmental Health Services out, they came and within 25 
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minutes they said, you know, you guys are good, this isn’t a 1 

problem.  We won’t be producing any dust or noise or 2 

vibrations that you typically see with some of the other 3 

industrial – heavier industrial uses.  This is really a good 4 

neighbor type use that fits into an existing building.  We 5 

believe it’s consistent with the – with what we’re proposing 6 

with the General Plan because it retains the existing 7 

character of the site, the uses that go on on the site are 8 

going to be very similar, the buildings will be very similar, 9 

the office building out in the front will be utilized the way 10 

it historically has, with less traffic, plus with Pinal County 11 

it provides an opportunity to bring a world leader 12 

corporation, corporate headquarters to Pinal County.  And the 13 

employees, currently they have 22, they’re looking to go up to 14 

30, but they also have salesmen around the world, if you will, 15 

that also receive their – they put food on the table by 16 

selling the Severtson Screens, and so we think this is a great 17 

business, a great asset to have in Pinal County.  And so one 18 

of the benefits to Pinal County, we think, we’ll be adding 19 

jobs to the County, bringing a compatible business and 20 

utilizing existing buildings the way they were designed.  It 21 

will be a good neighbor with low impact, with a light 22 

industrial use and we’ll be utilizing the existing building.  23 

So with that I’d be happy to answer any questions related to 24 

the site, and then reserve some time at the end for rebuttal 25 
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or response.  Thank you. 1 

RIGGINS:  Thank you.  Commissioners?  Commissioner 2 

Smyres. 3 

SMYRES:  Do you have any – I guess what I’m 4 

concerned about is you said the traffic you thought it would 5 

be less than what H2O was – do you have any idea what H2O was 6 

doing, traffic-wise from over there? 7 

LAKE:  H2O had - I spoke with the people at H2O and 8 

I also spoke with some other people in water – that worked for 9 

the water company, they had about the same number of 10 

employees, about 30 employees, but then they also had 11 

customers coming to and from the site, and then they also had 12 

truck traffic coming to and from the site with all the repair 13 

and manufacturing.  So we’ve got 22 employees with the parking 14 

lot that will come and go from the site everyday.  We don’t 15 

have customers that come to the site.  It’s just the employees 16 

that come to the site everyday and do their work and then go 17 

home.  The hours are pretty standard working hours.  Daylight 18 

hours, they’re not around the clock type of a business, and 19 

then all the business happens inside an enclosed building. 20 

SMYRES:  One other quick question.  I can’t find it 21 

in my narrative now of course, but the amount of truck 22 

traffic, semis versus the smaller trucks.  What was those 23 

numbers?  I can’t find it again.  It’s in here somewhere. 24 

LAKE:  We believe that we – at the absolute most, 25 
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based upon our growth, we could have maybe in the future up to 1 

a maximum of one semi a day, but then we’re going to have 2 

FedEx trucks and UPS trucks on their normal rotation coming 3 

and picking up these boxes and shipping them around the world.  4 

And so really minimal truck traffic compared to the public 5 

utility that had their work trucks coming and going everyday. 6 

SMYRES:  Thank you. 7 

RIGGINS:  Okay, Commissioner Smyres – Putrick. 8 

PUTRICK:  What would you estimate export duty tax 9 

(inaudible) business? 10 

LAKE:  I don’t – Chairman, Commissioner, I don’t 11 

know that.  I know this is one of the few companies that does 12 

actually export to China, and around the world.  We don’t have 13 

many of those anymore.  But they do export all around the 14 

world and I don’t have those numbers for you.  I don’t know 15 

that – I apologize for not being prepared to answer that one. 16 

PUTRICK:  That’s important. 17 

RIGGINS:  Commissioners?  Questions?  Vice Chair 18 

Hartman. 19 

HARTMAN:  Chair Riggins.  Sean, this question you 20 

can maybe answer, but if you can’t, maybe staff can.  I’m 21 

concerned that if this whole zoning on this property has kind 22 

of been through a back door situation.  I mean I agree with 23 

the people that will probably speak later on, but I’ve read 24 

their letters and I know there is quite a bit of opposition.  25 
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Well, what I’m wondering about is what would happen to this 1 

property if the Stevensons [sic] no longer utilize this?  2 

Could they sell it and another manufacturing like welding or 3 

something come in there?  Some heavy industrial type, noise, 4 

loud noises, and all kinds of stuff, which would be very 5 

disruptive to the area for sure. 6 

LAKE:  Chairman, Commission Member, you raise a good 7 

point.  You know, what is tied to this property?  And 8 

typically with an I-1 type of use, there are some other 9 

heavier industrial uses that are tied with it, and so having 10 

heard that at the first and the second neighborhood meeting 11 

that we’ve been working on this, that’s why we added the PAD 12 

overlay to exclude – if you’ll look at the list of allowed 13 

uses up on the screen, you can see we’ve crossed out or 14 

excluded most of them, so that the type of – somebody who 15 

would come in, let’s say the Severtsons, for some reason, went 16 

out of business 10, 20, 30, 40 years from now, this zoning 17 

would still take place.  So any type of future use that 18 

happens on this property would all have to be enclosed, 19 

inside, because that’s part of it – it’s light manufacturing 20 

of assembling pre-manufactured things, as opposed to welding 21 

or fabricating new things, which is more of a heavy 22 

industrial-type use.  They couldn’t do commercial or those 23 

type of things, so we’ve excluded a lot of those noxious uses.  24 

They wouldn’t be allowed.  And so somebody could come in and 25 
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if they wanted to do that, they’d have to go through this 1 

whole process again, rezoning, go through the Planning 2 

Commission and the Board of Supervisors to change the zoning. 3 

HARTMAN:  Bring it back before - 4 

LAKE:  Bring it back before the Planning Commission 5 

and the Board of Supervisors. 6 

HARTMAN:  Okay. 7 

LANGLITZ:  Mr. Chair, Mr. Vice Chair, if it’s 8 

helpful to the Commission, I agree with Mr. Lake that is 9 

exactly what would have to happen.  They would have to come 10 

back again.  If there was an alterative type of use proposed, 11 

they would have to come back, probably do a PAD amendment or 12 

rezone again, so it wouldn’t automatically happen. 13 

SALAS:  Mr. Chair? 14 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Salas. 15 

SALAS:  One of the things that I’m interested in 16 

here is – there’s a statement here that Mr. Schnepf has been 17 

pulling some strings to push the zoning change?  So what are 18 

the strings? 19 

LAKE:  Chairman, Commissioner, I didn’t say that.  I 20 

think that was one of the neighbors that is making that 21 

accusation.  I don’t know of any strings that are being 22 

pulled.  I know we’ve been working with planning staff and 23 

we’ve been working with Economic Development and the County 24 

has been anxious to get this – to locate this business here.  25 
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But I – we’re – the Schnepfs aren’t pulling any strings and 1 

myself and Toby have had the communication with the County, so 2 

I don’t know the basis or grounds for that accusation. 3 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Smyres. 4 

SMYRES:  I have a question, it maybe more for staff 5 

than for the applicant.  Why are we going with a zoning change 6 

versus an application for a PAD or an SUP, which would not 7 

affect the zoning, it would only affect that particular 8 

business?  Should it leave then we wouldn’t be faced with a 9 

zoning of an industrial zoning inside a residential area. 10 

BOJORQUEZ:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Smyres, 11 

unfortunately SR only allows certain types of uses, and this 12 

type of use, light manufacturing is not one of the uses that’s 13 

allowed in SR, thus a PAD overlay wouldn’t work for this one 14 

here.  It will require a zone change, and it appears that I-1 15 

would be the least intensive zone that they could potentially 16 

rezone to, and the PAD as the applicant had mentioned, will 17 

limit some of the other intensive uses on this one here.  18 

Thus, this seems to be the most appropriate alternative for 19 

their purpose.  Following up to that, this particular use 20 

would not be eligible for an SUP, since it’s not listed on the 21 

list of SUPs, thus it wouldn’t be something that could, you 22 

know, be removed versus having to do the whole rezone and 23 

getting a PAD and so forth. 24 

LANGLITZ:  Mr. Chair, if I may again add, if it’s 25 
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helpful for the Commission, what we’re doing here is basically 1 

a two step process.  The zoning would allow the use, and then 2 

the PAD restricts the use to just that.  So that’s why we’re 3 

doing zoning and also with the PAD to address the concerns 4 

voiced by some members of the public that if this thing is 5 

allowed, then we’ll never know in the future what else type of 6 

uses can come in.  That’s the reason for the zoning and the 7 

PAD. 8 

RIGGINS:  Commissioners?  Vice Chair Hartman. 9 

HARTMAN:  Chair Riggins.  Sean, one of the – under 10 

the stipulations, one of them is that there be placed a six 11 

foot wall around the property, that hadn’t been addressed at 12 

all, and also some landscaping, would you explain to us 13 

exactly what that entails? 14 

LAKE:  Correct.  Yes I will.  Chairman, Commission Member, the 15 

first condition requires a six foot masonry wall to be 16 

installed.  Currently there is not, it is a chain link fence 17 

around the property.  The Severtsons will be installing a 18 

solid six foot masonry wall that will replace the chain link 19 

fence, both visually and for security purposes, but will help 20 

protect the site on the inside.  And then the staff has 21 

requested that we install landscaping outside of the wall to 22 

kind of soften and buffer along the perimeter. 23 

HARTMAN:  Trees and shrubs is what it says. 24 

LAKE:  Yes sir. 25 
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HARTMAN:  Okay, thank you Chair.  Thank you. 1 

RIGGINS:  Commissioners, any other questions?  2 

Commissioner Shearer. 3 

AULT:  Yes, I’m just curious about the previous 4 

operation, commercial operations on the property relative to 5 

the age of the surrounding residential establishments.  Was 6 

the previous commercial operations on this property, did it 7 

predate the residential development surrounding the area, or 8 

was it – they coincide in time? 9 

LAKE:  Let me just look.  I think it’s – I’m just 10 

verifica – for Mrs. Schnepf who is the back – the Schnepfs 11 

actually own the property directly to the west, and so if you 12 

look at the original, or the first picture, they own that 13 

property and the utility – so the Schnepfs own this home right 14 

here, and they’re selling us the property.  So this home right 15 

here and the Schnepfs, they’re selling this property to us.  16 

So they own this property.  This utility has been here 40-plus 17 

years and has been operating for 40-plus years, and it 18 

predates, I would say, most the people who live out in this 19 

area. 20 

RIGGINS:  Okay, Vice Chair Hartman. 21 

HARTMAN:  But it doesn’t predate the zoning as 22 

Suburban Ranch. 23 

LAKE:  No, it’s been zoned Suburban Ranch for 24 

forever. 25 
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HARTMAN:  Since (inaudible). 1 

LAKE:  Since probably the 60s is probably when the 2 

zoning ordinance was adopted. 3 

HARTMAN:  Right. 4 

BOJORQUEZ:  Commissioner Hartman.  It appears that 5 

the zoning for this site here was applied in the 70s, and it’s 6 

remained the same since that time. 7 

LAKE:  But the SR was just established, because that 8 

was a surrounding area.  Utility did not require zoning, and 9 

so they’ve operated not needing any type of zoning, quite 10 

frankly. 11 

RIGGINS:  Vice Chair Hartman. 12 

HARTMAN:  One point, clarification, under history it 13 

says the subject property was rezoned from General Rural to 14 

Suburban Ranch in 1971 under planning case PZ-29-6-71.  So it 15 

was done in 1971.  It was from general - from General Rural to 16 

Suburban Ranch in ’71. 17 

RIGGINS:  Approximately the same time as the H2O 18 

facility.  Kind of concurrent.  At least at this point in time 19 

it seems kind of concurrent.  Okay.  Commissioners, do we have 20 

any other questions or comments to the applicant?  There none 21 

being, I’ll ask you to sit down and it is time to open up the 22 

public portion of this meeting.  I’m going to ask a question, 23 

a show of hands, how many people intend to get up and speak to 24 

this?  Okay, that looks fine then.  In that case at this time 25 
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I’ll ask the first one to come up and first you’ll need to do 1 

is sign your name and address in on the register, and then 2 

tell us who you are and where you’re from and let us know what 3 

you’re thinking. 4 

WARBINGTON:  My name is Cathy Warbington.  I have 5 

lived in this area for 22 years.  I have come with a map and 6 

96 signatures from landowners in the area that are strongly 7 

opposed to this.  We, as a part of an established community, 8 

are here in opposition to the rezoning of H2O water offices 9 

and their surrounding buildings.  We, as a community, have had 10 

to fight many times to keep our rural and agricultural 11 

community.  It is the main reason most of us have bought and 12 

chose to live and raise our families here.  It is on record 13 

here in Pinal County the number of times people have tried to 14 

split or rezone their properties in this community.  We truly 15 

feel any zoning change will open the flood gates for others to 16 

do the same.  Once one land owner is allowed to change their 17 

zoning, or split their property, it will set a precedent that 18 

we will not be able to roll back.  In the past, Planning and 19 

Zoning, and the Zoning Commission has always backed our rural 20 

low-keyed lifestyle.  We appreciate that.  There are not many 21 

communities like ours left.  The Commission has told previous 22 

applicants they need to have 75 percent of the land owners in 23 

favor of their proposal.  I don’t believe that the burden of 24 

proof should be on the opposing land owners to do these 25 
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signatures and petitions to keep people from doing this 1 

against the will of the community; however, because we truly 2 

want and need to keep our lifestyle, we will continue to do 3 

our part.  Just as a reminder, there is one property that was 4 

split back in the last 90s or early 2000s.  It was done in a 5 

way the neighborhood was not aware of, nor was Planning and 6 

Zoning Commission, and I believe the same family that did that 7 

is trying to sell this property in question.  When the 8 

Planning and Zoning Commission and/or the Board of Supervisors 9 

discovered that, they had been skirted, the statement was 10 

made, that would never happen again.  One of the reasons for 11 

changing the zoning is they don’t know who would want a 12 

building as such, but I know of a place in Gilbert, a 13 

beautiful home made out of three grain silos.  If an architect 14 

can make a house out of three grain silos, they can definitely 15 

redesign that office building and split it up and sell it as 16 

homes.  I don’t know a man in my life that wouldn’t want one 17 

of them big metal buildings in their backyard.  So in light of 18 

the fact that we have told them in a previously meeting they 19 

need 75 percent of the land owners to be in favor of their 20 

proposal, I’m curious - we’re curious - did they get any 21 

signatures on a position.  And I just want to thank you from 22 

myself and from all the people in our community for hearing 23 

our concerns and our comments.  We truly do not want this in 24 

our neighborhood.  Now, on the map they showed you, they did 25 
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show a building that was not on their previous maps.  If I 1 

may, this building in front here is being built as we speak on 2 

the west side of Mr. Schnepf’s home.  Now that’s being built 3 

as of today.  If anyone was to go look, that is a solid flat 4 

floor, they have some plumbing in the northeast corner of that 5 

building.  That’s all, the rest of that floor is dead flat.  6 

Now Mr. Severtson kind of made our case for us.  They need a 7 

flat surface, that building is being built as we speak, and I 8 

don’t see that Mr. Schnepf, at his age, has any reason to 9 

build a building like that.  None of us do.  He has also spoke 10 

today about them being world-wide.  This is not going to be a 11 

small operation.  This is going to be a huge operation, and 12 

regardless of what they say, I don’t foresee it being 22 13 

employees, 22 people.  When the water company was there, they 14 

ran half ton, three-quarter ton trucks in and out of there.  15 

They didn’t run semis out of there, and the only time there 16 

was a lot of traffic there, was when it came time for people 17 

to go pay their water bills.  It was not a high traffic area.  18 

We absolutely believe that if this is allowed to go forward, 19 

it’s going to set a precedent that we may never be able to get 20 

out of.  But we greatly appreciate your time, and for hearing 21 

our comments and concerns.  Any questions? 22 

RIGGINS:  Thank you very much.  Commissioners? 23 

SALAS:  Mr. Chair? 24 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Salas. 25 
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SALAS:  Ma’am, you said you had 96 signatures 1 

opposing? 2 

WARBINGTON:  I do. 3 

SALAS:  What percentage does that constitute of your 4 

area? 5 

WARBINGTON:  Well it depends on how you count the 6 

properties.  If there’s 96 signatures, we have half, more than 7 

half.  I counted 172 properties, and we’ve got 96.  And I also 8 

have the map, a map, and I kind of colored it in according to 9 

– if you want them, you’re more than -  10 

RIGGINS:  Please, please stay, please stay at the 11 

podium. 12 

WARBINGTON:  A map that I have colored in of the 13 

area with the properties that we have signatures on.  Now, 14 

just because we don’t have the rest of the signatures doesn’t 15 

mean that they’re in favor of this proposal, we jus didn’t get 16 

them all.  There was a lot of people that weren’t home or 17 

working, they had closed gates.  But we have probably 95 18 

percent of the people in that area do not want this to go 19 

through. 20 

SALAS:  Well I’m interested in knowing how you’re 21 

going to proceed on getting 75 percent, whether it’s a 22 

Commission or whoever’s in charge of verification of this 75 23 

percent signatures in order to change.  You know, personally I 24 

can’t make a decision like that if we don’t even know how to 25 
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obtain that 75 percent, whether it’s the responsibility of the 1 

staff or whoever would be the one, you know they’re proposed 2 

the 75 percent signatures, and so how are they to proceed on 3 

acquiring 75 percent? 4 

WARBINGTON:  They can’t because we have more than 50 5 

percent, so they – there’s no way they can get 75 percent, but 6 

we have landowners and we have parcel numbers and addresses 7 

and signatures to go with our petition, so they’re all 8 

verifiable. 9 

SALAS:  That might be true, but does it get to 75 10 

percent? 11 

WARBINGTON:  Absolutely.  Abso – oh, we don’t have 12 

to get to 75 percent, they would need to get –  13 

SALAS:  That’s what I’m saying. 14 

WARBINGTON:  Okay. 15 

SALAS:  We obtained that, because you said well 16 

there’s no way counting or whatever it is – 17 

WARBINGTON:  Well you can count.  I counted 172 18 

pieces of property in our area. 19 

PUTRICK:  I just have two quick questions. 20 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Putrick. 21 

PUTRICK:  Where did the 75 percent come from? 22 

WARBINGTON:  The County has said – Planning and 23 

Zoning has said in previous meetings that the – whoever came 24 

in with a change needed to have 75 percent of the land owners 25 
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in favor of their proposal. 1 

PUTRICK:  Staff, can we verify that? 2 

ABRAHAM:  Sure.  So kind of to back up a little bit.  3 

Many, many years ago there was a signature requirement for 4 

zone changes.  Since then, State law has been changed, our 5 

code has been changed, that the burden of proof is now on the 6 

surrounding property owners to lodge what’s called a protest.  7 

They call it the protest provision, which is 20 percent of all 8 

property owners by area in number within 300 feet of a 9 

proposed site.  So how that works is that they submit their 10 

petitions, staff does an analysis and makes sure that those 11 

two levels are attained, then what staff would do is alert the 12 

Board of Supervisors that they need, basically, a super 13 

majority to adopt the zone change.  That protest provision, 14 

staff - is if we get the material in time we tell the 15 

Commission there’s a substantial amount of opposition, but it 16 

doesn’t affect your vote.  Like you wouldn’t need a super 17 

majority to recommend to the Board of Supervisors.  Since we 18 

don’t have that information, we have to look at that if the – 19 

if we move forward today, we would look at that information, 20 

then tell the Board of Supervisors how – the appropriate way 21 

to respond to that. 22 

PUTRICK:  Okay, and they have submitted the 23 

signatures – the petitions? 24 

ABRAHAM:  I don’t know, did they?  Did you get 25 
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anything?  Okay, no so - 1 

WARBINGTON:  We’ve always just brought them with us.  2 

We did submit some comments online. 3 

PUTRICK:  Just quickly, just so you know, it’s not 4 

official, it’s hearsay, unless it’s submitted officially. 5 

WARBINGTON:  Well, we were not – 6 

PUTRICK;  Well, I know, I understand.  I’m just 7 

telling you what the law is.  So it’s essentially hearsay, 8 

unless it’s submitted to the County officially.  Is that 9 

correct? 10 

ABRAHAM:  Yeah, that’s correct.  There needs to be a 11 

time to analyze the petition, so - and sometimes there’s a lot 12 

of property owners, there’s some numbers involved, it’s 13 

something that we certainly couldn’t do at the hearing today, 14 

but I think what the Commission just in something like this, 15 

you put it in the realm of there appears to be a large number 16 

of anti sentiment to this. 17 

RIGGINS:  Okay, a question on my part just to make 18 

sure I understand the timeframe that you just mentioned.  The 19 

ability of the community to lodge their signatures still 20 

remains between the period of time of this Commission meeting 21 

and the Board of Supervisors meeting. 22 

ABRAHAM:  Absolutely. 23 

RIGGINS:  Okay.  So that is something that can be 24 

done during that period of time.  As you know, the Commission 25 
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only makes a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors, the 1 

Supervisors make the decision.  But I think we’ve enumerated 2 

it then, what our process is and our procedure and we’ve taken 3 

away some of the 75 percent and what that means.  We now have 4 

a procedure and we know exactly what to do with it. 5 

WARBINGTON:  Well several of us sent comments to Mr. 6 

Bojorquez and at no time did he say we needed to get these 7 

signatures in at a certain time. 8 

RIGGINS:  Well it sounds like to me that there is a 9 

process and a venue open at this point.  So that would be 10 

something to take up with staff and to proceed with. 11 

WARBINGTON:  So I need to give them these 12 

signatures. 13 

RIGGINS:  And you can – I’m sure you can get an 14 

appointment set up and get things along as soon as this is 15 

done. 16 

PUTRICK:  And just to add, this is like gathering 17 

signatures for somebody running for office, so they have to be 18 

– they also have to be notarized, okay?  So when you do the 19 

forms, they have to be notarized as well.  It’s all part of 20 

the State requirements. 21 

LANGLITZ:  Mr. – yeah, Mr. Chair, we – yeah.  I 22 

would just be a little concerned about giving advice on how to 23 

comply with the State statutes. We – 24 

PUTRICK:  Yes, I concur totally.  We should not give 25 



October 20, 2016  Regular Meeting 

 Page 47 of 114 

advice from the Commission, but there is a venue that’s been 1 

established in an open meeting and, you know, please examine 2 

that and, you know, examine your best interests in that and 3 

deal with staff to figure out the directions to go. 4 

WARBINGTON:  So these signatures need to be 5 

individually notarized? 6 

PUTRICK:  I would say that we can’t answer that 7 

today.  I would say that we cannot answer that today. 8 

LANGLITZ:  The statute is when you go to Arizona 9 

Revised Statutes, it’s in Title 11, which deals with counties.  10 

And then there’s the section that will talk about zoning and 11 

is it the 600s?  Do you know?  I don’t remember exactly in 12 

there, but it’ll set forth the process of what you’ll need to 13 

do. 14 

WARBINGTON:  So who are we going to need to talk to 15 

get this process? 16 

LANGLITZ:  You might want to consult an attorney, or 17 

we can send you a copy of the statute.  Yeah, we can – 18 

ABRAHAM:  Yeah, we can do that.  And then also turn 19 

in whatever you have.  We’ll take a look at whatever you’ve 20 

put together, we’ll evaluate it, accord it to our statutes and 21 

our codes to make a determination to the Board.  You know, 22 

this isn’t the first time we’ve had to do something like this, 23 

so I’ll help Enrique kind of go through all those names and 24 

all those lists that you’ve put together. 25 
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WARBINGTON:  Okay, thank you very much. 1 

ABRAHAM:  You’re welcome. 2 

RIGGINS:  Any – Commissioner Salas. 3 

SALAS:  Is there anybody with your group that can 4 

answer my previous question on who was pulling strings?  5 

There’s an allegation that was made and evidently it’s public 6 

and it’s come to our attention, and that disturbs me.  You 7 

know, to make an allegation like that, that somebody’s pulling 8 

strings. 9 

WARBINGTON:  Yeah, I did not put that in my letter 10 

whatso –  11 

SALAS:  And you don’t have any information as to who 12 

that could have been? 13 

WARBINGTON:  No, people sent in their individual 14 

comments, so what other people sent in, I have no clue.  I 15 

know what I sent in. 16 

SALAS:  Well, for me that’s a serious allegation. 17 

RIGGINS:  Okay, Commissioners, any other question of 18 

the speaker?  Thank you very much.  Our next person that would 19 

like to speak?  If you could please write your name and 20 

address down on the log there and then give that information 21 

to us before we begin. 22 

ERICKSON:  Yes sir.  Yes.  Good morning, my name’s 23 

Patrick Erickson, I live at 40797 North Kenworthy Road.  I 24 

bought the property about 14 years ago.  The previous speaker 25 
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mentioned that the last rezoning in the area was about 14 1 

years ago.  She’s not correct on that one.  But the second 2 

previous one was, it was my next door neighbor.  He had 4.4 3 

acres.  He asked for it to be rezoned to Suburban Homestead, 4 

so 2.2 acres each.  It was approved, even though the Board of 5 

Supervisor had voted in opposition, it was unanimous with the 6 

three Supervisors at that time, and so there’s some confusion 7 

on hey you guys voted against it, the Board of Supervisors 8 

passed it.  Bottom line is the property is now occupied by my 9 

next door neighbors, they’re great neighbors.  They’ve got a 10 

5,000 square foot house, they don’t have any children.  11 

Benefit to the County.  No road improvements, no additional 12 

kids, but the taxes went from a vacant lot to a multi-million 13 

dollar property, and so you can imagine what the tax rate 14 

increase was.  Brought in a beautiful house, it’s a standard 15 

that you seldom see inside Pinal County, and it was a 16 

successful rezone application.  The last one that was rezoned 17 

successfully was over on Ocotillo Road on Rattlesnake.  They 18 

rezoned that commercial.  And then there’s another commercial 19 

property inside this area also.  So there’s already two 20 

commercial properties and there has been successful rezoning 21 

inside there.  I applaud the staff for citing the State laws 22 

and everything else, the 300 foot setbacks and then the 600 23 

foot setbacks for public comment.  I know the staff has done 24 

their work perfectly because I went through this process about 25 
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four years ago.  I came in front of – I think only three of 1 

you were here at that time.  I asked for my property to be 2 

split and it was turned down.  The reason – I take that back – 3 

I asked my property to be rezoned so I could build a house for 4 

my parents.  Even though these people that speak in opposition 5 

here they don’t like the words I use, I’ll just call them 6 

mean.  They stood up and said my parents weren’t old, they 7 

weren’t ailing.  I didn’t need to have the opportunity to 8 

build my parents a house.  My parents died within a year and I 9 

buried them, so that’s my statement.  And there’s consequences 10 

for these people standing up and just saying anything they can 11 

possibly say to get their way.  Again, my parents were old, 12 

they were ailing, they were 40 miles away when the time came 13 

for me to go and support them.  I wasn’t there in time and I 14 

buried them both on the same day.  Thank you. 15 

RIGGINS:  Any questions?  Thank you.  Thank you.  16 

Okay, next person that would like to speak.  Yes, and if you 17 

could please give us your – write your name and address down 18 

there on the log and then tell us that and – 19 

DANIELS:  My name is Renate Daniels and I live at 20 

2950 East Pima Road, and I’d like to say first of all that I’m 21 

opposed to this, and the biggest reason is the traffic.  We’re 22 

going to increase the traffic along Pima, Schnepf, Ocotillo, 23 

it’s gotten horrendous, I would say, in the last six years.  24 

I’ve had to call up gravel truck companies asking them not to 25 
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drive down Pima Road.  The employees of the new company, 1 

including their trucks, their delivery trucks, it will be 2 

semis.  I feel insulted that the attorney talked about parcel 3 

and FedEx when the slides definitely show less than truckload 4 

traffic and perhaps truckload.  I’m not sure what their 5 

inbound tonnage is, but I would like to know what their 6 

outbound shipment number is per day, and what their tonnage is 7 

per day, outbound and inbound.  The semis will go down Pima 8 

Road, they will go down Ocotillo, and they will go down 9 

Germann and Schnepf.  And they may even go down some of the 10 

side streets to avoid traffic.  Our neighborhood is a great 11 

neighborhood and everyone there has moved there because of 12 

their children.  We ride our horses up and down the road, kids 13 

ride their bicycles.  We have several handicap.  Our speed 14 

limit is 25 and it’s not enforced.  The police do the best 15 

they can, but we see people during the day cut through that 16 

neighborhood to avoid the congestion on Ironwood and Ocotillo.  17 

And there’s going to be a lot of road repair with these semis.  18 

Even if his product is not real heavy, those semis that are 19 

coming to pick up his product could have 20-30,000 pounds, 20 

which will tear up our roads.  Now I don’t know if the zoning 21 

is going to change, if it’s going to happen, but perhaps the 22 

community can work together.  Maybe what we need in our 23 

neighborhood, number one I have a hard time believing we do 24 

not have truck restrictions in our subdivision.  I come from 25 
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the Midwest, and most neighborhoods you are not allowed truck 1 

traffic.  I think we need more stop signs, or even speed 2 

bumps.  I have seen people go down Pima Road, 25 mile an hour 3 

speed limit, going 55, 65, most of them are going 45 and 50.  4 

And everyone in the neighborhood has called the police and 5 

(inaudible) out there and given tickets.  And the trash is 6 

unbelievable.  I see pee cups, power drink – I know these 7 

people are cutting through the neighborhood to go somewhere, 8 

to work some place, and throwing their trash out the window.  9 

Now I don’t know if there’s a way to work things out to where 10 

we can avoid traffic, and I think that’s the major concern of 11 

everybody in the neighborhood, is the through traffic.  That’s 12 

all I’ve got to say. 13 

RIGGINS:  Thank you.  Commissioners, any questions?  14 

Commissioner Putrick. 15 

PUTRICK:  Ma’am?  Your comments about the traffic I 16 

think are well taken.  This Commission does not have purview 17 

over speed limits and roads and things like that, that’s 18 

another part of Community Development or the County. 19 

DANIELS:  (Inaudible) we need more stop signs, or 20 

there needs to be posted no through traffic, especially for 21 

trucks.  You know, the newer neighborhoods – we’re an old 22 

neighborhood.  The newer ones have taken care of that.  All 23 

the new subdivisions, you get lost if you go in them.  And 24 

there’s a reason for that, so there’s no through traffic.  25 
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Perhaps we can work with this company and the County to do 1 

something to protect our neighborhood, not just for this, but 2 

future.  They’re not the only problem. 3 

PUTRICK:  No they’re not.  I –  4 

DANIELS:  No they’re not.  And Schnepf Road 5 

shouldn’t be.  Why would Schnepf be 45 miles an hour, when 6 

they changed that from 25 to 45 they – 7 

PUTRICK:  I can’t answer that, but what I’m saying 8 

to you is that your biggest problem with traffic is not going 9 

to be Schnepf.  It’s already here.  It’s the growth in the 10 

area.  Encanterra is an example. 11 

DANIEL:  No, they’re going to contribute 12 

(inaudible). 13 

PUTRICK:  (Inaudible) Creek, all of that, all that 14 

traffic is going north in the morning on Ironwood, and coming 15 

south on Ironwood in the evening, and it’s a scary road.  I’m 16 

not afraid to drive in traffic at all, but there are some 17 

scary people on Ironwood.  So that’s a thing that you should 18 

bring up with staff to see who you should talk to about doing 19 

something, and I think that’s a reasonable alternative to your 20 

question about traffic.  But the way growth is, you know, and 21 

you know that they’ve told you that Schnepf is a major 22 

arterial, and that’s the reason they raised the speed limit to 23 

45, and that it’s going to – it may change again.  But your 24 

problem is mainly work traffic. 25 



October 20, 2016  Regular Meeting 

 Page 54 of 114 

DANIELS:  No it’s – well, that’s the problem right 1 

now, but allowing this rezoning, we’re going to have semis in 2 

there.  I spent my entire career in the trucking industry and 3 

I saw those slides, that is not parcel.  That is less than 4 

truck load.  You’re looking at shipments that are over 1,000 5 

pounds, 500 or more.  Parcel does not pick that up.  Either 6 

one of those pictures they showed.  And they haven’t provided 7 

to us the number of shipments that are coming in.  If they’re 8 

as large and world leader, they’re going to have more than 9 

what they said coming in and out of there.  They’ve got to 10 

have all the inbound freight coming in to manufacture or make 11 

their product, or assemble it or whatever they do.  And then 12 

they’ve got to have the truck traffic coming out.  And to my 13 

knowledge, because I said something to the police department, 14 

and they said there were no tonnage limits on our roads.  So 15 

that’s going to get semis and you know semis are gonna – well, 16 

by rezoning it I don’t know what comes first.  The cart or the 17 

horse.  But right now we’re talking about zoning that’s going 18 

to bring semis into our neighborhood that little kids are 19 

riding their horses, and that’s going to spook the horses, and 20 

they’re going to get injured. 21 

PUTRICK:  But I think what I’m saying is that your – 22 

the worst of your problem is not semis coming in. 23 

DANIELS:  Well it will be.  It is.  One of my – I 24 

lived on Pima with semis coming through. 25 
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PUTRICK:  I’m not going to argue with you about it, 1 

okay?  You have an opinion and that’s fine and you expressed 2 

it, and we thank you for that. 3 

RIGGINS:  Vice Chair Hartman. 4 

HARTMAN:  Chair Riggins, could we ask Lester Chow 5 

(inaudible) to address the traffic situation in that area.  6 

And PCs knows anything that’s going to change to improve some 7 

of the problems, current problems that are there, and 8 

multiplied by maybe this land use. 9 

CHOW:  Chairman Riggins, Vice Chair Hartman.  Like 10 

any other site plan that this will be required to do, they 11 

will be, or they had a traffic analysis that will identify the 12 

volumes produced by this company and it’ll identify the type 13 

of vehicles also, whether it’s a van, semi, half ton, that 14 

kind of stuff.  So that could identify those, including the 15 

employees and the peak hour times in the morning and the 16 

afternoon.  So it will identify the traffic.  As far as the 17 

roads that they use, I mean they’re all public roadways, so, 18 

you know, they all have the right to use them.  Schnepf, 19 

Kenworthy, Pima, they all are identified as arterials, so 20 

those are the main roads that the people will be traveling on. 21 

RIGGINS:  How about Joy and Airport? 22 

CHOW:  Well, they’re not arterials, but they are 23 

public right-of-ways. 24 

RIGGINS:  No restrictions currently? 25 
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CHOW:  No.  No. 1 

RIGGINS:  Okay.  All right.  Commissioners, anything 2 

else?  Yes.  The next person that would like to come up and 3 

speak, please.  Please.  And remember to please write your 4 

name and address down, and then tell us before you begin. 5 

MACDOUGALL:  My name is Julia MacDougall, my husband 6 

Dave MacDougall.  We’ve been residents in the community for 7 

about 20 years. 8 

SALAS:  Excuse me, is that on. 9 

MACDOUGALL:  Oh, is that better? 10 

RIGGINS:  Better. 11 

MACDOUGALL:  I’m sorry.  Thank you for taking the 12 

time to hear our neighborhood concerns.  I think there’s been 13 

a lot of talk whether this company is a perfect fit for the 14 

location.  An awful lot of talk about that.  Our concern, is 15 

it a perfect fit for our neighborhood, the one we’ve been in 16 

for over 20 years.  The one that is zoned agricultural.  The 17 

one we raised our families in.  Our children ride horses by 18 

the side of the street.  Our pets will occasionally run out, 19 

our children.  It is an agricultural community.  And although 20 

it might be a good fit for the world’s – or the U.S. largest 21 

manufacturer of movie screens, which I congratulate, I have 22 

doubts whether it fits into our agricultural neighborhood.  23 

And yes, I was one of the people who got the signatures from 24 

the neighborhood.  Everybody was so grateful.  It’s like we 25 



October 20, 2016  Regular Meeting 

 Page 57 of 114 

all want to preserve what we have, but the average working 1 

person is so busy, they’re not sure which way to go.  We don’t 2 

have legal counsel.  We get signatures, we try to show the 3 

Commissioners that we’re interested in maintaining the 4 

integrity of our community, but it’s difficult.  And we’ll 5 

surely follow the recommendations now that we know them.  But, 6 

you know, we just fear that once our zoning regulations are 7 

breached, our neighborhood will change, it will be lost 8 

forever.  And there’s no way that we can find a replacement.  9 

We’re not like a company looking to relocate.  This is where 10 

our families are raised, and once the zoning is changed, for 11 

one, how would we ever stop it for another and another?  As 12 

our neighborhood forever changes, I fear for the safety of our 13 

families riding horses down our street as the traffic 14 

increases, for the pet or child that runs into the street as 15 

more and more trucks come in with the zoning changes.  We are 16 

asking you, sincerely, for your help to keep the integrity of 17 

our neighborhood.  Let us remain agricultural.  There has to 18 

be other locations and options for this company that does not 19 

involve putting our neighborhood at risk.  We fear that 20 

granting them a zoning change is a huge risk factor to the 21 

life of our community.  That’s everything.  Thank you. 22 

RIGGINS:  Thank you.  Any questions, Commissioners?  23 

Okay, thank you very much.  Anyone else?  Would anybody else 24 

like to come up and speak? 25 



October 20, 2016  Regular Meeting 

 Page 58 of 114 

??:  (Inaudible)? 1 

RIGGINS:  That’s a good question.  No one’s ever – I 2 

don’t believe so. 3 

ABRAHAM:  It’s the discussion of the Chair, but I 4 

don’t think we’ve done that before. 5 

RIGGINS:  No, in all the years I’ve sat here, no 6 

one’s ever asked that. 7 

??:  Last time I was here I (inaudible). 8 

RIGGINS:  Oh my.  Okay. 9 

??:  (Inaudible). 10 

??:  Okay.  Does anybody else wish to speak? 11 

ABRAHAM:  Mr. Chairman, I have a statement that Mr. 12 

Kanavel would like me to read into the record, but if you are 13 

done with the public hearing, with the public, I will wait 14 

until then. 15 

RIGGINS:  Do you have something new? 16 

??:  Yeah, in answer to the (inaudible). 17 

RIGGINS:  Since you’re the last one, please don’t 18 

plow any old ground, but if you something good, would you give 19 

us your name and address again verbally? 20 

ERICKSON:  Yes sir.  Patrick Erickson, and my 21 

address is 40797 North Kenworthy Road.  That is the property I 22 

own, however I grew up a mile away from here.  I went to 23 

school with the Schnepf kids, and earlier you were asking 24 

about whether the H2O was there before the rezoned.  This 960 25 
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acres has been subdivided, was Schnepf properties.  They owned 1 

all 960 acres.  They subdivided the road for transfer to the 2 

County at the time, and the water company did not exist at 3 

that time.  A couple years later, about ’73, we started 4 

putting in the pipes because Schnepf, H2O water company was to 5 

provide water to this subdivision.  The 960 acres were there 6 

kind of first, and then he water company came in right after 7 

that.  But it’s all there because of Schnepfs.  Again, if they 8 

didn’t want to divide their property into the subdivision, 9 

none of this would be happening right now.  So they were 10 

extremely great family out there, and again, they use their 11 

wisdom.  A lot of the other properties out there instead of 12 

subdivided, they went ahead and split, so they from a square 13 

mile to five parcels, and then those five parcels split into 14 

five parcels, and those are the ones where the County has 15 

problems with.  The roads are not the County ones to maintain, 16 

and everything else.  So this is actually a proper subdivision 17 

of 960 acres done by the Schnepfs, so. 18 

RIGGINS:  Thank you. 19 

ERICKSON:  Any questions? 20 

RIGGINS:  Any questions?  Okay, very good.  Well 21 

then at this point in time, there being nobody else that 22 

wishes to speak to this case, we will close the public portion 23 

of the meeting and I will recognize staff has a statement that 24 

they wanted to bring before the Commission. 25 
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ABRAHAM:  Thank you Mr. Chair, and this is on behalf 1 

of Tim Kanavel who couldn’t make it with us today, and I will 2 

definitely be brief, because we can enter this email in its 3 

entirety as part of the record as it moves forward.  To the 4 

Chairman and distinguished Members of the Pinal County 5 

Planning and Zoning Commission: I do apologize for not being 6 

at the Commission meeting in person and respectfully ask that 7 

this letter be read into the official record for the meeting 8 

of Thursday, October 20, 2016.  As the Pinal County Economic 9 

Development Manager, I fully endorse the applicant’s request 10 

for approval based on the following 13 reasons.  That based on 11 

the factors listed above, I ask the P and Z Commission Members 12 

vote for approval of the client’s application.  Should the 13 

Planning Commission have further questions, please contact me 14 

at your convenience.  I can be reached by cell.  And he has a 15 

bullet point list of several reasons that the Commission 16 

should approve it, so we’ll go ahead and enter that into the 17 

record. 18 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Would we have time? 19 

RIGGINS:  Well of course I have – of course I have – 20 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER: Could we have time for those to be 21 

read? 22 

RIGGINS:  Would the Commission like to hear the 23 

bullet points? 24 

HARTMAN:  Yes. 25 
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AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Yes. 1 

RIGGINS:  Okay.  If you will, please. 2 

ABRAHAM:  I’ll just read them in order.  This 3 

project is in keeping with the Board of Supervisors Public 4 

Declaration to enhance economic development, job creation and 5 

capital investment as a County-wide priority.  The jobs 6 

created by this project will be good paying manufacturing 7 

jobs, with good employee benefits.  The jobs created will be 8 

skilled manufacturing-type jobs that will enhance our 9 

residents workforce and skill sets.  Products created by the 10 

company will be sold worldwide.  The greater San Tan Valley 11 

area is in desperate need of non-retail type jobs.  The 12 

company that is seeking to locate at the site will bring much 13 

needed tax revenue to the County through taxes paid on 14 

property, both real and personal, and through wages paid to 15 

employees.  The company will have a low impact environmentally 16 

on the subject area.  They are – it’s the same compliance with 17 

air quality regulations.  The company will have a low impact 18 

on traffic in the area.  The company will have a low impact 19 

acoustically on the area.  The location is already a business 20 

site.  Queen Creek (inaudible) storage and is currently 21 

adjacent to the property.  (Inaudible) company’s present 22 

operations and twice remarked to the owners that several times 23 

how quiet the operations were.  There was no smell (inaudible) 24 

their entire operations, except some storage was contained 25 
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inside their buildings.  And lastly I believe this company 1 

would be a great corporate asset to Pinal County.  That 2 

includes the bullet points. 3 

RIGGINS:  Thank you. 4 

SALAS:  I have a question. 5 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Salas. 6 

SALAS:  Is there any listing of what the wages are 7 

going to be for these – supposed all these workers? 8 

ABRAHAM:  Maybe the applicant could answer that. 9 

RIGGINS:  Would the app - it’s time for the 10 

applicant to come back up and give any rebuttal you wish, or 11 

any last closing comments to the Commission. 12 

LAKE:  Chairman, Commission Members, I will go ahead 13 

and answer some questions.  Specifically the wages.  Some of 14 

the lowest paid $10-15 an hour, upward to $20 an hour, salary 15 

employees as well.  And so that’s a broad range of wages.  I 16 

don’t have a list of all 22 or potentially 30 employees and 17 

what their wages will be, but they’ll be good quality, good 18 

paying jobs.  Let me address a couple of things.  It was – 19 

there was an accusation that there’s some type of – I’m - not 20 

above the board activity with Mr. Schnepf building a metal 21 

building on the west side of his home.  Now keep in mind that 22 

our property, then Mr. Schnepf’s home to the west, and then on 23 

the other side of his home he’s building a metal building to 24 

store some of his goods.  I don’t know why that’s – there’s 25 
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something wrong with that.  I know people build buildings on 1 

the side of their homes to store their personal belongings all 2 

the time.  I don’t understand where the – why that – to 3 

interpret something bad about that.  Let’s see.  The screens, 4 

there was talk about the heavy weight of the trucking traffic 5 

that will come.  The big screens that they have and then they 6 

fold up into these boxes weigh about 500 pounds.  That’s not 7 

that heavy of a load, considering a lot of industrial uses or 8 

manufacturing uses that you have.  So there’s really not a lot 9 

of weight into that.  Schnepf Road is an arterial roadway.  It 10 

is a section lined road, a mile lined road, and we’ve all seen 11 

in the last 25 years that I’ve been down in Pinal County doing 12 

rezoning projects, the transformation of the area.  Schnepf 13 

Road has gone from a small little sleepy road to the 14 

proliferation of residential units that have been developed in 15 

San Tan Valley, Queen Creek, Pinal County, and that traffic 16 

that is happening south here is, as you pointed out, coming 17 

north in the morning, and then going south in the evening.  I 18 

remember when we put together a plan to widen Ironwood Road 19 

and how we were going to do that, to carry the traffic.  Well 20 

Ironwood is bursting at the seams, so what happens is people 21 

use Kenworthy or they use Schnepf as alternative routes.  Well 22 

in the future, Schnepf is going to be a big main road, and it 23 

will carry traffic north up and past Germann.  As we all know, 24 

Highway 24 which we take now to get off the loop road in 25 
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Phoenix, we take 24 to take it out to Ellsworth, 24 will be 1 

extended all the way out to Meridian by Mesa and Queen Creek 2 

here shortly.  They have funding for that.  And then that 24 3 

will also then be extended out past this area, and so Schnepf 4 

will be connecting into 24 at some time in the future.  So a 5 

lot of the traffic that you see from the development that’s 6 

occurred over the last 25 years, from the south will be coming 7 

up and through Kenworthy and Schnepf, and Ironwood up into the 8 

freeway system and dispersed through the project.  Regardless 9 

of whether we go here, there will be a substantial amount of 10 

traffic on Schnepf Road.  There’s nothing I can do or change 11 

about that.  We don’t produce much traffic.  All of the 12 

traffic that we produce will be coming and going from Schnepf 13 

Road.  The trucks that come onto this site will exit onto 14 

either – or Joy or Airport, and then go straight to Schnepf 15 

and then out.  They will not be turning left or going west 16 

through the neighborhood.  No truck traffic will go west 17 

through the neighborhood, we can direct that and make sure.  18 

If you’re comfortable, we can put signs out there that all 19 

traffic goes directly to Schnepf and then out to the arterial 20 

roadway system to get around the Valley.  Let’s see.  Make 21 

sure I – as far as setting a precedent, this is an unusual 22 

case.  Typically when I’ve come before this Commission in the 23 

past, we’re here to talk about farm land and developing and 24 

changing the very nature of a property that has been farmed 25 
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for 50 to 100 years.  This is not the case here.  This is a 1 

piece of property that has been used with these existing 2 

buildings for 40-plus years, in an industrial-type 3 

environment, with truck traffic and employees coming and going 4 

from this site.  We are – because it was utility, they didn’t 5 

require zoning.  We are here to request zoning to have a 6 

similar type of traffic or less, similar type of enclose.  7 

We’re actually more – we do all of our work in enclosed 8 

buildings, whereas H2O didn’t, so we feel we’re less impactful 9 

on the surrounding.  We’re also going to be putting up 10 

perimeter landscaping and screen walls to enhance the 11 

surrounding of the property.  So we think we’re less impactful 12 

than the previous use that’s been there for many years.  We 13 

think this is a great business, a great asset to come to Pinal 14 

County.  We think this is good jobs and good people, and a 15 

score for Pinal County.  So we would urge your recommendation 16 

for support. 17 

RIGGINS:  Okay, Commissioners. 18 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER :  I have a question. 19 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 20 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  One of the concerns was the truck 21 

traffic, and I don’t think that was answered.  And then 22 

where’s the entrance going to be?  Off of Schnepf into what? 23 

LAKE:  The – Chairman, Commission Member, the main 24 

point of access is off of Schnepf Road and that’s where all 25 
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the employees will be coming and going into and from the site. 1 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  And they won’t go in on a street 2 

and then turn into the – 3 

LAKE:  Well the main point of access.  There are 4 

access points to the backyard that are off of Airport and Joy 5 

where the trucks will be coming down, you know, a couple 6 

hundred feet down Joy or Airport, go into the yard and then 7 

their product, the box will be loaded and then they’ll egress 8 

out onto Joy Road and then out to Schnepf and then disperse 9 

through the arterial roadway. 10 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  (Inaudible) is really going to be 11 

off of Joy.  I mean once you get off – 12 

LAKE:  They’ll be a couple trucks that come and go, 13 

but most of the traffic will be off of Schnepf with employees 14 

and their passenger vehicles coming to the site and parking at 15 

the office building. 16 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  So estimate kind of how many trucks 17 

will be taking. 18 

LAKE:  We said – we’re hoping to get upward of maybe 19 

one semi a day, and then you’ll have FedEx and DHL and UPS. 20 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Okay, thank you. 21 

RIGGINS:  Okay, Commissioners?  Commissioner Smyres. 22 

SMYRES:  Approximately, and I know this is a wild 23 

guess, how many of the fold down screens do you ship a day? 24 

??:  (Inaudible). 25 
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SMYRES:  I’m sorry, how many? 1 

LAKE:  He said ten every two weeks. 2 

??:  (Inaudible) go in one truck. 3 

SMYRES:  Okay.  So you would ship – okay.  Because 4 

weight requirement, they’re not going to go by UPS or FedEx.  5 

Size requirement, I’m sure – 6 

??:  (Inaudible). 7 

ABRAHAM:  Sir, can you go to the podium please?  8 

Thank you. 9 

SEVERTSON:  We do a lot of home theater screens, as 10 

well, so those get picked up just by your small parcel trucks. 11 

SMYRES:  But the larger ones would have to go out by 12 

semi. 13 

SEVERTSON:  Yeah, the larger ones go out – well, I’m 14 

not exactly sure what constitutes a semi.  The larger FedEx 15 

truck that comes to pick them up. 16 

SMYRES:  The weight requirement, size requirement, 17 

(inaudible). 18 

SEVERTSON:  Yeah, 20 or (inaudible) that they’ll 19 

come and pick up, and they’ll pick up – you know, we ship them 20 

in bulk.  People, usually when they order a movie screen, if 21 

somebody orders a movie screen from us, they might be do 12, 22 

all 12 theaters at one time.  So we’ll ship 12 theater screens 23 

to them at one time.  And that might come, like I said, once a 24 

week or so that they’ll come and pick up those things. 25 



October 20, 2016  Regular Meeting 

 Page 68 of 114 

SMYRES:  Okay, thank you. 1 

RIGGINS:  Thank you.  Commissioner Putrick. 2 

PUTRICK:  Yeah, I’d just like to bring up the point 3 

that if you’ll look at what’s happening in Queen Creek, that’s 4 

coming this way.  That growth is coming this way.  That 5 

traffic is coming this way.  And there’s nothing – we don’t 6 

want to stop it, but those changes are going to happen.  24, 7 

the so-called Gateway Freeway is going to run from 202 all the 8 

way over to 60 east of here in Apache Junction eventually.  9 

Ellsworth and Ironwood are the, sort of the North-South 10 

Freeway at the moment, and that’s why there’s so much traffic.  11 

Eventually when we have – whenever that is – the North-South 12 

Freeway, that’s going to relieve some of that north/south 13 

traffic, but it may impact you as well because if you’ll look 14 

at the corridor, the proposed corridor by ADOT for the North-15 

South Freeway, it’s going to be pretty close to where you guys 16 

are.  So there are a lot of things coming that are going to 17 

change things over which the greater good of the County - and 18 

that’s what we’re charged with is the greater good of the 19 

County – for all 425,000 residents of the County.  So we have 20 

to, we have to take a broader view of these kinds of 21 

developments.  And I just, I say that every meeting, I think.  22 

That’s all I have.  Thank you. 23 

RIGGINS:  Commissioners?  Vice Chair Hartman. 24 

HARTMAN:  Chair Riggins.  Shane.  One of the things 25 
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that I wonder and worry about is when you get new uses of 1 

parcels, the tax base.  Under the utility, I’m sure they don’t 2 

pay that much taxes under utility, public service.  So I – the 3 

tax base, tell me about what will happen to the tax base? 4 

LAKE:  Well, Chairman, Commissioner Member, the tax 5 

for property, my understanding the utility does not pay taxes 6 

on property for a utility, so it’s zero.  And so when it – it 7 

will then convert to private property or private use, and then 8 

it is taxed at the commercial rate, the County’s commercial 9 

rate.  So there will be new source of revenue.  And then when 10 

you run an operation out of it, you’ll all of a sudden have 11 

more than just property tax and sales tax and other type of 12 

taxes that will be applied by the utilization of this 13 

property, as opposed to just sitting there and doing nothing. 14 

RIGGINS:  Thank you.  Commissioners, any other 15 

questions of the applicant?  Okay.  Thank you very much.  All 16 

right, I’ll turn it back to the Commission then for any 17 

further discussion on these cases, or motions.  Whatever 18 

direction is the pleasure of the Commission.  Does he – there 19 

we are.  Yes. 20 

LANGLITZ:  Mr. Chair, if we may, we’ve been 21 

discussing briefly here the issue of truck traffic, and we’re 22 

thinking of adding a stipulation which Enrique will read to 23 

you, which will basically keep truck traffic consistent with a 24 

diagram that’s shown that will basically just go around the 25 
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property, that’s it.  If it comes in on Joy, just to the back 1 

of the property and back out, and onto Schnepf, so that the 2 

truck traffic will not go further west into the neighborhoods. 3 

RIGGINS:  Are you contemplating a stipulation that’s 4 

binding on the property? 5 

LANGLITZ:  Yes, it would be a stipulation to the 6 

PAD. 7 

RIGGINS:  Yeah, mm hm. 8 

LANGLITZ:  And we have not discussed - 9 

RIGGINS:  That’s good, because I was planning on 10 

introducing one anyway, so it makes it simpler. 11 

LANGLITZ:  I was reading your mind, Mr. Chair.  We 12 

have not discussed that yet with Mr. Lake or the applicant, 13 

but it’s pretty straight-forward.  Would you like Enrique to 14 

read what we’ve come up with? 15 

RIGGINS:  Would the Commission like to hear that at 16 

this point?  Let’s go ahead and let them read this, 17 

Commissioner Salas and – 18 

SALAS:  It’s pertaining to what he’s going to read. 19 

RIGGINS:  Okay, well then go ahead.  Commissioner 20 

Salas. 21 

SALAS:  My question is, is this going to affect the 22 

advice that these people have been given to turn in their 23 

petition and whatever action’s going to be taken or not? 24 

LANGLITZ:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner Salas, no.  25 
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Absolutely not.  They will have an opportunity between now and 1 

when this goes to the Board of Supervisors to file their 2 

written protest, and if the numbers meet, I think it’s 20 3 

percent within 300 feet, then it would require a super 4 

majority of the Board of Supervisors to approve it, which is 5 

basically four out of five.  And between now and then if there 6 

were more stipulations to be added, they could.  The Board of 7 

Supervisors is not bound to adopt just what is recommended by 8 

the Commission. 9 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Can I ask one more question 10 

regarding traffic? 11 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 12 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  And long with that, am I correct in 13 

assuming that there is a traffic analysis as well that goes 14 

along with this?  Thank you. 15 

RIGGINS:  Okay, so the Board’s – the Commission’s 16 

pleasure, would we like to hear what they’re proposing?  Okay, 17 

please. 18 

BOJORQUEZ:  Mr. Chairman, staff proposes an 19 

additional stipulation number 27 as shown on the screen over 20 

there.  This would read truck circulations shall adhere to the 21 

circulation plan outlined on page 9 of the submitted PAD 22 

narrative dated September 7, 2016.  And I would also like to 23 

point out an update to stipulation number 15, which shall read 24 

landscaping shall be provided and maintained by the applicant, 25 
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owner, and developer.  And once again, this would be for a 1 

total of 27 stipulations now. 2 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  And the 27 stipulations are 3 

attached to all of this?  Because PZ-004 has two stipulations, 4 

so I’m a little confused as how you wrote this. 5 

BOJORQUEZ:  Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vogler, there 6 

are 26 stipulations that – the two stipulations that are on 7 

there are for, essentially for the zoning.  This stipulation 8 

will be for the PAD, and –  9 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Two PADs, right?  No, you had one.  10 

I see. 11 

BOJORQUEZ:  Yes, that would be the last set of 12 

stipulations.  Currently you have 26, but we are proposing 13 

number 27, as shown on the screen up there. 14 

RIGGINS:  And that ties back into their circulation 15 

system.  That pretty much ties back into their development 16 

plan.  So okay.  Yes. 17 

LAKE:  We concur with the additional stipulation. 18 

RIGGINS:  Oh, that makes it even easier.  Okay, 19 

Commission, comments, discussion concerning these cases?  20 

Motions, whatever anybody wishes to… 21 

SALAS:  I’ll move. 22 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Salas. 23 

SALAS:  I move that we decline the petitioner for 24 

rezoning. 25 
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RIGGINS:  Okay. 1 

SALAS:  On those three, whatever those number, 2 

(inaudible) we accumulated together. 3 

RIGGINS:  You want to read into the record the case 4 

number that we’re dealing with here, Frank? 5 

SALAS:  Yeah. 6 

LANGLITZ:  Mr. Chair? 7 

RIGGINS:  Yes. 8 

LANGLITZ:  Again, if I may.  The Commission should 9 

consider each item separately, and vote on each item 10 

separately. 11 

RIGGINS:  Certainly. 12 

LANGLITZ:  Probably in order of the way they’re – 13 

they show up on the agenda. 14 

RIGGINS:  Beyond a shadow of a doubt. 15 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Which one are you – 16 

RIGGINS:  Frank, it would be the first, the first 17 

number that’s listed in that line of numbers you have on the 18 

blue sheet there. 19 

HARTMAN:  Page 9. 20 

SALAS:  PZ-PA-005-16, PZ- 21 

RIGGINS:  No, just that one.  That’s – we’ll vote on 22 

that one first.  So Commissioner Salas has made a motion to 23 

recommend to decline case number PZ-PA-005-16.  Is there a 24 

second to the motion?  In that case that motion dies from the 25 
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lack of a second. 1 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  So I’ll make a motion. 2 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 3 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Make a motion to recommend that the 4 

Commission forward PZ-PA-005-16 to the Board of Supervisors 5 

with a favorable recommendation, with the attached 27 6 

stipulations. 7 

RIGGINS:  Noting modifications of stipulation 15. 8 

ABRAHAM:  Mr. Chair, no stipulations on the Comp 9 

Plan amendment case.  The 27 stipulations would end up on the 10 

PAD case. 11 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Thank you. 12 

RIGGINS:  That’s correct.  Thank you very much.  13 

Okay, so we have a motion. 14 

SALAS:  Mr. Chairman. 15 

RIGGINS:  Yes, Commissioner Salas. 16 

SALAS:  (Inaudible) information.  I was making a 17 

motion on these three and I was told to do it separately for 18 

each one, and now you’ve allowed another motion to go on top 19 

of what I’m proposing.  So I think that the Commission has the 20 

opportunity to vote the other ones up or down. 21 

RIGGINS:  We have a situation here to where we have 22 

three cases.  We’ve been hearing the three cases as a single 23 

case up to this point.  At the time of voting, each case will 24 

have to be voted on individually.  So you made a motion on the 25 
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first case – 1 

SALAS:  And I’m proposing that, you know, I thought 2 

I had the floor on these three motions. 3 

RIGGINS:  The first motion – after this first one, 4 

we’re going to vote on every single one of them.  Every one of 5 

them.  So back to we had a – we had the first motion to 6 

decline, died for lack of a second.  We have a new motion on 7 

the floor for PZ-PA-005-16, it’s a motion to refer with a 8 

favorable recommendation.  Do we have a second? 9 

PUTRICK:  I’ll second. 10 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Putrick seconds.  In that 11 

case, let’s go ahead and do a roll call vote on this.  Please. 12 

ABRAHAM:  This will be a roll call vote on case PZ-13 

PA-005-16, with a motion to approve.  Commissioner Ault. 14 

AULT:  Yes. 15 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Salas. 16 

SALAS:  (Inaudible). 17 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Shearer.  He is not here 18 

today.  Commissioner Putrick. 19 

PUTRICK:  Yes. 20 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Smyres. 21 

SMYRES:  No. 22 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 23 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Yes. 24 

ABRAHAM:  Vice Chair Hartman. 25 
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HARTMAN:  Yes. 1 

ABRAHAM:  Chairman Riggins. 2 

RIGGINS:  Yes. 3 

ABRAHAM:  1, 2, 3, 4, 5 – 5 to 2, the motion 4 

carries. 5 

RIGGINS:  Okay.  We now need a motion on case PZ-6 

004-16. 7 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  I’ll make that motion. 8 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 9 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Recommend the Commission forward 10 

PZ-004-16 to the Board of Supervisors with a favorable 11 

recommendation, with the attached stipulations.  And this 12 

where I – that’s two stipulations on that one? 13 

ABRAHAM:  Correct. 14 

RIGGINS:  Okay, we have a motion, do we have a 15 

second? 16 

PUTRICK:  I’ll second. 17 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Putrick seconds. 18 

RIGGINS:  Let’s go ahead and let’s continue with 19 

roll call votes for it. 20 

ABRAHAM:  This is a motion to approve case PZ- 004-21 

16, with attached two stipulations.  Commissioner Ault. 22 

AULT:  Yes. 23 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Salas. 24 

SALAS:  No. 25 
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ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Putrick. 1 

PUTRICK:  Yes. 2 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Smyres. 3 

SMYRES:  No. 4 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 5 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Yes. 6 

ABRAHAM:  Vice Chair Hartman. 7 

HARTMAN:  Yes. 8 

ABRAHAM:  Chairman Riggins. 9 

RIGGINS:  Yes. 10 

ABRAHAM:  The motion carries 5 to 2. 11 

RIGGINS:  Carries.  5 to 2.  We have one more case 12 

that we need to have a motion on. 13 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  I’ll make that motion. 14 

RIGGINS:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 15 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  I recommend the Commission forward 16 

PZ-PD-004-16 to the Board of Supervisors with a favorable 17 

recommendation, with the attached 27 stipulations. 18 

RIGGINS:  And do we have a second? 19 

HARTMAN:  I’ll second the motion. 20 

RIGGINS:  Vice Chair Hartman seconds. 21 

RIGGINS:  And let’s finish off with a final roll 22 

call vote. 23 

ABRAHAM:  This is a motion to approve case PZ- PD-24 

004-16, with 27 stipulations, as amended by staff and the 25 
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Commission.  Commissioner Ault. 1 

AULT:  Yes. 2 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Salas. 3 

SALAS:  No. 4 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Putrick. 5 

PUTRICK:  Yes. 6 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Smyres. 7 

SMYRES:  No. 8 

ABRAHAM:  Commissioner Aguirre-Vogler. 9 

AGUIRRE-VOGLER:  Yes. 10 

ABRAHAM:  Vice Chair Hartman. 11 

HARTMAN:  Yes. 12 

ABRAHAM:  Chairman Riggins. 13 

RIGGINS:  Yes. 14 

ABRAHAM:  Motion carries 5 to 2. 15 

RIGGINS:  Okay.  We have passed this series of cases 16 

onto the Board of Supervisors with a favorable recommendation.  17 

There is still a great deal of public process between now and 18 

the Board of Supervisors case.  I certainly encourage all 19 

parties to pursue their options and to look into things to – 20 

for their best interests, and I wish everybody good luck in 21 

going forward with these cases and this aspect of development 22 

in that part of the County.  Thank you very much. 23 

HARTMAN:  Going to call for recess? 24 

RIGGINS:  And we’ll call for a ten minute recess, 25 
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MEETING DATE:  October 20, 2016 
 
TO:    PINAL COUNTY PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
 
CASE NO.:  PZ-PA-005-16, PZ-004-16, PZ-PD-004-16 
 
CASE COORDINATOR: Enrique Bojorquez 
 
Executive Summary: 
 
There are three separate cases included in this request. PZ-PA-005-16 is a Non-Major 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the Land Use Plan of the Pinal County 
Comprehensive Plan to re-designate 5.13± acres from Moderate Low Residential (1-3.5 du/ac) 
to Employment. Cases PZ-004-16 and PZ-PD-004-16 request approval to allow for the 
development of the Severtson Screens Manufacturing Facility. 
 
If This Request is Approved: 
 
This Non-Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Rezone and Planned Area Development 
(PAD) Overlay would allow the property owner to operate a movie screen manufacturing facility 
in 5.13± acres. 
 
Staff Recommendation/Issues for Consideration/Concern: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the request with the attached stipulations.  
 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 5.13± acres situated in a portion of Section 16, T02S, R08E 

G&SRB&M, tax parcels 104-46-095H & portion of 104-46-095G (legal on file) (located in 
the southwest corner of Schnepf Road and Airport Drive, in the San Tan Valley area). 

 
TAX PARCEL: 104-46-095H & portion of 104-46-095G 
 
LANDOWNER/APPLICANT:  Donald & Daryl Schnepf F.E.L., LLC 
 
AGENT: Pew & Lake, P.L.C. 
 
REQUESTED ACTION & PURPOSE PZ-PA-005-16: Donald & Daryl Schnepf F.E.L., LLC, 

applicant, Pew & Lake PLC, agent, requesting approval of a non-major amendment to 
the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan to amend the Land Use Plan to re-designate 
5.13± acres from Moderate Low Density Residential (1-3.5 du/ac) to Employment in 
the San Tan Valley area; situated in a portion of Section 16, T02S, R08E G&SRB&M 
(legal on file); tax parcels 104-46-095H and portion of 104-46-095G located in the 
southwest corner of Airport Drive and Schnepf Road. 

 
 
REQUESTED ACTION & PURPOSE PZ-004-16: Donald & Daryl Schnepf F.E.L., LLC, 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
PLANNING DIVISION 
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situated in a portion of Section 16, T02S, R08E, G&SRB&M, tax parcels 
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applicant, Pew & Lake PLC, agent, requesting a rezone from SR (Suburban Ranch 
Zone) (PZ-296-71), to I-1 (Industrial Buffer Zoning District) on approximately 5.13± acres 
to plan and develop the Severtson Screens manufacturing facility; situated in a portion of 
Section 16, T02S, R08E G&SRB&M (legal on file); tax parcels 104-46-095H and portion 
of 104-46-095G located in the southwest corner of Airport Drive and Schnepf Road in 
the San Tan Valley area. 

 
REQUESTED ACTION & PURPOSE PZ-PD-004-16: Donald & Daryl Schnepf F.E.L. LLC, 

applicant, Pew & Lake PLC, agent, requesting a Planned Area Development (PAD) 
Overlay District to plan and develop the Severtson Screens manufacturing facility on 
approximately 5.13± acres, situated in a portion of Section 16, T02S, R08E G&SRB&M 
(legal on file); tax parcels 104-46-095H and portion of 104-46-095G located in the 
southwest corner of Airport Drive and Schnepf Road in the San Tan Valley area. 

 
LOCATION: located in the southwest corner of Airport Drive and Schnepf Road in the San Tan 

Valley area. 
 
SIZE:  5.13± acres. 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The site is designated as Moderate Low Density Residential. The 

surrounding properties are a mixture of Moderate Low Density Residential, Military and 
Employment land use designations.  The proposed rezoning and PAD are not in 
conformance with the Moderate Low Density Residential land use classification. 

 
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE: The subject property is zoned SR (Suburban Ranch) (PZ-

PD-296-71) and is currently developed, except for an eastern portion of parcel 104-46-
095G. 

 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE: 

North: SR; vacant private land 
South: SR; private residence 
East: GR; vacant (military) 
West: SR; private residence 

 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: 
 Neighborhood Meeting: November 3, 2015 
        August 25, 2016 

Neighborhood and agency mail out: Week of September 26, 2016 
Week of September 19, 2016     

 News paper Advertising: Week of September 26, 2016 
 Site posting: County: September 23, 2016 
                       Applicant: September 20, 2016 
 
FINDINGS: 

Site data: 
Floodzone: “X” an area that is determined to be outside the 100 and 500 year flood plain 
Access: The property is accessed by Schnepf Road, Airport Drive, and Joy Drive. 

 
HISTORY:  The subject property was rezoned from GR (General Rural) to SR (Suburban 

Ranch) in 1971 under planning case PZ-296-71.  Tax parcel 104-46-095H was 
previously occupied by the H2O Water Company, and multiple buildings along with a 
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parking lot exist in the property. Being a utility company, the H2O Water Company was 
able to locate in this property due to a government exemption on utility companies. In 
adjacent tax parcel 104-46-095G, is the private residence of the applicants, Donald and 
Daryl Schnepf. A vacant section of 104-46-095G separates the former H2O property 
from the private residence of the applicants. No other entitlements have been granted to 
the subject property. 

 
ANALYSIS:  There are three separate cases involved with the applicant’s request.  The first 

case is PZ-PA-005-16, which is requesting approval of a non-major comprehensive plan 
amendment from Moderate Low Density Residential (1-3.5 du/ac) to Employment. Case 
PZ-PD-004-16 is requesting approval of a Planned Area Development (PAD) Overlay 
District to plan and develop a screen manufacturing facility on 5.13± acres. Case PZ-
004-16 is requesting approval of a zone change from SR (Suburban Ranch)  
(PZ-296-71) to I-1 (Industrial Buffer Zoning District) on 5.13± acres to plan and develop 
the Severtson Screens manufacturing facility; pending and in conjunction with Board of 
Supervisors Planned Area Development (PAD) Overlay District approval of case PZ-PD-
004-16. 

  
 In general, the site is entirely developed except for the eastern portion of parcel 104-46-

095G. Multiple structures of various heights are present on the site, and an existing 
parking lot is accessible through Airport Drive and Schnepf Road. North of the site, along 
the northwest intersection of Schnepf Road and Airport Drive, is an empty parcel. 
Northwest of Bonanza Lane and Airport Drive, north of the site, is a private residence. 
South of the site, along Joy Drive and Schnepf Road, is a private residence and adjacent 
to the west is an empty parcel. Immediately adjacent to the southeast of the site is 
property owned by the Town of Queen Creek, where large storage tanks are present. 
Across Schnepf Road to the east, is an empty parcel overseen by the Arizona Army 
National Guard. Adjacent and immediately west of the site is the private residence of the 
applicant. As included in the application, the applicant has taken steps to mitigate any 
potential impacts to the surrounding properties by proposing a 6-foot tall concrete 
masonry wall, as well as a landscaped buffer along the perimeter of the property. Staff 
has included stipulations to further mitigate any impacts to the neighboring properties. 
The location of the property in the corner of Schnepf Road and Airport drive will limit 
traffic to Schnepf Road, thus limiting traffic impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. 
Schnepf Road is currently a minor arterial street, but is projected to become a major 
arterial street in the future. 

 
 The subject property covers two parcels, 104-46-095G and 104-46-095H, both of which 

are located within the Moderate Low Density Residential land use designation of the 
Pinal County Comprehensive Plan. This designation allows between 1 and 3.5 dwelling 
units per acre. The proposed land use of Employment is not consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation for the site. However, the proposed use of 
the property is consistent with the proposed land use designation of Employment. Land 
designated as Employment is located just over half a mile to the north of the site, on the 
eastern side of Schnepf Road. The proposed Planned Area Development (PAD) Overlay 
will exclude some uses allowed in I-1 (Industrial Buffer) zoning districts. Staff has 
included stipulations to limit any future uses of the property. 

  
 The proposal is located within three miles of the Town of Queen Creek municipal 

planning boundary. Staff sent the proposal to the town for review and comment and as 
of the writing of this report no comments have been received. 
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To date, no letters in support and eleven letters in opposition have been received 
regarding the requested zone change. Two of the eleven letters are from property 
owners within the notification area. 

 
The Pinal County Department of Public Works reviewed the proposal and their 
comments are attached to correspondence section of this report. 
 
The Pinal County Air Quality reviewed the proposal and their comments are attached 
to correspondence section of this report. 
 
The Arizona Army National Guard reviewed the proposal and their comments are 
attached to correspondence section of this report. 

 
At the public hearing, the Commission needs to be satisfied that the health, safety and 
welfare of the County and adjacent properties will not be negatively impacted by this 
rezoning and PAD overlay zone request under Planning Cases PZ-PA-005-16, PZ-004-
16 and PZ-PD-004-16. Furthermore, the Commission must determine that this non-
major comprehensive plan amendment, rezone and Planned Area Development (PAD) 
Overlay District will promote the orderly growth and development of the County, at this 
location and time, and this proposed development is compatible and consistent with the 
applicable goals and policies of the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan.   

 
THE BURDEN OF PROOF IS UPON THE APPLICANT TO PROVIDE THE 
NECESSARY AND REQUIRED INFORMATION AT THE PUBLIC HEARING.  THE 
APPLICANT NEEDS TO BE PREPARED TO ADDRESS AND MITIGATE, AS 
APPLICABLE, THE FOLLOWING ISSUES AND CONCERNS: 

 
A) LAND USE, PERIMETER WALLS, SIGNAGE, SETBACKS, INGRESS/EGRESS & 

LANDSCAPING 
B) PUBLIC SERVICES - SEWER, WATER, UTILITIES, DRAINAGE 
C) NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT 
D) FLOOD CONTROL 
E) TRAFFIC IMPACT 
F) COMPATIBILITY/CONSISTENCY WITH PINAL COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 

PLAN 
G) BENEFITS/DETRIMENTS TO PINAL COUNTY  

           
STAFF SUMMARY: The applicant, & Daryl Schnepf F.E.L., LLC, applicant, Pew & Lake PLC, 
agent, have submitted the proper application and evidence sufficient to warrant a staff 
recommendation as provided in the Ordinance. Staff provides the following findings together 
with the information on Page 1 of this staff report: 
 

1. This land use request is for approval of a rezone from Suburban Ranch (SR) to I-1 
(Industrial Buffer Zoning District) 

2. To date, eleven letters in opposition have been received. Two of the eleven letters 
are from property owners within 300-feet of the subject property. 

3. The property has legal access. 
4. There is an existing facility in the subject property. 
5. The applicant is willing to provide screening and landscape buffering on the site. 
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6. Granting of the Rezone and Planned Area Development (PAD) Overlay District 
request will require, after the time of zoning approval, that the applicant/owner submit 
and secure from the applicable and appropriate Federal, State, County and Local 
regulatory agencies, all required applications, plans, permits, supporting 
documentation and approvals. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION (PZ-PA-005-16):  Should the Commission find, after the 
presentation of the applicant and together with the testimony and evidence presented at the 
public hearing, that this Non-Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment request is needed and 
necessary at this location and time, will not negatively impact adjacent properties, will promote 
the orderly growth and development of the County and will be consistent with the applicable 
goals and policies of the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan, then staff recommends that the 
Commission forward PZ-PA-005-16 to the Board of Supervisors with a favorable 
recommendation with the attached stipulations. If the Commission cannot find for all of the 
factors listed above, then staff recommends that the Commission forward this case to the Board 
of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION (PZ-004-16):  Should the Commission find, after the presentation 
of the applicant and together with the testimony and evidence presented at the public hearing, 
that this Non-Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment request is needed and necessary at this 
location and time, will not negatively impact adjacent properties, will promote the orderly growth 
and development of the County and will be consistent with the applicable goals and policies of 
the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan, then staff recommends that the Commission forward PZ-
004-16 to the Board of Supervisors with a favorable recommendation with the attached 
stipulations. If the Commission cannot find for all of the factors listed above, then staff 
recommends that the Commission forward this case to the Board of Supervisors with a 
recommendation of denial. 
 

1. These stipulations shall supersede planning and zoning case PZ-(PD)-296-71. 
 

2. Approval of this zone change request will require, at time of application for development, 
that the applicant/owner/developer submit and secure from the applicable and 
appropriate Federal, State, County and Local regulatory agencies, all required 
applications, plans, permits, supporting documentation and approvals. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION (PZ-PD-004-16):  Should the Commission find, after the 
presentation of the applicant and together with the testimony and evidence presented at the 
public hearing, that this PAD overlay request, pending and in conjunction with Board of 
Supervisors Zone change approval under planning case PZ-004-16, is needed and 
necessary at this location and time, will not negatively impact adjacent properties, will promote 
the orderly growth and development of the County and will be consistent with the applicable 
goals and policies of the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan, then staff recommends that the 
Commission forward PZ-PD-004-16 to the Board of Supervisors with a favorable 
recommendation with the attached stipulations. If the Commission cannot find for all of the 
factors listed above, then staff recommends that the Commission forward this case to the Board 
of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial. 
 

 
1. applicant/owner/developer/operator shall receive site plan approval prior to operation in 

accordance with Chapter 2.200 of the Pinal County Development Services Code; 
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2. all proposed outdoor lighting must conform to “Lighting Zone 1” requirements of the Pinal 
County Development Services Code; 

 
3. all State and County regulations shall be adhered to and all required approvals, plans, 

submittal documents and permits be submitted and obtained, including but not limited to, 
planning clearance, building, sewage disposal, right-of-way use permit, handling and 
disposal of waste water, air quality permit, security lighting, fire protection, landscaping, 
signage, etc.; 

 
4. at the time of building permit review, applicant/owner shall submit and secure from the 

applicable Federal, State, County and local regulatory agencies, all required applications, 
plans, permits, supporting documentation and approvals and shall provide copies of any 
federal or state authorization pertaining to environmental regulatory approval, including but 
not limited to EPA, ADEQ, CAAG or any other relevant jurisdiction; 

 
5. the applicant/property owner shall meet the requirements of the International Fire Code, as 

adopted by Pinal County and administered by the Pinal County Building Safety Department; 
 

6. in the event any discrepancy or conflict arises between applicant’s written narrative report 
for the Planned Area Development Overlay District in PZ-PD-004-16; 

 
7. approval of this zone change/PAD request will allow the applicant/owner, during 

construction to provide for construction trailer(s) and associated parking; 
 

8. the applicant shall keep the area free of trash, litter and debris; 
 

9. any change or expansion of the specified use shall require the approval of the Board of 
Supervisors under the procedures pursuant to Section 2.176.260 of the Development 
Services Code. 

 
10. all construction activity must conform to the Earthmoving Activity requirements of the Pinal 

County Air Quality Control District; 
 

11. the property is to be developed in accordance with the submitted Planned Area 
Development (PAD) along with the applicant’s other supplementary documentation, in 
accordance with the applicable criteria set forth in Chapter 2.176 of the Pinal County 
Development Services Code;  

 
12. all activity, including storage and loading must be done within a completely enclosed 

building; 
 

13. Parking and maneuvering areas shall not be located in any required setback fronting on a 
public street; 

 
14. prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy on the property, applicant/property owner 

will construct a solid decorative masonry wall no less than 6-foot high along the northern, 
southern, and western boundaries as shown in the most recent site plan in the PAD Book 
dated September 7, 2016; 

 
15. landscaping shall be provided between this wall and the right-of way along airport drive and 

joy drive and shall consist of, at minimum, one tree no smaller than 24 in box every fifty (50) 
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feet and one shrub every (10) feet.  These plantings shall be low water use in nature; 
landscaping shall be provided on the subject property along the western boundary along the 
private residence located in tax parcel 104-46-095G, and shall consist of, at minimum, one 
tree no smaller than 24 in box every (30) feet and one shrub every (10) feet. These 
plantings shall be of low water use in nature; 

 
17. a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) will be required to be submitted to the County Engineer at the 

time of Site Plan submittal for review and approval.  All peripheral road and infrastructure 
improvements shall be per the approved Traffic Impact Analysis to mitigate impacts on all 
surrounding roadways to be completed at the developer’s cost. The TIA shall be in 
accordance with the current Pinal County TIA Guidelines and Procedures and shall be 
approved prior to Site Plan approval; 
 

18. a drainage report will be required to be submitted to the County Engineer at the time of Site 
Plan submittal for review and approval.  The drainage report shall comply with the current 
Pinal County Drainage Manual and shall be approved prior to Site Plan approval.  The 
approved Drainage Plan shall provide retention for storm waters in an onsite retention area; 

 
19. A Traffic Impact Analysis will be required to be submitted to the County Engineer at the time 

of Site Plan submittal for review and approval. The TIA shall comply with   the current 
Pinal County Traffic Impact A s s e s s m e n t  G u i d e l i n e s  a n d  Procedures and shall be 
approved prior to the Site Plan approval. All road and infrastructure improvements shall be 
per the approved TIA to mitigate impacts on all surrounding roadways to be completed at 
the applicant’s cost; 

 
20. Any right-of-way required to be dedicated shall be free and unencumbered and right-of-

way conveyances shall be completed prior to Site Plan approval. The applicant is 
responsible for all processing fees associated with the dedication of right-of-way; 

 
21. A drainage report will be required to be submitted to the County Engineer at the time of 

Site Plan submittal for review and approval. The drainage report shall comply with the 
current Pinal County Drainage Manual and shall be approved prior to the Site Plan 
approval; 

 
22. The drainage plan shall be in accordance with the current Pinal County Drainage Manual. 

The approved Drainage Plan shall provide retention for storm waters in an on-lot retention 
area; 

 
23. Dust registration is required if 0.1 acres or more land is disturbed; 

 
24. All construction activity must conform to the earthmoving activity requirements of the Pinal 

County Air Quality Control District; 
 

25. The above proposed Site Plan Review case(s) should have a paved road arterial access to 
the project, paved road access within the project and paved parking lots; 

 
26. An Air Quality Industrial permit is required before construction at the site; 
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Greg Stanley 
County Manager  

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
ENGINEERING DIVISION 

 
31 North Pinal Street, Building F, PO Box 2973     Florence, AZ  85132     T  520-866-6447     FREE  888-431-1311     F  520-866-6490      www.pinalcountyaz.gov 

 
Memorandum 

 
 

Date:  October 20, 2016 
 
To:  Steve Abraham, Planning Division Manager 
  Community Development Department 
 
From:   Lester Chow, Engineering Division Manager 
   Community Development Department 
 
Cc:   Scott Bender, P.E. 
   Pinal County Engineer 
 
Subject: Planned Area Development for the SEVERTSON CORPORATION,          

Case PZ-PD-004-16 
                         
The Engineering Division has reviewed the Planned Area Development for the SEVERTSON 
CORPORATION, Case No. PZ-PD-004-16 and recommends that it be approved subject to the 
following conditions:     

 
1) A Traffic Impact Analysis will be required to be submitted to the County Engineer 

at the time of Site Plan submittal for review and approval.  The TIA shall comply 
with the current Pinal County Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines and 
Procedures and shall be approved prior to the Site Plan approval.  All road and 
infrastructure improvements shall be per the approved TIA to mitigate impacts on 
all surrounding roadways to be completed at the applicant’s cost; 

2) Any right-of-way required to be dedicated shall be free and unencumbered and 
right-of-way conveyances shall be completed prior to Site Plan approval.  The 
applicant is responsible for all processing fees associated with the dedication of 
right-of-way; 

3) A drainage report will be required to be submitted to the County Engineer at the 
time of Site Plan submittal for review and approval.  The drainage report shall 
comply with the current Pinal County Drainage Manual and shall be approved 
prior to the Site Plan approval; 

4) The drainage plan shall be in accordance with the current Pinal County Drainage 
Manual.  The approved Drainage Plan shall provide retention for storm waters in  
an on-lot retention area; 
 

 
cc: E. Bojorquez 



Greg Stanley 
County Manager  Development Services 

 
Michael Sundblom 
Air Quality Director 

 

 

MEMORANDUM FROM AIR QUALITY 

Date: October 7, 2016 

To: Steve Abraham   

Cc: P & Z Review Committee 

From: Anu Jain – Air Quality Engineer 

Re: Planning & Zoning Cases  

 

 
 I have reviewed the following Planning & Zoning cases: 
 

Date Case # Applicant Project *Response 

10/20/16 PZ(PD)-004-16, 
PZ-PA-005-16 

Donald & Daryl 
Schnepf 

Movie Screen Manufacturer See Comments 1, 2, 3, 
&4 

10/20/16 SUP-004-16 Florence Unified 
School District 

Cellular Antenna See Comment 5 

10/20/16 SUP-015-15 Michael Corral Private Motocross Track See Comments 1 & 2 
 
*Comments: 
 

 
1. Dust registration is required if 0.1 acres or more land is disturbed. 

 
2. All construction activity must conform to the earthmoving activity requirements of the Pinal 

County Air Quality Control District. 
 

3. The above proposed Site Plan Review case(s) should have a paved road arterial access to the 
project, paved road access within the project and paved parking lots. 

 
4. An Air Quality Industrial permit is required before construction at the site.   

 
5. An Air Quality Industrial permit may be required if there is a generator on site.  

 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DISTRICT 
 

31 North Pinal Street, Building F, PO Box 987     Florence, AZ  85132     T  520-866-6929     FREE  888-431-1311     F  520-866-6967      www.pinalcountyaz.gov 
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Schnepf Neighborhood Meeting Minutes 
 

August 25, 2016 at 6 pm  

41502 N Schnepf Road (on-site) 

 

Meeting began at 6:00 pm 

Mr. Lake made introductions. A neighborhood meeting was held nine months ago and this was the 

second one being held.  May hear the same background for those who attended the last one. 

Mr. Lake made a presentation regarding the following points of interest: 

 Previously corporate offices for H2O Water Company, approximate hours of 5 am to 5 pm 

 Nice improvements made to property—with  a headquarters office and big warehousing clear 

space 

 This is type of facility needed in this business 

 A great re-use but County is requiring a re-zoning 

 Exempt from zoning previously because it was a utility 

 Since last meeting have added a PAD to the zone 

 Schnepfs retained the portion of property that was not bought by the Town of Queen Creek, 

and fairly recently added one new building on the back portion of the property 

 Drainage basin and retention will be provided with the project 

 Industrial buffer zone appears to be the most appropriate zoning district  

 Through the PAD other uses are prohibited; If the Severtson Screens were to leave other 

restricted uses could not be built without a rezone 

 Keep zoning uses limited 

 Showed before pictures of site and after pictures 

 Everything to occur inside of building only 

 Very similar site layout and operation as exists and used before 

 Less traffic, because there will not be customer traffic 

 Landscaping and parking stays the same 

 Formal submittal made to County and anticipated P&Z Hearing in October and ultimately the 

Board of Supervisors 

Mr. Severtson made a presentation explaining what the company does: 

 Background—originally Williams Air Force Base flight simulators had too many defects and Mr. 

Severtson’s father worked on creating a coating 

 Big cinema screens (e.g. IMAX) 

 International exporter 

 Top 3 in the world 

 About 22 employees 

 Water based and completely natural coating, environmental friendly 

 Strict Pinal County health board regulations met; no VOCs 

 Innovative company—solve the problems how to get screen into buildings 

 Foldable, portable screens 
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 Why? Consolidate four facilities into one  

 Need for large open buildings without support pillars 

 Shipping dock inside buildings and screens can be protected  

 Able to re-use all buildings 

 Noise- no customer traffic 

 Traffic- FedEx, UPS, DHL; 3-4 semi-trucks per week 

 All enclosed processes 

 Will be adding one more building and enclosing existing buildings; removing gas tank 

Mr. Lake further explained that the proposal is for this business and tailored the zoning for this 

specific use, to help address the concern of any commercial being permitted.  Zoning is legally tied 

to the land and only permitted what would be done. 

Questions, Answers and Comments were taken.  (See table below) 

Meeting concluded at 7:16 pm 

 

Public Comment Applicant Response 

This could set a precedence for other 
commercial coming in here and these are the 
same talking points as the meeting in 
November—if we let one in and then let them 
all in. We don’t want commercial business in 
area.  We couldn’t stop the school, but we can 
give opposition on this. 

Commercial won’t just happen.  There are still 
areas in Pinal County that more rural and then 
other areas designated for more growth.  In 
this instance, the proposal is for a use that is 
appropriate for an existing site and existing 
non-residential buildings. 

It’s that zoning you’re after that is our problem. The County has directed us that with this 
proposal that it will need a rezoning (from not 
having a zone being a utility company before.) 
It’s a different precedence than an old 
ranchette site. 

Why not just do a CUP, without a change to the 
zoning? 

Again, we have been given direction to proceed 
with a re-zoning and not CUP [with the base 
rural zoning] 

What about chemicals?/Ground water runoff or 
mix it up with a leak and have a problem. 

 Water based solution.  Everything has been 
disclosed to the County [environmental/air 
quality], we have followed the procedures for 
posting of chemicals on property, and has been 
approved upon paying the fees. 

Why a scientific use in the zoning still? Need to mix the paints and wanted to make 
sure that use was covered. 

County can’t maintain the roads they have and 
adding more use is of concern. 

Use of roads are still occurring regardless of 
project, hopefully this kind of use and business 
coming to the County actually can be a small 
part of better roads. 

 

 







































































When recorded return to: 
Clerk of the Board Office 
P.O. Box 827 
Florence, Arizona 85132   

 
 
 
 

 
 

RESOLUTION NO. PZ-PA-005-16 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE PINAL COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPTING A NON-
MAJOR AMENDMENT TO THE PINAL COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP IN THE 
UNINCORPORATED AREA OF PINAL COUNTY, ARIZONA 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to A.R.S. Title 11, Chapter 6, et. seq. the Pinal County Board of 
Supervisors has authority to subsequently amend the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan; and 
 
 WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the requested non-major amendment by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission on October 20, 2016; noticed of said public hearing was 
published according to statutory requirements and a recommendation of approval received from 
the Planning and Zoning Commission; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has held a public hearing, given notice of the 
public hearing pursuant to statutory requirements and considered the requested non-major 
amendment; and 
 
 , NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Pinal County Board of Supervisors 
hereby amends the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan Map in the unincorporated area of Pinal 
County, Arizona, by changing the land use map designation from Moderate Low Density 
Residential (1-3.5 du/ac) to Employment on 5.13± acres described on attached Exhibit “A”: 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this non-major amendment shall take effect thirty-
one (31) days from the date of this Resolution. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this 30th day of November, 2016, by the PINAL COUNTY 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. 
 
 
 
 

         
Chairman 
           
                  

ATTEST:  
 
             
Clerk  
 
 

 



 
 

EXHIBIT “A” 
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