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Any opinions contained herein are my own, and do not necessarily reflect the views of the City of Sedona or the 

Sedona City Council.  Much of the content of this newsletter is taken directly (i.e., verbatim) from public documents.    

My highlights are not intended to be all inclusive - the public record is the final authority.   You can reference greater 

detail and supporting documentation related to the city council meetings items via the following; 

http://www.sedonaaz.gov/your-government/council-commissions-committees-boards/meetings-video-audio 

 

Sign up for the city’s e-Notify service to stay in touch with city events, functions, activities. 

http://www.sedonaaz.gov/community/news-information/enotify-sign-up-for-news 

 

 

 
 

https://arizonatogether.org/mask-up/ 

 

Snapshot of Key Activities Since Last Newsletter 

COVID-19:  Our cities economic recovery continues - at least at the macro level.   In Arizona, as of 12-05-2020, the 

covid-19 transmission rate (https://rt.live/us/AZ) is 1.18 vs. our low of 0.81 on July 22.    We are asked to continue to 

‘mask up’ when unable to maintain at least 6’ physical distance.  Additionally, we are also being asked to wash our 

hands, stay home if we don’t feel well, and practice physical/social distancing.  
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11-10-2020 (approved 7-0) Approved a Resolution adopting revised Planning and Zoning Commission Operating 

Rules and Procedures.  Over the last several years, the City has been pursuing process improvement opportunities 

that can either help streamline processes, gain efficiencies, reduce costs, get more bang for the buck, lessen 

workload burdens, and/or enhance customer service. The Community Development Department and Planning and 

Zoning Commission (P&Z) have identified a possible opportunity that involves how Planning and Zoning Commission 

meetings are structured. Currently, for every meeting date (1st and 3rd Tuesdays) there are tentatively two P&Z 

meetings, a 3:30 work session (non-action items) and a 5:30 regular meeting (action items). For each of those 

meetings staff must prepare proper notices, prepare separate agendas and packets, and for the sessions that end 

up cancelled, prepare and properly post separate cancellation notices. When items are scheduled on both meeting 

agendas there is either a gap between meetings, or the meetings are combined anyway. This structure also creates 

confusion because often commissioners and/or the public are not clear on which meeting is being held or if both 

meetings are being held and, if so, are they combined into one meeting or are they held as two separate meetings. 

They must also discern for which meeting their agenda item of interest is scheduled. Sometimes there is a 3:30 but 

not a 5:30 meeting. Sometimes there is a 5:30 but not a 3:30. Sometimes both meetings are scheduled separately, 

sometimes both are scheduled but held together, sometimes neither is held. P&Z and staff proposed that the 

Commission modify their Rules and Procedures to have one rather than two meetings. A standing start time of 4:30 

p.m., which would also be consistent with Council meetings, was also proposed.  On October 20, 2020, the Planning 

and Zoning Commission discussed, and, in a unanimous vote (7-0), recommended approval of said amendments to 

their Operating Rules and Procedures (Rules). 

 

11-10-2020 (approved with amendment 7-0) Approved a Resolution amending the Schnebly CFA Plan and a 

Resolution and Ordinance amending the Land Development Code regarding the density of permitted land uses, 

campgrounds and other related uses in the CFA Plan, Oak Creek Heritage District, and other related sections in the 

Land Development Code – Case Number PZ 19-00014 (CFA, LDC).  The city council agreed with the proposed CFA 

changes (the primary change being the removal of campgrounds as a valid use) and the corresponding LDC changes 

with one amendment.  That amendment removed the proposed density increase for single family lots.  The Schnebly 

Community Focus Area (CFA) Plan recommended the creation of the Oak Creek Heritage Area (OC) zoning district, 

which was established in the 2018 update of the Land Development Code (LDC). The OC district is intended to 

ensure that development in the Schnebly CFA is consistent with the CFA vision for a pedestrian‐friendly, mixed‐use 

area that preserves the Oak Creek riparian corridor, natural hillsides, and open fields, with a variety of modestly 

scaled buildings that sustain the historic context and character distinctive to this area. As a new zoning district, there 

are currently no properties zoned OC. 

 

 



 

Six property owners submitted applications to rezone 44 acres to the OC district, and the Community Development 

Department presented the applications to the Planning and Zoning Commission (P&Z) at a public hearing on 

October 15, 2019. The Commission recommended approval, with conditions, of the rezoning to City Council. The 

public hearing resulted in stakeholder concerns being raised regarding the density of permitted land uses, 

particularly campgrounds. In an attempt to address stakeholder concerns, on December 17, 2019, the application 

was put on hold for the Commission’s consideration of several amendments to the CFA and OC District. The 

Commission considered the amendments and ultimately forwarded a modified recommendation to City Council for 

approval. Once again, after this modified recommendation, a majority of the stakeholders again expressed 

disagreement with the Commission recommendations. The amendments and rezoning were put on hold in January 

2020 in order to seek clarity and agreement about the direction of the CFA and the application of the OC District to 

the 44 acres. In a public hearing on October 20, 2020, the Commission recommended approval of additional 

amendments to the CFA and LDC, the most significant being the removal of campgrounds as an allowable use. 

Background: The Schnebly CFA Plan was adopted on April 11, 2017. The primary impetus for developing a plan was 

the desire to retain the character and landscape of the area by proposing alternatives to current zoning. The 

community feared that the permitted detached, single-family residential zoning would result in residential 

subdivisions that would drastically alter the landscape and character of the area through the development of 

allowable 10,000 to 18,000 square foot lots. The Land Development Code (LDC) as updated in 2018, established the 

Oak Creek Heritage Area (OC) zoning district. The OC district contains various land uses at various allowable 

densities. The purpose of a new zoning district that offers land uses other than detached, single-family residential is 

to encourage development that could better meet the CFA goals. The incentive to steer development in the desired 

direction was to expand the list of permitted land uses and increase the densities higher than what is allowed under 

current zoning. The OC district listed different densities for each of the permitted land uses. Campgrounds, which 

are prohibited elsewhere in the City as a permitted use and only allowed as a conditional use in the Lodging and 

Community Facilities zones, were proposed as a permitted use within the OC district for several reasons. One reason 

is that there is an existing and historic RV Park within the CFA boundaries. It has been considered a unique, 

acceptable, and appropriate land use thus it was carried forward as a permitted use in the OC district. Additionally, 

one of the CFA goals is to retain the historic character and this has been a historic land use. Campgrounds were also 

considered to be more environmentally friendly than the alternative of a housing subdivision. Campgrounds were 

also thought to be a more appropriate land use in floodplains than houses. If flooding is anticipated RVs and tents 

can be removed, and flood damage to structural elements like decking is more manageable than flood damage 

to houses. In the CFA Plan, the cap for lodging density was originally set at double the existing density, and the 

rationale was to keep it aligned with the original zoning yet still provide a worthwhile incentive. The community did 

not want to see too many people, too much traffic, or too many parking lots in this area but understood that other 

land uses like lodging could be concentrated in a smaller area than is possible with single-family residential. The 

rationale was that the benefits gained were worth the trade-off of higher density. Campgrounds were an even 

higher density (12 units per acre) than lodging because it was expected to be a more sustainable land use. 

Campsites could be placed in locations and in such a way that there would be less disturbance to the natural 

environment than buildings and associated infrastructure. The CFA Plan listed “alternative camping experiences” as 

possible under “Campgrounds/RV Parks” yet the discussions during the planning process failed to anticipate the 

growth and expansion of the emerging ‘glamping’ or ‘outdoor hospitality’ industry. Rather than several yurts mixed 

in with RVs, the new industry is large developments of alternative shelters with luxury services and amenities. The 

intensity and infrastructure associated with glamping made it difficult to distinguish whether it should be considered 

lodging or a campground. This combined with the fact that it was the highest density land use in the new OC district 

raised concerns that it was not compatible with the desired CFA vision of a low-intensity, rural character that 

preserved open space and viewsheds. The October 15, 2019 public hearing resulted in enough feedback from 

stakeholders to warrant a reevaluation of the density of permitted uses. Most concerns related to the type and 

intensity of potential campground developments. Comments included suggestions that camping should be 

prohibited, that a lower density was preferred, or that it should be treated the same as lodging. Another issue of 



concern raised by stakeholders was how the LDC and the CFA Plan addressed density. There was confusion about 

determining the density of different land uses, which was thought to be unnecessarily complicated. Essentially the 

OC district listed five land uses (residential, multi-family residential, lodging, camping, and combined), each with a 

different density. In the case of residential and lodging, there was a range that depended on the prior zoning. 

Contributing to the confusion was the fact that density was addressed in two sections of the LDC (2.20 and 3.3.C) 

and in the CFA Plan, so that both documents must be consulted to determine density. In response to feedback 

following both the October 15, 2019 and the December 17, 2019 public hearings, the proposed amendments are 

intended to address both concerns about campgrounds and the variable densities. To simplify how density is 

determined, the LDC – OC district will have one statement under Lot Standards: “4 or 8 units/ac as allowed by the 

CFA Plan” to replace the list of different land uses and densities. Then the CFA Plan will consolidate all references to 

density with an explanation of how density is tied to the previous zoning district (prior to rezoning to OC). In the 

Commission’s October 15, 2019 work session and October 20, 2020 public hearing, it became clear that better 

definitions were needed for campgrounds, RV’s, and lodging uses. If campgrounds and camping were to be removed 

as an allowable use, then the line between campgrounds and lodging needed to be clearer. The Commission’s 

recommended amendments on October 20, 2020 are focused on the following: • Separation of the definitions for 

campgrounds and RV parks. • Removal of campgrounds as an allowable use in the CFA and LDC. • Creation of 

definitions for RV’s and RV parks that is limited to RV’s (self-propelled or drawn by another vehicle). • Retention of 

the existing RV park as an allowable use, limited to the existing site. The density would be lowered to 8 sites per 

acre. • Creation of a new lodging definition allowing for alternative lodging types such as cabins and other similar 

permanent structures, not including RV’s and tents or tentlike structures.  

 

11-10-2020 (approved 7-0) A request for approval of a zone change of multiple properties in the Schnebly CFA to 

the Oak Creek Heritage Zoning District – Case Number: PZ 19-00010 (ZC).  The Subject Properties consist of 

Coconino County Assessor’s Parcels comprising approximately 44 acres currently zoned RS-18 or RS-10 (Single-

family Residential). The owner/applicants desire to rezone the following Subject Properties from RS-18a or RS-10 

(Single-family Residential) to OC (Oak Creek Heritage Area): 

 

401-12-018F (16 Bear Wallow Ln), 401-12-016E (135 Bear Wallow Ln), 

401-12-016D (20 Bear Wallow Ln), 401-12-015A (48 Burrus Ln), 

401-11-003C (200 Schnebly Hill Rd), 401-18-031B (165 Schnebly Hill Rd), 

401-11-002F (175 Schnebly Hill Rd), 401-18-002C (65 Schnebly Hill Rd), 

401-18-001A (95 Schnebly Hill Rd), 401-18-031D (115 Schnebly Hill Rd), 

401-12-016C (20 Bear Wallow Ln), 401-18-031G (105 Schnebly Hill Rd), 

401-11-001C (195 Schnebly Hill Rd), 401-12-013 (333 Schnebly Hill Rd), 

401-10-001C (No address assigned), 401-12-024A (35 Schnebly Hill Rd), 

401-12-024B (333 Schnebly Hill Rd), 401-10-001A (No address assigned). 

 

The Subject Properties listed above are hereby rezoned to OC (Oak Creek Heritage Area), conditioned and subject to 

conformance with the requirements for approval of a zone change (including execution of a Private Property Rights 

Protection Act (Prop 207) waiver), consistency and conformance with the Community Plan and subject to all 

applicable ordinance requirements.  The properties included in the rezoning proposal are along Schnebly Hill Road 

or Bear Wallow Road in the Schnebly CFA. There is a mix of vacant and developed parcels, including residential 

homes and rentals, the Rancho Sedona RV park, and the Creative Life Center. • Rezoning applications were 

submitted by 6 property owners. o 18 parcels, o 44 total acres, ▪ 20 acres are currently zoned RS-18, ▪ 24 acres are 

currently zoned RS-10. 

 



 
 
11-24-2020 (approved 7-0) An application for a Series 10 Beer and Wine Store Liquor License for Residence Inn 

located at 4055 W State Route 89A, Sedona, AZ (File #123210). 

11-24-2020 (approved 7-0) Replace 3 older police vehicles with 3 leased HYBRID (gas/electric) police vehicles.  In the 

Fiscal Year 2016-17, Council approved the implementation of the Assigned Vehicle Program for patrol. The program 

has enabled officers to rapidly respond to duty and emergency incidents leaving from their homes leading to better 

service for our community. We have older vehicles in our fleet that have accumulated excessive mileage and 

maintenance issues that has increased repair costs extensively. The three new leased vehicles, which are hybrids, 

will replace these vehicles for this reason. Budget and Financing - Quotes were obtained at the beginning of the 

fiscal year for lease purchase financing. The lowest financing quote was U.S. Bancorp Government Leasing and 

Finance, Inc. The lease purchase agreement and the related documents are included as Exhibit C. The lease includes 

the following terms: • 4-year term commencing November 20, 2021. • Annual payments of $47,916.37 • Payments 

in arrears (at the end of each year instead of the beginning) • Interest rate of 1.85% • Prepayment penalty (with 

such a low interest rate, staff does not plan to pay this off early) • City is responsible for the taxes, insurance and 

maintenance of the vehicles. Lease purchase payments would begin in FY2022 and be paid from the Police 

Department budget in the General Fund.  

11-24-2020 (approved 6-1) The $1,518,050 design work contract associated with an Uptown Parking Structure.  I 

was the lone no vote.  I would like to reiterate that I supported the land purchase that we did on Forest Road due to 

its unique location, opportunity, and my belief this is a valuable asset for the community.  I did not support a parking 

structure earlier and I still have concerns with this overall $11.5M project. There are several items that give me 

pause on this investment;  

(*) We still do not know what level of effectiveness is associated with the other actions we have taken / 

plan to take / or have discussed taking; e.g., Owenby Way to public parking, uptown signage, electronic 



enablement of more of our parking spaces to make Sedona parking space apps more effective, potential - 

park and ride programs focused on employees. 

(*) Uncertainty regarding the cost to mitigate, in some fashion, the multiple northbound friction points we 

were briefed on just a few weeks ago.  

(*) Uncertainty regarding a couple of our planned traffic mitigation efforts at Tlaquepaque.  

(*) Uncertainty regarding specific public transit funding source.  We’ve discussed as a possible funding 

source redeploying the GENERAL FUND subsidy to the WWRP once the bonds are paid off – as such I feel 

there is risk to the General Fund with regards to SIM related infrastructure effort and the GENERAL FUND is 

what we would use to support efforts e.g., Affordable Workforce Housing (in a couple of weeks), Climate 

Action Plan (update in January), Economic Diversity (broadband – education, work from home. 

 

 

The proposed parking garage will consist of a three-deck structure with one level constructed below grade and yield 

a parking capacity for approximately 272 typical vehicles.   Amenities will include an elevator and stairway, as well as 

public rest rooms. The parking garage site will be situated across two lots located at 430 and 460 Forest Road at the 

southern end of Uptown Sedona. The combined acreage of the two lots is 1.24 acres. Utility services in this area are 

considered good and include availability of water and public sanitary sewer. The site has approximately 315-feet of 

frontage along Forest Road and surrounded by mixed and residential use properties. Site topography is generally 

described as hillside, sloping downward from north to south towards Forest Road at approximately 12% grade. 

Important aspects for design of the parking garage will include aesthetics and concealment of the structure for both 

visual and noise from adjoining residential neighborhood.   

Staff requested approval of a professional services contract with Gabor Lorant Architects, Inc. in the amount of 

$1,518,050 for the design of the Uptown Parking Garage. Design will be consistent with the recommendations of 

the Sedona Parking Facility Needs, Siting, and Design Concept Assessment, Option 3 – Three-Deck with One Level 

Subgrade at the 460 Forest Road site as directed by City Council at its February 25, 2020 Council meeting. 

Background: This project is associated with the Sedona Transportation Plan (TMP, January 2018) – Strategy 3, 

Uptown Sedona Parking Improvements. The intent of this strategy is to expand parking areas by providing additional 

parking lots, added on-street parking, or a new parking garage. On February 7, 2019, the City solicitated proposals 

from qualified consultants for an Uptown Sedona Parking Facility Needs, Siting, Design Concept Assessment & 

Parking in Lieu Fee Analysis. The consulting firm of Walter P. Moore was selected for the task of completing the 

analysis and provided their recommendations in a November 25, 2019 report entitled Uptown Sedona Parking 

Facility, Needs, Siting and Design Concept Assessment. This report explored and assessed nine sites for additional 



parking through either surface lots or parking garages and determined the North Forest site to be most 

advantageous. Subsequent analysis and concepts for additional public parking in Uptown were provided to City 

Council at the February 25, 2020 Council meeting. Among the options presented for a parking structure, Council 

indicated their preference for a parking structure at the Forest Road site, as the Three-Deck with One Level 

Subgrade option. Consistent with Council direction, staff initiated the development of a scope of work and a 

Request For Qualifications (RFQ) that would serve in soliciting the qualifications of interested 

Architecture/Engineering consulting firms for the design of the three-level parking garage with one level located 

below grade. The RFQ specified a two-step process for determining the award of a single contract based on 

demonstrated competence and qualifications for the requested professional services. Step one included scoring 

respondents (firms) submittals of qualifications. The top three ranked firms from step one were then invited to take 

part in an interview process, following which, the top ranked firm was invited to negotiations for possible award of a 

contract. A public notice for the RFQ, consistent with statutory requirements (A.R.S. § 34-603), was issued in August 

2020 seeking sealed proposals from qualified candidates up to the submittal closing date in September 2020. Staff 

received a total of eleven (11) statements of qualification upon the close of the solicitation. The following firms are 

noted to have submitted qualifications: • ADM Group • Architekton • BWS-Walker • Davis • DFDG • Gabor Lorant  

Architects • Gensler • GLHN • JWA-Walker  • Walter P Moore • Ware Malcomb. Following the close of the 

solicitation, a five-person selection committee individually reviewed and evaluated the qualifications of each of the 

firms to the RFQ. Firms were evaluated and scored according to criteria established in the RFQ. Scoring from each of 

the selection committee members was compiled and the top three ranked firms (firms selected for interviews) were 

as follows: 1. Davis 2. Gabor Lorant Architects 3. Walter P Moore.   Subsequent interviews with the top three firms 

yielded the following final ranking of firms by the selection committee: 1. Gabor Lorant Architects (final top ranked 

firm, unanimous by committee members) 2. Walter P Moore 3. Davis. Negotiations for possible contract award were 

initiated with the top ranked firm of Gabor Lorant Architects. These negotiations concluded with a mutually 

satisfactory scope of work and fee for the project. The professional services contract and corresponding scope of 

work in an amount not to exceed $1,518,050 is included in Exhibit A. 

11-24-2020 We bid farewell to two outgoing council members, Councilor John Currivan and Councilor/Vice-Mayor 

John Martinez.  We then swore in 4 council members; (a) 2 returning council members; Councilor Jessica Williamson 

and Councilor/Mayor Sandy Moriarty, and (b) 2 new Councilor members, Councilor Kathy Kinsella, and Councilor 

Holly Plough. 

11-24-2020 (approved 7-0) Councilor Scott Jablow was appointed the role of Vice Mayor.  Scott has served our 

community in multiple capacities; personnel board, Planning and Zoning Commission, Fire Board, and has just 

finished his 6th year on the Sedona City Council. 

11-24-2020 (approved 7-0) Revised Consolidate fee schedule approved.  On December 13, 2011, the City Council 

adopted Ordinance No. 2011-13. This ordinance set forth procedures governing the adoption and updating of a 

consolidated fee schedule. Per this ordinance, all City departments are required to review the consolidated fee 

schedule annually and recommend proposed changes to the schedule. Proposed changes are to contain an 

explanation for the need for the newly proposed fees and identify any fees that may be mandated by law and any 

requests for deletions or increases. The City Manager shall then place on the regular agenda of the City Council at 

least annually an action item and public hearing on the fee schedule. Publication on the City’s internet site of 

proposed fee changes shall take place at least 60 days prior to adoption of any new fees or increases. The proposed 

changes to the consolidated fee schedule have been published on the City’s website since September 24, 2020. The 

proposed revisions to the consolidated fee schedule are set forth in the resolution submitted with this agenda bill. 

These revisions include the following: Community Development Department a) Valuations/Fees for Building Permits 

were last updated in 2007. Sedona’s fees are currently the lowest compared to the surrounding communities of 

Clarkdale, Cottonwood, Camp Verde, Flagstaff, Coconino County, and Yavapai County. Fees were increased by 20% 

and rounded to the nearest $0.50. Further details are provided in Exhibit A. b) A fee for a Pre-Application Meeting is 

being proposed at $200/hour. This would allow applicants to request a meeting with staff to discuss applications 



involving a public review process (e.g., zone change, conditional use permit, subdivisions, development review, 

commercial/mixed-use variances, community plan amendments) prior to submittal of an official application to 

discuss process and application requirements. Staff would not make a final determination as to whether a request is 

supportable until a formal application is evaluated. Finance Department a) Septage Disposal Fees were moved from 

the Finance Section to the Wastewater section with no change in the fees. b) Septic Tank Pumping and Repair Under 

Cluster System Septic Pumping and Replacement Agreements amounts are proposed to be increased based on 

recent quotes from area contractors. Public Works/Engineering Services Department: a) Changes to the 

methodology for cost recovery for Grading Permits and Grading Plan Review resulted in small increases to the fees 

as shown on the proposed changes schedule included with Exhibit A. Cubic yardage figures were also changed to 

correct an error from the prior year. Wastewater Department: a) Wastewater Capacity Fees reflect an increase of 

1.66% which is based on the Engineering News Construction Cost Inflation Factor increase from January 2019 to 

January 2020 as recommended in the prior wastewater rate study. b) Reclaimed Water Use Fees are proposed to be 

added and include an application fee of $25 and a water fee of $1.50/1,000 gallons. c) Septage Disposal Fees were 

moved from the Finance Section to the Wastewater section with no change in the fees.  The changes will take effect 

on January 1, 2021. 

11-24-2020 (approved 7-0) Cline Rd ROW property vacation and ROW acquisition at Sunset Drive.  The owner of the 

property at 1800 and 1900 Cline Road (APN 408-22-447M and N), Buillet Family Trust, has requested that the City of 

Sedona abandon 25’ of the 50’ Cline Road right-of-way adjacent to their property, a total area of approximately 

5,212 square feet. The abandoned right-of-way (ROW) would then be incorporated into the properties at 1800 and 

1900 Cline Road to facilitate construction of a driveway between the end of the existing improved roadway and the 

new residences. The City would retain a 25’ wide right-of-way to connect Cline Road to the National Forest parcel to 

the west of the project site. The owner will be responsible for the relocation of the existing Cline trail to the 

remaining portion of the Cline Road ROW.  It’s uncommon for the City to consider abandonment of any ROW. This 

situation, however, is unique in a few important ways. Firstly, the property proposed to be abandoned is a short 

section of ROW between the improved roadway surface of Cline Road and Forest Service land. While the ROW 

extends all the way to the boundary of Forest land, the pavement stops approximately 200 feet to the east, ending 

in a small cul-de-sac. For some reason, the roadway plat (see Exhibit F) extended the ROW to the Forest boundary, 

but the original developer did not extend the roadway into this area, likely because there were only two parcels 

beyond the improved roadway, facilitating access by driveways. However, the parcels are not oriented like those 

typical in cul-de-sac configuration. Since then, a single parcel north of the ROW was split by the current owner into 

1800 and 1900 Cline Road; creating two parcels that have legal access provided by the ROW but no improved 

roadway to tie into. There is also a parcel south of the ROW, but that parcel has access to another improved 

roadway - Eagle Dancer, a private road that goes through the parcel and connects to the improved portion of Cline 

Rd. That parcel is also already addressed to Eagle Dancer Road. Secondly, since this area was developed (or perhaps 

before), a social trail has been created by area residents to access Forest Service land. The social trail starts where 

the roadway ends and meanders within the northern 25’ of ROW. For this reason, any access built to 1800 and/or 

1900 Cline Road would either eliminate the trail or would have to be built on the southern half of the ROW which 

would need to intersect the trail to access the properties to the north. Thirdly, alternatives to provide access appear 

to have worse tradeoffs than abandoning the proposed portion of roadway. One alternative is to extend the 

improved roadway surface all the way to the Forest Service boundary or at least far enough that the parcels can 

take access. But since the City cannot require the property owner to build a public roadway, doing so would come at 

a material cost to the City. In addition to the upfront and ongoing maintenance costs, a full roadway would have a 

greater footprint than a traditional driveway. Another alternative is to keep the ROW but allow the property owner 

to build one or two driveways in the ROW. However, this places extensive private improvements within public 

property, creating confusion and potential conflict over access, maintenance, and liability. For these reasons, the 

preferred alternative is to abandon ½ the ROW, locate all private improvements within the abandoned portion 

(keeping driveways on private property) and relocating the trail in the southern portion of the ROW, which 

preserves access for area residents while avoiding conflicts with driveways. Maps provided as Exhibits C, D, E, and K 



can help with orientation. The following images also show the existing ROW: East end of Proposed Abandonment 

Area West end of Proposed Abandonment Area In 2013, a similar Cline Road abandonment was requested by a 

previous owner when 1800 and 1900 Cline Road were a single parcel. That request was denied by Council. The 2013 

proposal varies from the current proposal in the following main ways: • In 2013, the abandonment was needed to 

accommodate the natural building envelope of the parcel which would not leave sufficient front setback. Some 

members of the public and/or Council may have objected to the idea of moving the house closer to the ROW by 

reducing the setback. • Since 2013, however, the owner of the property at 1800 Cline Road obtained approval for a 

reduced front yard setback. First, the significant slope of the lot allowed the normal setback of 40’ to be reduced to 

20’. Further the 20’ setback was reduced to 15’ with a 25% administrative waiver, also based on the slope of the lot. 

While those approvals have since expired, the property still meets the justification for the same front yard setback 

reductions. In other words, the residence can be built in the same spot with or without the abandonment. 

Additionally, if the abandonment is approved, the property owner would agree not to seek any additional reductions 

in setbacks. • The abandonment is mutually beneficial between the City and the adjacent property owner. By 

abandoning this area, the driveways for the adjacent parcels will not be located on public property, which reduces 

liability for the City and reduces future maintenance responsibility. It is not preferable to have long private 

driveways within public right-of-way. In addition, the trail reconstruction benefits the City’s effort to improve 

walking and biking in the City. • The 2013 proposed abandonment was 30’ in width, and the current proposed 

abandonment is a maximum 25’ in width and tapers down to less than 25’ at the far west end. • The 2013 proposed 

abandonment included trail reconstruction that would clear a width of 20’ for the trail and would have required 

removing many mature trees and vegetation. The current proposed trail reconstruction would confine the impacted 

area to around 12’ and will be aligned to meander around trails and vegetation in way that will preserve all trees 

and most vegetation. On October 13, 2020, City Council reviewed this proposed project, but at the request of a 

neighboring property owner, the City postponed action to allow the neighboring property owner to propose 

alternative action. The City attempted to work with the attorney for the neighboring property owner, but the City 

has not heard from the attorney since October 26, 2020 (as of November 17, 2020). There have been only two 

changes from the October 13, 2020 meeting proposal: 1. The Cline trail alignment (Exhibit K) has shifted north and 

been slightly narrowed to reduce costs of the trail realignment and to leave more room for driveway access to the 

right-of-way. 2. The Right of Way Vacation Agreement previously required the trail alignment to occur within 10 

years for the right-of-way vacation to occur. That requirement has changed to 2 years. Impacts: The proposal to 

vacate the right-of-way does not change the expected use of the area which is to accommodate access to adjacent 

residential development with driveways and access to a trail for area residents. The environmental and drainage 

impacts will be very minimal due to the use of natural material, maintaining natural contours and drainage patterns, 

and avoiding removal of trees and most vegetation. Considering this, the drainage flow will not increase or create a 

negative impact. The new trail will be constructed utilizing stormwater Best Management Practices to protect the 

adjacent wash from pollution during the construction phase. The Forest Service has reviewed the proposal and 

conceptual layout of the new Cline Trail and has no issues as long as all work takes place off Forest Service land, and 

no work will take place on Forest Service land. Neighborhood Communication: • A first letter was sent around April 

1, 2020 to residents within 300’ of proposed area to be vacated. See Exhibit H. • A second letter was sent on 

September 21, 2020 to residents within 300’ of proposed area to be vacated. See Exhibit I. • City staff also 

responded by phone and email to residents in this area related to the proposed right-of-way abandonment. Right-

of-way Abandonment Value: The disposition of public roadways is governed under applicable provisions of Arizona 

Revised Statutes, Title 28 (Transportation), Chapter 20, Article 8 (Disposition of Public Roadways). Arizona Revised 

Statute (ARS) section 28-7215 allows the city to vacate ROW without compensation if it is deemed to have no public 

use and properties maintain legal access. ARS section 28-7208 governs in instances where the ROW has public use 

and requires commensurate compensation. Given the limited properties served by this ROW and the access 

preserved with a portion of the ROW remaining, staff believes the abandoned portion of ROW has little to no public 

use and therefore does not require compensation. However, even if the abandoned portion was determined to 

have public value staff believes the value of the trail improvements and reduced City maintenance and liability 

responsibilities offset the value of the proposed right of way abandonment for Cline Road. The value of the 



abandoned area was determined based on the following factors: • $318,011 (2020 county assessment full cash 

value) 1800 Cline Road, 1.0 acres • $318,011 (2020 county assessment full cash value) 1900 Cline Road, 1.02 acres • 

Value adjusted to cost per square foot, at $7.3/sf • Value of proposed 5,212 sf abandoned area at $38,050.   Trail 

Improvements/Vacate Right-of-way Value: Value of improvements was generated based on recent contractor bids 

for similar trail improvement work with a range of $22,000 to $41,000. However, it is not clear how much of that 

cost would be considered improvement beyond the value of the current trail. Although staff has not quantified the 

City’s value gained for vacating the right-of-way, there is a clear value, as this would make it clear that the liability 

and maintenance responsibility for this area would be solely with the owner of the property the driveways serve. 

Vacating the ROW also separates the community trail use from the private driveway function. It is not ideal to have 

long private driveways in the public right-of-way. Based, in part, on these considerations, Staff has determined that 

the value of the vacated right-of-way is commensurate with considerations provided by the owner. Trail 

Improvements: The trail improvements will include the following: 1. Relocate existing boulders in path area to the 

sides of the new proposed walking trail. 2. Grade entrance off Cline Road to transition path to the street. 3. Grade, 

fill, and compact the entire approximate 200' length of new trail alignment at a width of 10'.  4. Place Boulders along 

sides of proposed path for purpose of retention for fill and erosion protection. 5. Finish trail with stabilized crushed 

rock. Right-of-way Exchange: Although staff believes the value of the trail improvements and avoided future costs 

compensate for some or all of the proposed ROW abandonment, by coincidence the owner of 1800 and 1900 Cline 

Road also owns property located at 665 Sunset Drive (APN 408-28-284). The City needs to acquire some portion of 

that parcel for the Shelby/Sunset roadway and pedestrian improvements project currently under design, see Exhibit 

J for Minor Plat Amendment. At first, staff proceeded with the Cline Road abandonment and the Sunset acquisition 

as two totally separate items to avoid any perception that the Cline Road abandonment could not stand on its own. 

However, after further consultation with the City Attorney, staff recommends that if Council approves of the 

abandonment that it should be combined with the acquisition of a portion of 665 Sunset, consistent with A.R.S. § 

28-7204 (roadway exchange). The owner of the properties has expressed willingness to exchange the properties. 

Right-of-way Exchange Value: Per A.R.S. § 28-7204, the properties being exchanged do not need to be 

commensurate in value. However, it should be noted that the property the City seeks to acquire at 665 Sunset is 

approximately 30% larger than the proposed ROW abandonment (6,811 sf compared to 5,212 sf). Further, the 665 

Sunset parcel has higher intensity zoning which is generally considered higher value than residential property. Next 

Steps: • Council approval of right-of-way exchange or right-of-way vacate • Relocation of trail, through right-of-way 

permit • Recordation of right-of-way vacate Community Plan Consistent: Yes - No - Not Applicable, Chapter 4 of the 

Community Plan discusses Circulation. One of the six major goals of this chapter is to create a more walkable and 

bike-able community. Key issues cited here include addressing safety concerns of pedestrians/bicyclists and lack of 

sidewalks or shoulders on many neighborhood streets. Page 13 of the Community Plan is dedicated to our vision of 

walkability. Page 65 of the Community Plan provides a dedicated discussion on walking and biking in Sedona. Page 

76 of the Community Plan provides a dedicated discussion of the importance of stormwater management and the 

prioritization of drainage improvements. 

11-24-2020 (discussion only) Community Pool operations – City parks and recreation staff briefed the city council on 

various topics related to the outdoor pool managed by the city.   The discussion topics included; pool history, 

current offerings, historic days the pool was open to the public, number of users, city of Sedona resident use vs. 

non-resident use, and suggested season choices and recommendation.   The council deferred additional discussion 

to the retreat to be held in early February so that this service can be considered along with other services from a 

priority setting / funding perspective. 



 

11-24-2020 (deferred action) Prop 207 (recreational marijuana) emergency ordinance; Council discussed the 

pros/cons of prohibiting any additional licensing re: recreational marijuana in order to have time to assess the 

impact of prop207 on existing city land use, land development code, and ordinances.   Differing opinions were 

presented regarding two elements of the approved proposition.  Specifically, 36-2857.A which gives municipalities 

some regulatory authority, and 36-2857.C which seems to prohibit the city from making restrictions.  City council is 

tentatively scheduled to discuss next steps at the January 12th city council meeting. This is a week before requests 

for dual licenses (e.g., an existing medical marijuana facility can request to also market recreational marijuana) can 

be submitted.  It appeared that our current medical marijuana business is interested in applying for a dual license. 

 

Upcoming 

 

12-08-2020 CONSENT ITEM - AB 2630 Approval of a construction contract for the SIM-11i Dry Creek Road Shared 

Use Path Project to Paul R. Peterson Construction Company in an amount not to exceed $731,565. 

 

12-08-2020 CONSENT ITEM - AB 2631 Approval of lease agreements between the City of Sedona and Canyon Portal 

3, LLC (CP3) and the City of Sedona and Sinagua Plaza 3, LLC (SP3) for use of the City rights of way adjacent to the 

boundaries of the respective premises. 

 

12-08-2020 CONSENT ITEM - AB 2636 Approval of a Resolution authorizing the One Arizona Opioid Settlement 

Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) between the City of Sedona and the State of Arizona and its participating 

counties, cities, and towns to provide the framework for distributing any opioid settlement funds throughout the 

state. 

 



12-08-2020 REGULAR BUSINESS - AB 2637 Discussion/possible direction regarding the City Council retreat on 

February 3 & 4, 2021. 

 

12-09-2020 – affordable/workforce housing gap analysis update 

 

01-12-2021 – TENTATIVE follow-up discussion and possible action re: prop207 emergency ordinance follow-up 

 

From my family to yours we wish you a safe and happy holiday season!!! See you next year        

 

 

 


