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ITEM 46

CITY GO

Meeting Date: December 2, 2014

General Plan Element: Land Use

General Plan Goal: Create a sense of community through land uses
ACTION

Cavalliere Ranch
13-ZN-2014

Request to consider the following:

1. Adopt Ordinance No. 4181 approving a Zoning District Map Amendment and Development Plan
for 462+/- acres, from the Single-family Residential, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-
130/ESL) zoning district designation, to the Planned Community District, Environmentally
Sensitive Lands, with multiple Single-family Residential district comparable zonings (P-C R1-
18/ESL, R1-43/ESL, R1-35/ESL, and R1-70/ESL), finding that the PCD Zoning District criteria have
been met, and determine that the proposed zoning map amendment is consistent and conforms
with the adopted General Plan, located approximately (from north to south) between E.
Ranchgate Road and E. Pinnacle Peak Road, and (from west to east) between N. 128th Street
and the N.134th Street alignment.

2. Adopt Resolution No. 9971 declaring “Cavalliere Ranch Development Plan,” as a public record.

Key Items for Consideration

e All four General Plan major amendment criteria require a change in land use category to be
applicable. As proposed, the project maintains the existing General Plan land use category of
Rural Neighborhoods, thus no major General Plan amendment process is required for this
request.

e 2001 General Plan — development densities proposed by the project are at the highest end of
the range of density allowed under the existing Rural Neighborhoods General Plan land use
category.

e Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan and Implementation Program recommends that existing

allowable densities under current zoning and General Plan designations are appropriate for the

subject properties. The request is to maintain the existing General Plan designations (Rural

Neighborhoods and Natural Open Space) but not the current zoning densities.

PCD Zoning District - Development Plan Criteria

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance

Multiple land ownerships may create challenges in executing the master plan

Circulation — access to and from the subject property

Proposed areas of development on steeper slopes

McDowell Sonoran Preserve adjacency

Proposed master plan is limited in level of detail

Action Taken
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® Planning Commission heard these cases on November 12, 2014 and recommended approval with a vote
of 5-0.

OWNER

Multiple Owners (George and Margery Cavalliere Rev. Trust, Gﬁ"’b . N

Emmerson Enterprise Inc., etc.) “:p;’\_"'_a—ﬂz___ EHAPPY,
o $ VALLEYRD)

[ONKNOWNIST

APPLICANT CONTACT :

John Berry

Berry Riddell & Rosensteel

480-994-0994

LOCATION | General Location Map )

462+/- acres located approximately, (from north to south) between E. Ranchgate Road and E.
Pinnacle Peak Road, and (from west to east) between N. 128th Street and the N.134th Street
alignment.

BACKGROUND

General Plan

The City of Scottsdale General Plan 2001 Conceptual Land Use Map designates the subject property
as Rural Neighborhoods and Natural Open Space land use categories.

Within the Rural Neighborhoods category, land uses typically include areas of relatively large lot
single-family neighborhoods or subdivisions. Densities in Rural Neighborhoods are usually one
house per acre (or more) of land.

The Natural Open Space Category applies to locations where significant environmental amenities or
hazards may exist. In most cases, these areas represent mountainous terrain. It is intended that land
in the natural open space category remains as permanent open space. This Natural Open Space
classification is often result of rezoning actions where developers have agreed to leave part of a
property in a natural condition in return for placing greater development intensity on a less
environmentally sensitive portion of the property. Low impact recreational activities are also
suitable for these sensitive areas and may include activities like hiking, equestrian, or mountain
biking trails. The Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance (ESLO) includes detailed provisions for
Natural Area Open Space (NAOS), density transfer, and for the protection of environmentally
sensitive lands.

The proposed rezoning, and its associated development, provides less than one (1) dwelling unit per
acre; more specifically, it provides approximately +.96 du/ac (Exhibit A - Page 1 of the Applicant's
Narrative). All four major amendment criteria require a change in General Plan land use to be
applicable. Therefore, with this proposal being at or less than 1 dwelling unit per acre, which
implements the subject properties’ existing General Plan land use designation of Rural
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Neighborhoods, this application does not require a change in General Plan land use nor does it
trigger an amendment to the city’s General Plan.

Character Area Plan

This property is located within the Dynamite Foothills Character Area boundary. The Dynamite
Foothills Character Area is intended to preserve the natural and visual qualities of the Sonoran
Desert by using design qualities, building materials, and construction techniques that are sensitive
to the desert environment. Projects located within the Dynamite Foothills Character Area should
preserve natural open space areas, scenic and vista corridors, and support trail links and
connections.

Through the CityShape 2020 recommendations, Scottsdale has implemented Character-based
General Planning. The Character —based General Plan contains three distinct yet interrelated levels:
Citywide, Character Area, and Neighborhood Planning.

The subject property is part of the Dynamite Foothills Character Area (2000). Accordingly, the 2001
General Plan established Character Area planning as a means of ensuring that quality of
development and consistency of character drive Scottsdale’s General Plan within the context of
community-wide goals.

The Dynamite Foothills Character Area is located generally between Scottsdale’s McDowell
Mountain Preserve on the south, the Lone Mountain Road Alignment to the north, and east of 112"
street to the City’s terminus at 136" Street.

The Dynamite Foothills’ remoteness and isolation from other developed parts of Scottsdale, its
environmental features and desire of its residents and community members to preserve them, have
guided development to maintain low density (and intensity) uses. This patterned development has
been predicated on the belief that the Rural Desert Character experienced in the Dynamite
Foothills, achieves an opportunity for residents and visitors alike, to live in and experience a unique
desert community with character and lifestyle, not common to any other part of the City and Valley.

The subject site is also located adjacent to the McDowell Sonoran Preserve.

Zoning

This site is zoned Single-family Residential, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-130/ESL) District,
which allows single-family residential uses and has an Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay
zoning designation.

Adjacent Uses and Zoning

e North: Single-family Residential District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, zoned R1-190/ESL;
McDowell Sonoran Preserve.

e South: Single-family Residential District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, zoned R1-190/ESL;
McDowell Sonoran Preserve, Tom’s Thumb Trailhead.

e East: Single-family Residential District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, zoned R1-190/ESL;
McDowell Sonoran Preserve.
e West: Single-family Residential District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, zoned R1-190/ESL;

vacant land (Sereno Canyon Resort and subdivisions in various forms of approval).
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Context

The subject property is located at the southeast corner of E. Ranch Gate Road and N. 128tth Street.
The 462+/- acre site is nestled between E. Ranchgate Road and E. Pinnacle Peak Road, and (from
west to east) between N. 128th Street and the N.134th Street alignment. The Scottsdale’s
McDowell Sonoran Preserve is located to the north, east, and west of the site. The approved
Sereno Canyon Resort and Spa is located to the west, across N. 128" Street.

Please refer to context graphics attached.

Other Related Policies, References:
Ordinance 1611, 11-TA-200#3, 11-GP-1997, and 5-GP-1999

2001 City of Scottsdale General Plan

2004 Scenic Roadway Designations

2004 Trails Master Plan

200 Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan and Implementation Program
2004 Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance

2008 Transportation Master Plan

APPLICANTS PROPOSAL

Goal/Purpose of Request

The applicant’s proposal is to rezone approximately 462+/- acres from the Single Family Residential
(R1-130/ESL) district, to the Planned Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (P-C/ESL)
with comparable Single Family Residential, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-18/ESL, R1-35/ESL,
R1-43/ESL, and R1-70/ESL) zoning districts. The comparable zoning districts will allow for different

zoning district areas through the subject site. The proposal requests a maximum of 443 residential

parcels to be spread out over the 462+/- acre site.

Development Information

e Existing Use: Vacant Lands (various parcels)
e Proposed Use: 443-lot subdivision
e Parcel Size: 462+/- acres (composed of 40 parcels)

e Building Height Allowed: 24 feet
e Building Height Proposed: 24 feet

e NAOS Required: 179.9 acres (38.9% of subject site)
e NAOS Provided: 229.6 acres (50% of subject site)

e Density Allowed: .31 dwelling units per acre

e Density Proposed: .96 dwelling units per acre
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

General Plan Element and Policy Implications

Character and Design Element

The Character and Design Element acknowledges that there are various components of a
community that can assist in creating and defining place, identify and character — in this instance it
is the site’s proximity to Scottsdale’s McDowell Sonoran Preserve. Development patterns,
landmarks, drainage, travel pattern, edges, nodes, and other physical characteristics help to create
distinctions and a sense of uniqueness within different areas of the community. To this end, goals in
this element seek to determine the appropriateness of all development in terms of community
goals, surrounding character and specific neighborhood context. The Character Type for the area
surrounding the subject property is Rural/Rural Desert Character.

The Rural/Rural Desert Character Types contain relatively low-density and large lot development.
These districts provide a rural lifestyle that includes preservation of the desert character. The
identity and natural desert character of this district is expected to be strengthened and maintained
by preventing encroachment of nonconforming uses and architectural styles, protecting open
spaces and vistas, encouraging conservation of desert vegetation, building low profile structures,
discouraging walls, and limiting road access.

This character type emphasizes that special care should be taken to preserve the natural character
of the land and natural drainage corridors. Desert vegetation is maintained either in common open-
space areas or on individual lots. The impacts of development on desert preservation, particularly
on properties with rugged terrain, should be minimized through clustering, preserving washes, and
the use of natural buffers on the perimeter of developments. Site plans for developments on larger
vacant tracts should be sensitive to topography, vegetation and natural drainage areas.

Goals from the Character and Design Element that support the applicant’s proposal include:

e Goal 1: Determine the appropriateness of all development in terms of community goals,
surrounding area character, and the specific context of the surrounding neighborhood.
- Southwestern desert community
- Relationships to surrounding land forms, uses and corridors
- High community quality expectations
- Visual impacts upon public settings and neighboring properties
- Safe, attractive and context compatible development
- Development that contributes to established character

e Goal 3: Identify Scottsdale’s historic, archaeological and cultural resources, promote an
awareness of them for future generations, and support their preservation and conservation.
- Continue to identify Scottsdale’s historic, archaeological, and cultural resources

- Enforce the Archeological Resource Preservation Ordinance to protect significant
resources

e Goal 4: Encourage “streetscapes” for major roadways that promote the city’s visual quality
and character, and blend into the character of the surrounding area.
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- Natural streetscapes
- Scenic Corridor and Desert Scenic Roadways
- Providing minimum lighting in low-density areas, rural areas and near the McDowell
Sonoran Preserve
e Goal 6: Recognize the value and visual significance that landscaping has upon the character
of the community and maintain standards that result in substantial, mature landscaping that
reinforces the character of the city.

- Maintain the landscaping materials and pattern within a character area
- Encourage the retention of mature landscape plant materials.

The applicant proposes to develop a 443 single family subdivision on the approximate +/- 462 acre
site, “committed to preserving environmental features on property and to integrating the Preserve
(Scottsdale’s McDowell Sonoran Preserve) and Ranch’s (Cavalliere Ranch) natural open space within
the community and particularly along the Preserve Boundary”. More specifically, these open spaces
will facilitate maintaining wildlife corridors and habitat and protection of the property’s distinctive
boulder outcrops, native vegetation, washes and topography. In terms of the built environment, the
applicant proposes to develop homes that “will be clustered to allow large and contiguous acres to
be preserved as Natural Area Open Space, wildlife and wash corridors, protected environmental
feature areas, and open space linkages.”

Land Use Element

The Land Use Element is intended to ensure a variety of living, working and leisure opportunities
through different land uses, vital neighborhoods, thriving business and resort communities, and
open spaces for people to recreate, reflect and enjoy. Within the community, it is expected that
land use decisions must take into consideration the relationship of surrounding land uses.
Consequently, the applicant’s request, along with the proposed increase in development, is
supported by the General Plan and the property’s land use designation, which is anticipated for this
area of the community.

Goals from the Land Use Element that support the applicant’s proposal include:

e Goal 1: Recognize Scottsdale’s role as a major regional economic and cultural center,
featuring business, tourism, and cultural activities.

- Strengthen the identity by encouraging land uses that contribute to the character of
the community

- Encourage land uses that preserve the high quality of life and define Scottsdale’s
sense of place

- Support a regional open space network

e Goal 3: Encourage the transition of land uses from more intense regional and citywide
activity areas to less intense activity areas within local neighborhoods.

- Neighborhood edges that transition to one another through appropriate land uses,
development patterns, character elements and mobility access
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- Development patterns and land uses sensitively integrate along edges of Preserve

¢ Goal 4: Maintain a balance of land uses that support a high quality of life, a diverse mixture
of housing and leisure opportunities and the economic base needed to secure resources to
support the community.

- Diversity of residential uses

- Variety of housing types, densities, and innovative development patterns

- Maintain a citywide balance of land uses that support changes in community
vision/dynamics over time.

e Goal 7: Sensitively integrate land uses into the surrounding physical and natural
environments, the neighborhood setting, and the neighborhood itself.

- Protect sensitive natural features,

- Incorporate appropriate land use transitions to integrate into surrounding
neighborhoods,

- Incorporate open space, mobility and drainage networks while protecting the area’s
character and natural systems

The applicant has stated that the proposed development includes coordinated master-planning
efforts for properties that are owned by multiple parties, all of which share a commitment to the
preservation and stewardship of lands next to Scottsdale’s McDowell Sonoran Preserve. Through
the design and development plans, the applicant will address the physical, land use, environmental
and infrastructure needs associated with a property of this size. Similar to other communities
located near the subject property, the master-planning process will provide a planned land use and
development effort that would not be possible if the properties were to develop on an individual,
property-by-property basis over time. The benefit of a master plan process is that the major
infrastructure items such as water, sewer, transportation and drainage services can be planned and
provided in a holistic approach, as can the preservation of sensitive environmental and open space
features important to the community.

Neighborhoods Element

Many of Scottsdale’s mature neighborhoods reflect the more traditional neighborhood model
where most commercial, educational, and recreational services are either integrated into residential
areas or located in convenient proximity. Some of Scottsdale’s newer neighborhoods offer limited
immediate access to such services, while others promote the distance between residential and
commercial as part of a rural lifestyle.

In this instance, Cavalliere Ranch proposes to develop only low density - single family housing that
will further contribute to the rural lifestyle of the area, as well as provide an appropriate transition
to Scottsdale’s McDowell Sonoran Preserve.

Goals from the Neighborhoods Element that supports the applicant’s proposal include:

e Goal 4: Preserve and enhance the unique sense of neighborhood found in diverse areas of
Scottsdale through neighborhood conservation.

- Guide development to ensure that such is context-appropriate to the surrounding
neighborhoods
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Open Space and Recreation Element

The Open Space and Recreation Element encourages a balanced, comprehensive, conservation of
natural and recreational resources that will enhance the social, psychological and physical well-
being of Scottsdale citizens and community members.

Goals from the Open Space and Recreation Element that support the applicant’s proposal includes:

e Goal 1: Protect and improve the quality of Scottsdale’s natural and urban environments as
defined in the quality and quantity of its open spaces.

- Provide the opportunity for people to experience and enjoy the Scottsdale’s
McDowell Sonoran Preserve, balancing access with preservation

- Preserve and integrate visual and functional connections between major city open
spaces into the design of development projects

- Protect the visual quality of open space, unique city characteristics

- Standards of a Buffered Roadway and Desert Scenic Roadway designation

- The provisions of a minimum 100 foot scenic buffer along streets within and adjacent
to the Recommended Study Boundary of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve on
undeveloped properties of 25 acres or larger

- Promote project designs that are responsive to the natural environment, people’s
needs, site conditions, and indigenous architectural approaches to provide unique
character for the city.

e Goal 2: Manage a comprehensive open space program that is responsive to public need,
delivers high quality customer service, and exemplifies the city’s commitment to leadership
in environmental affairs.

- Promote three distinctive types of open spaces through acquisition or dedication

= Passive natural open spaces that will preserve wildlife habitat and view
corridors and sensitive historical/archeological sites, and provide areas for
low impact recreational activities,

= A system of contiguous open spaces, accessible from Scottsdale
neighborhoods, that connect the desert, mountains, and washes,

= Park space and facilities for active recreational activities, such as softball,
tennis, basketball, volleyball, swimming, and equestrian pursuits.

The applicant’s proposed rezoning request supports and implements this element’s approach, by
maintaining the character of the area through the integration of both the visual and functional
connections of major city open spaces (Scottsdale’s McDowell Sonoran Preserve) and the subject
development seeking to conserve the existing desert vegetation and landforms. Furthermore, the
development proposes to protect and use existing native plants, utilize design themes similar in
character to the surrounding area, and respond to local conditions in landscape design.

The applicant proposes a 100’ scenic corridor buffer along North 128" Street. Desert Scenic
Roadways are the one-mile and half mile roads within the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay
district that are not already designated as a Scenic Corridor or Buffered Roadway. The applicant is
proposing access to the site east of North 128" Street, through East Ranch Gate Road and East
Alameda Road and as such, the city would recognize these half mile alignments as a Desert Scenic
Roadway. Consequently, development along these roadways would be expected to provide a
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streetscape design that further maintains and enhances open space as well as mitigate the impacts
of a major street on surrounding parcels; acting primarily as an aesthetic buffer.

Preservation and Environmental Planning Element

The Preservation and Environmental Planning Element recognizes the high priority that Scottsdale’s
citizenry places in preserving and protecting the natural environment. Scottsdale’s distinctive
natural resources and environment contribute to the community’s economic vitality and quality of
life. A goalin this element is to enhance the quality of life in Scottsdale by safeguarding the natural
environment.

The impacts of development on desert preservation through this application are proposed to be
minimized through development clustering, preservation of washes, and the use of natural buffers
on the perimeter of the property. Along the perimeter of the development the applicant proposes
to maximize the provision of NAOS at Scottsdale’s McDowell Sonoran Preserve boundary to create a
buffer to the Preserve — more specifically a minimum one-hundred and fifty foot (150’) width which
totals approximately +/- 47 acres in its entirety.

Goals from the Preservation and Environmental Planning Element that support the applicant’s
proposal include:

e Goal 2: Enhance the quality of life in Scottsdale by safeguarding the natural environment.

- Scottsdale’s image and heritage of the Sonoran Desert

- Preserve the unique, rare and significant features of Scottsdale’s natural
environment,

- Encourage developments to retain and integrate the desert ecosystem

e Goal 3: Achieve a sustainable balance between the conservation, use and development of
Scottsdale’s natural resources.

- Manage watersheds to protect, restore and maintain the integrity of streams, washes
and floodplains

e Goal 9: Protect and conserve native plants as a significant natural and visual resource.

- Enhance, restore, and sustain the health, productivity and biodiversity of Scottsdale’s
natural environment
- Retain and preserve native plants to retain a Sonoran desert character.

Community Mobility Element

The Community Mobility Element’s goals and approaches concentrate on providing efficient and
accessible choices for the movement of people, goods, and information. The networks that move
people, goods, and information discussed in the Community Mobility Element are represented in
the three distinct and interrelated levels, Regional, Citywide and Local or Neighborhood systems.
This area of the city is largely developed with residential neighborhoods that have low
intensity/density based on standards set forth by the definition of the Rural Neighborhoods General
Plan land use category. Understanding that the proposed development will be accessed
predominately by traditional vehicular traffic, the applicant proposes that development is planned
to also encourage walking and bicycling via the City’s trail and path systems.
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Goals from the Community Mobility Element that support the applicant’s proposal include:

e Goal 6: Optimize the mobility of people, goods, and information for the expected build-out
of the city.

- Provide transitions from regional systems to neighborhood systems by gearing design
standards for roads, bikeways, paths, sidewalks, etc. to the intensity of use and traffic
volumes

- Manage the physical carrying capacity of citywide networks to efficiently move
people, goods, and information

- Balance the diverse needs of the traveling public through provision of choices,
recognizing that compromises may be necessary.

e Goal 7: Maintain Scottsdale’s high aesthetic values and environmental standards in the city’s
transportation system.

- Ensure that the streets designated as scenic corridors are sensitively integrated into
natural desert setting

e Goal 9: Protect neighborhoods from negative impacts of regional and citywide networks.

- Balance access and movement between citywide corridors and neighborhood
corridors
- Provide open space and buffering in design to protect neighborhoods.

e Goal 10: Encourage a diversity of links between neighborhood systems and with citywide
and regional systems.

- Provide functional intermodal connections that is convenient and uninterrupted.

Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan

Although General Plan amendment criteria #3 relates to the guidelines and standards embodied
within an approved character area plan, this criteria is predicated on a change in General Plan land
use category occurring (as do General Plan amendment criteria 1, 2 and 4). With the proposed
rezoning and development proposal being at or less than one (1) dwelling unit per acre, which
implements the existing General Plan land use category of Rural Neighborhoods designated on the
subject properties, this application does not trigger any of the General Plan amendment criteria,
including Criteria #3 — Character Area Criteria.

The vision of the Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan is that of Rural Desert Character with an
element of openness. Projects located within the Dynamite Foothills Character Area preserve
natural open space areas and scenic and vista corridors, provide minimal impact development with
low building footprints, support trails and connections, and maintain natural vegetation. For larger
developments, sensitivity to topography, vegetation and natural drainage are of the utmost priority.
Notably, within the Dynamite Foothills Area are the master planned communities of Troon Village,
Troon North, Troon Ridge Estates, Desert Highlands and the Four Seasons Resort.

The Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan considers low scale and intensity land uses similar in
character to residential development as appropriate for the area, along with the preservation of
meaningful open space. The goals of this Dynamite Foothills Character Area are threefold:
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Goal 1: Preserve the existing Rural Desert Character for the Dynamite Foothills which will
result in a unique desert community distinguished from other parts of Scottsdale and the

Valley.

Existing allowable densities (under current zoning and General Plan designations) are
appropriate (While the General Plan land use designations of Rural Neighborhoods
and Natural Open Space are being maintained, the application is a request to change
the zoning on the subject properties rather than maintain current zoning - further
discussion of this will be included in the zoning portion of this staff report.) phasing
Use Infrastructure to preserve the Rural Desert Character

Promote the use of site planning techniques to minimize the visual impact of
development and promote a Rural Desert Character

Use of native vegetation in streetscapes

Provide multiple street and trail access into and throughout residential
neighborhoods.

Transition development adjacent to conservation areas or Scottsdale’s McDowell
Sonoran Preserve by using appropriate setbacks, building scale, building massing and
open space.

Goal 2: Recognize the topographic diversity of the Dynamite Foothills area and provide
guidelines for balancing the relationship of different types of development to the unique
environmental nature of the area.

Encourage an orderly development pattern extending from existing development

Goal 3: Promote open space in accordance with the CityShape 2020 Guiding Principles and
the recommendations of the Desert Preservation Task Force, and support the efforts of the
McDowell Sonoran Preserve Commission to provide open space.

Land Use
In addition to the 2001 General Plan, the analysis for the rezoning request has been evaluated
against the Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan and Implementation Program, as well as the
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) overlay. The character area plan, and its implementation
program, encourages development with rural character and sensitive design. The ESL ordinance
focuses on preservation of environmental features and implements sensitive design principles
found in the Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan and Implementation Program. The character
area plan defines appropriate design for project applications which include: additionally provided

Use open space and conservation/preservation areas to preserve a Rural Desert
character
= Provide visual open space amenities along and near streets and use natural
open space between new development and existing roadways to minimize
the impacts on existing views
= Encourage the use of natural area open space in site planning to ensure an
overall openness to subdivisions, individual development, and the planning
area
= Preserve and protect unique open spaces, archeological, and historical sites
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Natural Area Open Space (NAOS), development in response to slopes, density, clustering, and the
temperance of the intensity of uses.

The Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan states that the existing allowable densities under
current zoning and General Plan designations are appropriate for all but a few areas. Densities
under the current General Plan designation of Rural Neighborhoods are usually one house per one
acre or more of land which the applicant proposes to maintain. Current zoning densities are 2 to 3-
acre lots. The proposal requests an increase in zoning density, from .31 du/ace to .96 du/ac, in an
area not identified by the Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan for density adjustments. (DFCAP,
Goal 1, Strategy 1, Pages 2 and 13). The applicant’s narrative addresses their contention that the
requested rezoning and identified comparable zoning categories are more compatible to the
character area compared to the current zoning that exists on the subject properties.

The provided narrative identifies the applicant’s “Master Plan” approach to the development of
462+/- acres. Approximately eighty-seven (87%) percent of the area located (from north to south)
between E. Ranchgate Road and E. Pinnacle Peak Road, and (from west to east) between N. 128th
Street and the N.134th Street alignment, have been included in this application. Master planning
the area allows for there to be greater control in the development of the area rather than each
individual parcel providing improvements independently. Elements, such as open space, access,
and utilities, can be coordinated with greater confidence than fragmented, incremental
development. The City has had several successful master-planned communities that have
developed similarly.

The success of a master-planned community depends on the ability to have the authority to
implement the master plan. This authority comes from having an agreement amongst all the vested
owners to execute the master plan as proposed. Staff has been notified by the applicant that the
ownership continues to evolve as the application moves thorough the public hearings process.
Because changes in ownership of land have been occurring regularly within this project boundary,
maintaining current ownership records is challenging. It is critical that prior to the City Council
hearing that a final accounting of ownership be presented. All owners of property within the
project boundary must know and agree to the Development Plan and stipulations if this rezoning is
approved. Lack of ownership coordination creates an uncertainty in the authority of the applicant
to execute the proposed master plan.

The project narrative states, and the site plan begins to identify proposed “clustered” development
areas, and wash corridors that will be protected as open space. Development clustering, is an
approach which results in a more compact arrangement of buildings which typically maintains larger
areas of connected open space and steeper slopes. However, the development plan is not detailed
enough to demonstrate that priorities in site planning, such as preserving the steeper slope areas
within the development are being achieved. Achieving the proposed density on the property is not
guaranteed. It must be demonstrated in a more detailed master plan that the site can support the
maximum density being proposed.

The conceptual site plan does maintain large areas of open space, but the proposed developable
areas are identified as conceptual bubbles that are distributed throughout the site. Consequently,
the conceptual site plan protects wash corridors as the first priority. Other significant open spaces,
such as steep slopes, will be addressed with on lot open space as lot patterns become more

Page 12 of 19



City Council Report | Cavalliere Ranch (13-ZN-2014)

detailed. The provided NAOS plan states that sixty (60%) percent of the 462+/- acre site is located
within slopes of 10% to 15% grade, or greater.

The Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan, Implementation Program, and the Environmentally
Sensitive Lands ordinance continually states that slopes and sensitive natural features should be
protected. The ordinance and character area plan looks to restrict development in watercourses,
flood plains and washes. The proposed NAOS plan shows the majority of washes being protected.
Open Space is proposed over all the critical wash corridors. Slopes, in regards to wash corridors,
have been identified and are proposed to remain in their natural condition. The provided drainage
report did not identify washes that are large enough to qualify for protection as vista corridor
easements.

The Dynamite Foothills Character Area Implementation Program states that construction envelopes
should not be placed on slopes over 15%. The intent is to use clusters to protect more sensitive
terrain (DFCA Implementation Program, Page 8 and 10). The conceptual development plan provides
a graphic illustrating the proposed cluster areas in locations with 15% to 25%+ slopes. The applicant
is proposing to identify the most sensitive environmental features, such as steep slopes, in the more
detailed master plan process, so as to cluster proposed development in order to preserve large
areas of open space and protect sensitive terrain.

The applicant’s narrative states that approximately 29+/- acres of the subject site will be maintained
as the Natural Open Space designation identified in the 2001 General Plan. The conceptual open
space plan does not identify where all of the proposed locations of the Natural Open Space are
located. The proposed application requests a Zoning District Map Amendment, for approximately
462+/- acres, from the R1-130/ESL zoning category designation to the P-C/ESL, with comparable
zoning of (R1-18/ESL, R1-35/ESL, R1-43/ESL, and R1-70/ESL).

The Planned Community (P-C) District is a zoning district that may be developed only in accordance
with a specific, master development plan. The approval of the development plan is an integral part
of this zoning district (Ordinance Sec. 5.2100.). The master development plan is composed of the
following plans: phasing plan, Master Environmental Design Concept Plan (MEDCP), drainage plan,
transportation plan, water plan, wastewater plan and planned property plat. The phasing plan is a
fundamental component of the master plan process, as it provides the detail on the number of units
and improvements to be developed, as well as the open space to be preserved with each phase.

The provided phasing plan is very conceptual, and may be modified during the more detailed master
plan process.

More specifically, the submitted phasing plan does not identify what improvements will be
executed within each of the three (3) proposed phases. The proposed phasing boundaries follow
property lines, which will likely be changing. Stipulated improvements extend outside of the
proposed phasing boundaries. The ownership for the first phase appears to be the same entity,
however subsequent phases are, at this time, composed of the other multiple owners. The phasing
plan is stipulated to be sufficiently detailed prior to any DRB hearing to provide a more detailed
account of how open space, development units and improvements will be provided in each phase.
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PCD Findings

The Zoning Ordinance states that before the approval or modification of an application for a
proposed P-C District, the Planning Commission and the City Council must agree that a series of
findings have been met:
A. That the development proposed is in substantial harmony with the General Plan, and
can be coordinated with existing and planned development of surrounding areas.

Although the proposed development is in harmony with the General Plan,
responses to some goals and strategies of the Dynamite Foothills Character
Area Plan are not detailed in the application, such as open space and slope
preservation.

The proposed narrative, phasing plan, and conceptual development plan leave
concerns about the implementation of the proposed master plan, if approved.

B. That the streets and thoroughfares proposed are suitable and adequate to serve the
proposed uses and the anticipated traffic which will be generated hereby.

The conceptual circulation plan provides general locations of within the project
boundaries. North Ranch Gate Road is the primary access to the project and
Transportation staff recommends that the street classification be changed to a
Minor Collector street if the proposed development is approved.

A detailed master circulation plan will be required as part of the master plan
process for Transportation staff review and approval. The plan must show
details of: the proposed street system, street cross sections, pedestrian
facilities, and any proposed project phasing of transportation improvements.
Street alignments shall follow existing terrain and minimize the number of wash
crossings as best as possible.

The applicant shall submit documentation that all exception parcels have
agreed to the proposed street system and their site access provisions with final
plat submittal.

Some street segments to the west, such as E. Happy Valley Road, are
experiencing congestion. The applicant has committed a total of $1.8 million in
funding for street improvements outside of the project boundaries

C. That Planning Commission and City Council shall further find that the facts submitted
with the application and presented at the hearing establish beyond reasonable doubt
that:

1.

In the case of proposed residential development, that such development will
constitute a residential environment of sustained desirability and stability; that it
will be in harmony with the character of the surrounding area; and that the sites
proposed for public facilities, such as schools, playgrounds and parks, are
adequate to serve the anticipated population. The Planning Commission and City
Council shall be presented written acknowledgment of this from the appropriate
school district, the Scottsdale Parks and Recreation Commission and any other
responsible agency.
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¢ The proposed development plan provides trail connections to the Tom’s
Thumb trailhead located to the south of the subject site.

Traffic/Trails
Although not directly related to this case, this region of the City has displayed levels of traffic that
are overstressing specific intersections. Some movements, at the intersection of E. Happy Valley
Road and N. Alma School Parkway, can be seen to operate at poor levels of service within the next
year, with the traffic that would be generated by this proposal. Some mitigation will need to be
provided if the development is approved. The proposed traffic study identified the current daily
traffic volume on E. Happy Valley Road, between N. Pima Road and E. Alma School Parkway. The
impacts of the site-generated traffic, on this segment, still need to be identified and addressed.

The Transportation Department is working the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) to
identify funds to allocate to a roadway project that would improve E. Happy Valley Road from N.
Pima Road to E. Alma School Parkway to a four-lane roadway with raised median. If successful,
design of the project could begin in the fall of 2015.

The approval of the zoning district change for the proposed Cavalliere Ranch will result in an
estimated 4,218 trips generated per day to and from the project site. The development is estimated
to generate 332 a.m. peak hour trips, and 443 p.m. peak hour trips. This represents a potential
increase of 2,750 daily trips over the existing approved R1-130 ESL zoning.

The proposed E. Alameda Road connection will not be designated as a major collector, or as a larger
street designation. This segment of E. Ranch Gate Road, from N. 118" Street to N. 128" Street, as
per the proposal, is designated as a local collector. The majority of the foreseeable traffic will
access the proposed site form E. Ranch Gate Road. This subject rezoning request appears to put the
volume of traffic on this segment of E. Ranch Gate Road, in excess of the design capacity by 4,500
vehicles per day.

The ADT guidelines for a local collector street section are exceeded on Ranch Gate Road with the
projected traffic volumes from the proposed development and other planned/approved
development in the E. Ranch Gate Road/N. 128" Street area. Transportation staff recommends that
the street classification be changed to a “Minor Collector” street if the proposed development is
approved.

Water/Sewer

The updated basis of water/wastewater reports and the sewer reports, for the subject zoning case,
are conceptually acceptable to the City’s Water and Sewer department. The applicant will be
required to design, construct, and upgrade any water and sewer infrastructure necessary to provide
services to the site.

Public Safety

The proposal has been stipulated to provide the adequate street right-of-way dedications for all the
right-of-way that shall remain as public access. The street right-of-way dedication has been
stipulated according to the Transportation Master Plan and the Local Area Infrastructure Plans.
Design of the internal private-streets will conform to ESL local residential.

Additionally, a minimum 40-foot-wide Emergency and Service Access Vehicle Easement will be
provided over all internal streets.

School District Comments/Review
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The Scottsdale Unified School District was notified of this application. This site is located within the
Scottsdale Unified School District but access to the site is through the Cave Creek School District.
Open Space

The Conceptual 50% Analysis Plan provides the proposed location for the Natural Area Open Space
(NAOS) to be dedicated by the development. The applicant’s narrative states that fifty (50%)
percent of the site will be reserved as NAQOS, totaling 229+/- acres. This is an increase of eleven
(11%) percent from the required NAOS amount, 179+/- acres. The proposed NAQS areas preserve
wash corridors, rock outcroppings, and the scenic corridor along N. 128th Street. It will be
important to have NAQOS aligned with the approximate 29+/- acres of the subject site designated as
Natural Open Space land use in the 2001 General Plan.

The conceptual development plan provides a graphic illustration with proposed clustered
development areas in locations with 15% to 25%+ slope categories. To better implement the
Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan and Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance, more NAOS
should be located within these 15% to 25% (and higher) slope areas, since both the Character Area
Plan and Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance treat the preservation of steep slopes as
significantly as the preservation of washes in this portion of the community. Additional NAOS
should be located as to protect steep slopes in a way that individual lot development could not, but
a master plan community could.

Community Involvement

Property owners within 750 feet of the site have been notified and the site is posted with the
required signage for the subject rezoning case. Staff has received a significant number of phone
calls and e-mails regarding this application (Attachment 10).

Community Impact

As stated above, even though not directly related to this case, this region of the City has
experienced levels of traffic that are overstressing specific intersections. Studies have identified the
intersection of E. Happy Valley Road and N. Alma School Parkway as as projected to operate at poor
levels of service within the next year, even without the traffic that would be generated by this
proposal.

Policy Implications

All four General Plan major amendment criteria require a change in land use category to be
applicable. As proposed, the project maintains the existing General Plan land use category of Rural
Neighborhoods, thus no major General Plan amendment process is required for this request.

2001 General Plan — development densities proposed by the project are at the highest end of the
range of density allowed under the existing Rural Neighborhoods General Plan land use category.

Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan and Implementation Program recommends that existing
allowable densities under current zoning and General Plan designations are appropriate for the
subject properties. The request is to maintain the existing General Plan designations (Rural
Neighborhoods and Natural Open Space) but not the current zoning densities.

The benefit of a master plan process is that the major infrastructure items and preservation of
sensitive environmental and open space features important to the community can be planned and
provided in a holistic approach. However, this application is limited in the level of detail it contains,
and the organized and reliable execution of the development plan is dependent upon detailed

Page 16 of 19



City Council Report | Cavalliere Ranch (13-ZN-2014)

master plans being submitted with each phase of development. Stipulations outlining these master
plans are included with this report.

One primary concern is to protect steeper slopes and more sensitive terrain. The conceptual
development plan provides a graphic illustrating the proposed cluster areas in locations with 15% to
25%+ slopes. More detailed master plans, submitted and approved prior to any DRB hearing, must
address how steep slopes are being protected.

OTHER BOARDS & COMMISSIONS

Planning Commission
Planning Commission heard this case on November 12, 2014 and recommended approval with a
vote of 5-0.

Staff's Recommendation to Planning Commission

There are many considerations both supporting and opposing the proposed change on balance.
Staff recommended that the Planning Commission find that PCD Zoning criteria have been met, and
determine that the proposed zoning map amendment is consistent and conforms with the adopted
General Plan, and make a recommendation to City Council for approval, as per the attached
stipulations.

OPTIONS & STAFF RECOMMENDATION

1. Adopt Ordinance No. 4181 approving a Zoning District Map Amendment and Development
Plan for 462+/- acres, from the Single-family Residential, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-
130/ESL) zoning district designation, to the Planned Community District, Environmentally
Sensitive Lands, with multiple Single-family Residential district comparable zonings (P-C R1-
18/ESL, R1-43/ESL, R1-35/ESL, and R1-70/ESL), finding that the PCD Zoning District criteria
have been met, and determine that the proposed zoning map amendment is consistent and
conforms with the adopted General Plan, located approximately (from north to south)
between E. Ranchgate Road and E. Pinnacle Peak Road, and (from west to east) between N.
128th Street and the N.134th Street alignment.

2. Adopt Resolution No. 9971 declaring “Cavalliere Ranch Development Plan,” as a public record.

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENTS

Planning and Development Services
Current Planning Services

Planning and Development Services
Long Range Planning Services
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ORDINANCE NO. 4181

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SCOTTSDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AMENDING
ORDINANCE NO. 455, THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE
CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, BY AND FOR THE PURPOSE OF
CHANGING THE ZONING ON THE “DISTRICT MAP® TO
ZONING APPROVED IN CASE NO. 13-ZN-2014 FROM THE
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, ENVIRONMENTALLY
SENSITIVE LANDS (R1-130/ESL) ZONING DISTRICT
DESIGNATION TO THE PLANNED COMMUNITY DISTRICT,
ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LANDS, WITH MULTIPLE
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT COMPARABLE
ZONINGS (P-C R1-18/ESL, R1-43/ESL, R1-35/ESL, AND R1-
70/ESL) ON A 462+/- ACRE PROPERTY LOCATED
APPROXIMATELY (FROM NORTH TO SOUTH) BETWEEN E.
RANCHGATE ROAD AND E. PINNACLE PEAK ROAD, AND
(FROM WEST TO EAST) BETWEEN N. 128TH STREET AND
THE N.134TH STREET ALIGNMENT.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a hearing on November 12, 2014,
WHEREAS, the City Council held a hearing on December 2, 2014; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed development is in
substantial harmony with the General Plan of the City of Scottsdale and will be
~ coordinated with existing and planned development; and

WHEREAS, it is now necessary that the comprehensive zoning map of the
City of Scottsdale (“District Map”) be amended to conform with the decision of the
Scottsdale City Council in Case No. 13-ZN-2014.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of
Scottsdale, as follows:

. Section 1. That the “District Map” adopted as a part of the Zoning Ordinance
of the City of Scottsdale, showing the zoning district boundaries, is amended by
rezoning 462 +/- acre located approximately (from north to south) between E.
Ranchgate Road and E. Pinnacle Peak Road, and (from west to east) between N. 128th
Street and the N.134th Street alignment and marked as “Site” (the Property) on the map
attached as Exhibit 2, incorporated herein by reference, from the Single-family
Residential, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-130/ESL) zoning district designation,
to the Planned Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, with multiple
Single-family Residential district comparable zonings (P-C R1-18/ESL, R1-43/ESL, R1-
35/ESL, and R1-70/ESL) zoning and by incorporating that certain document entitled

12837620v1 Ordfnance 'No. 4181 7 N
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“Cavalliere Ranch Development Plan,” declared a public record by Resolutlon No. 9971,
into this ordinance by reference as if fuIIy set forth herein.

Section 2. That the above rezoning approval is conditioned upon compliance
with all stipulations attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Scottsdale this 2" day
of December, 2014.

ATTEST: CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, an Arizona
Municipal Corporation
By: By:
Carolyn Jagger W.J. “Jim” Lane
City Clerk Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
OFI
By:. _
Lo ety —ay e

By: Sherry R. Scott, Deputy Clty Attorney

12837620v1 Ordinance No. 4181
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Case 13-ZN-2014

These stipulations are in order to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and the City of
Scottsdale.

MASTER PLANS

1. MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN. Before any other submittal to the Development Review
Board, the owner shall submit its Master Development Plan for Development Review Board
review. The Master Development Plan shall include the following:

a. MASTER PHASING PLAN. The phasing plan shall include the written and graphical
identification of what improvements will be executed with each proposed phase
Master phasing plan must include the 462+/- acre site. The Master Phasing Plan
shall address the following:

i.  Ownership boundaries shall be identified in comparison to phasing plan
area boundaries. Provide confirmation of each vested owner.

ii. Number of phasing areas may need to be increased in accordance with
stipulated improvements.

iii.  Graphically-presented phasing areas will be accompanied by written
explanation of all improvements completed with each phase.

iv.  Provide number of units assigned to each phasing area.

v.  Construction phasing plan shall identify public improvement costs and
responsibility for each phasing area.

vi.  Phasing plan will be consistent with other require master plans.

b. MASTER CIRCULATION (TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS) PLAN. Master circulation must
include the 462+/- acre site. The Master Phasing Plan shall address the following:

i.  Streetimprovements (both public and private) to be completed with each
phase. Public improvements shall correspond with Stipulation #11 below.

ii.  Streetimprovements that will require modification of washes meeting the
Environmentally Sensitive Lands ordnance preservation requirements.

iii.  Overall streetscape concepts which incorporate street-side and median
landscape design concepts, plant and landscape materials, perimeter, head
and screen wall designs and locations.

iv.  Access to exception parcels not part of the development plan.

v.  The Circulation Master Plan should show the proposed street system, the
street classifications, the street cross sections and pedestrian facilities. Any
proposed modifications to the City’s standard street cross sections shall be

Exhibit 1
Ordinance No. 4181
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included in the Circulation Master Plan. The Circulation master plan shall
also identify all off-site street improvements and the timing/phasing of
these off-site improvements.

vii.

IN LIEU PAYMENTS. At the direction of city staff (Zoning Administer/Chief
Development Office), the developer shall post a performance bond for the
specified off-site street improvements in a proportionate amount for the
first 33% of the lots at the time of the first building permit. The bond
amount shall be determined by an engineer’s cost estimate for the
specified off-site street improvements submitted by the applicant and
approved by City staff. After the first 33% of the lots have received
building permits, the developer shall be notified by the city (Zoning
Administer/Chief Development Office) that the performance bond is being
called. The developer shall be given the option to allow the performance
bond to be called or to provide funds equal to the in lieu amount due {33%
of the improvements) to the City to be used to construct a portion of the
specified street improvements. Additionally, after the first 33% of the lots
have received building permits, a proportionate in-lieu amount for each
subsequent plat, and associated lots, shall be paid at the time of final plat
recordation by the applicant/developer to the City to be used to construct
the specified off-site street improvements. ‘

c. MASTER NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE (NAOS - OPEN SPACE) PLAN. Master NAOS
plan must include the 462+/- acre site. The Master NAOS Plan shall address the
following

Provide square footage and acreage of NAOS to be dedicated with each
phasing area.

Provide square footage, acreage, and percentage of disturbed and
undisturbed NAOS with each phasing area.

Multi-use trail design and use, including trail design standards and
alignment, design and location of trail amenities, management and controls
on trail-use and implementation of plan recommendations through city
ordinances and policies.

Native plant relocation program and revegetation guidelines for each
parcel.

d. MASTER DRAINAGE SYSTEMS PLAN. Master drainage plan must include the 462+/-
acre site (See stipulations below).

Exhibit 1
Ordinance No. 4181
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e. MASTER WATER SYSTEMS PLAN. Master water systems plan must include the
462+/- acre site (See stipulations below).

f. MASTER WASTE WATER SYSTEMS PLAN. Master waste water system plan must
include the 462+/- acre site (See stipulations below).

g. MASTER DEVELOPMENT (PLANNED PROPERTY PLAT). The applicant/owner must
submit a final plat to be consistent with each phase of development.

i.  The master development plan must include the 462+/- acre site

ii.  The master development plan must identify the number of units and density
planned for each phasing area.

ii.  The master development plan must provide a NAOS data table.

h. Master Environmental Design Concept Plan (MEDCP). MEDCP must include the
462+/- acre site (See stipulations below).

i. Other applicable elements, as determined by city staff.

DEVELOPMENT ENVELOPES. Development shall not encroach into slopes greater than 15%
slope, unless the encroachments are determined to be incidental and/or necessary as
determined by staff, with appeal to the Development Review Board.

SITE DESIGN
3.

CONFORMANCE TO CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN. Development shall conform with
the conceptual development plan, submitted by LVA Urban Design Studios and with the city
staff date of 10-20-2014, attached as Exhibit A to Exhibit 1. Any proposed significant change
to the conceptual development plan as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be
subject to additional action and public hearings before the Planning Commission and City
Council. Conceptual Site Plan is contingent upon amended development standards,
drainage, topography, NAOS requirements, abandonments, and other site planning
concerns to be addressed at the time of preliminary plat approval. Any proposed significant
change to the conceptual site plan as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be
subject to additional action and public hearings before the Planning Commission and City
Council.

CONFORMANCE TO NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE PLAN. Development shall conform with
the conceptual Natural Area Open Space plan submitted by LVA Urban Design Studios and
with the city staff date of 10-20-2014, with the conceptual PCD Development Plan entitled
“Cavalliere Ranch Development Plan” which is on file with the City Clerk and made a public
record by Resolution No. 9971 and incorporated into these stipulations and ordinance by
reference as if fully set forth herein. Any proposed significant change to the conceptual
NAOS plan as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be subject to additional action
and public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council.

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS/MAXIMUM DENSITY. Maximum dwelling units and maximum
density shall be as indicated on the Land Use Budget Table below.

Exhibit 1
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Gross Acres Zoning Proposed | Max DU/AC | Proposed # of Max # of
DU/AC Units / Lots | Units / Lots

PCD/ESL
w/comparable
zoning districts
462+/- acres R1-18/ESL | 0-96du/ac | 0.96 du/ac 443 Units 443 Units
R1-35/ESL
R1-43/ESL
R-70/ESL

Redistribution of dwelling units is subject to the maximum density in the Land Use Budget
Table and subject to city staff approval. The owner's redistribution request shall be
submitted with the preliminary plat submittal to the Development Review Board and shall
include a revised Master Development Plan and a revised Land Use Budget Table indicating
the parcels with the corresponding reductions and increases.

CONFORMANCE TO DENSITY AREA. Development shall conform, in density and Natural Area
Open Space, submitted by LVA Urban Design Studios and with the city staff date of 10-20-
2014, attached as Exhibit B to Exhibit 1.

LOTS ADJACENT TO LESS INTENSIVE ZONING. Lots on the perimeter of the site adjacent to
lots with less intensive zoning, shall have rear yard setbacks equal to or greater than the
minimum rear yard setback required by the zoning district of those adjacent lot(s). The
minimum lot width of a lot on the perimeter of the site shall not be reduced by amended
development standards, unless lots are separated by having a 100-foot width buffer.

ALTERATIONS TO NATURAL WATERCOURSES. Any proposed alteration to the natural state
of watercourses with a peak flow rate of 750 cfs or less based on the 100 year — 2 hour rain
event shall be subject to Development Review Board approval.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING. The maximum height of any outdoor lighting source shall be 16 feet
above the adjacent finished grade, except for recreation uses, which shall comply with the
outdoor lighting standards of the Scottsdale Zoning Ordinance.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND DEDICATIONS
10. CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS. Before any certificate of occupancy is issued for the site, the

owner shall make the required dedications and provide the following improvements in
conformance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual and all other applicable city
codes and policies.

a. STREETS. Dedicate the following right-of-way and construct the following street
improvements:

Exhibit 1
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Street Name Street Type Dedications Improvements | Notes
128" Street - Minor Collector | Min. 40 feet of Full-street a.l,a.2.
south of Ranch | Rural/ESL with fee title right-of- | construction
Gate Road Trails way along the
site frontage
(existing varies)
128" Street - Minor Collector | Min. 35 feet of Full-street a.3.
north of Ranch | Rural/ESL fee title right-of- | construction
Gate Road way (55’ existing)
Alameda Road | Minor Collector 70 feet fee title Full street a.4
right-of-way construction
Internal Streets | Local Residential | 46 feet fee title Full street a.5
Suburban right-of-way construction
Internal Streets | Local Residential | 40 feet fee title Full street a.6

Rural/ESL

right-of-way

construction

a.1. The developer shall construct the Minor Collector Rural/ESL with Trails street
cross section along the 128" Street site frontage south of Ranch Gate Road in
general conformance with City of Scottsdale DS&PM Section 5.3-105 (Figure
5.3-11) with an 8 foot wide sidewalk on the east side, separated from the back
of curb by a minimum distance of 4 feet. The site frontage shall be considered
the Ranch Gate Road intersection (Happy Valley Road alignment) to the Tom’s
Thumb Trailhead entrance (Pinnacle Peak Road alignment). Any modifications
to the typical street section shall be approved in the circulation master plan.

a.2. Any proposed intersections along 128" Street shall align with existing or
planned street alignments on the west side of 128" Street, or to be offset a
minimum distance of 660 feet.

a.3. The developer shall construct the Minor Collector Rural/ESL cross section
(modified) along the 128" Street site frontage north of Ranch Gate Road a Road
in general conformance with City of Scottsdale DS&PM Section 5.3-105 (Figure
5.3-12, modified to exclude the center two-way left-turn lane) with an 8 foot
wide trail on the east side, separated from the back of curb by a minimum
distance of 4 feet. The site frontage shall be considered the Ranch Gate Road
intersection (Happy Valley Road alignment) to the northern property line. Any
modifications to the typical street section shall be approved in the circulation
master plan.

a.4. The developer shall complete the Minor Collector Rural/ESL street cross section
in general conformance with City of Scottsdale DS&PM Section 5.3-105 (Figure
5.3-12) with a 6 foot wide sidewalk on at least one side of the street. Any
modifications to the typical street section shall be approved in the circulation
master plan.

a.5. Forinternal streets with lot sizes less than 20, 000 s.f., the owner shall dedicate
46 feet of right-of-way or tract and construct internal streets to Local
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b.

Residential Street Suburban Character cross section in general conformance
with City of Scottsdale DS&PM Section 5-3.107 (Figure 5.3-20). Any
modifications to the typical street section shall be approved in the circulation
master plan.

a.6. Forinternal streets with lot sizes equal to or greater than 20, 000 s.f, the owner
shall dedicate 40 feet of right-of-way or tract and construct internal streets to
Local Residential Street Rural/ESL Character cross section in general
conformance with City of Scottsdale DS&PM Section 5-3.107 (Figure 5.3-19).
Any modifications to the typical street section shall be approved in the
circulation master plan.

Prior to any Preliminary Plat approval, the developer shall submit recorded
documentation that all exception parcels that do not have frontage on a public street
have agreed to access through the proposed private street system. Public street access
shall be provided to any exception parcels that do not agree to access via the private
street system.

All street alignments shall be designed and constructed to follow existing terrain and
minimize the number of wash crossings as determined by City staff.

11. OFF-SITE STREET IMPROVEMENTS. In conformance with the results of the traffic impact
study submitted for the proposed development, the applicant shall be responsible for the
following off-site street improvements:

d.

Happy Valley Road/118" Street - Complete Happy Valley Road/118™ Street to a full four
lane roadway to the Minor Arterial Rural/ESL street standard from Whispering Wind
Drive to Ranch Gate Road. The street cross section shall be consistent with the existing
half-street improvements near Whispering Wind Drive and include a transition to the
existing improvements north of Ranch Gate Road.

Happy Valley Road and Alma School Road Intersection — Enhance the existing stop
controlled Happy Valley Road and Alma School Road intersection by constructing a
roundabout or traffic signal. The design shall be based upon traffic engineering analysis
at the intersection using the projected traffic volumes included in the traffic impact
study or provided by the City of Scottsdale.

12. VEHICLE NON-ACCESS EASEMENT. Dedicate a one foot wide vehicular non-access easement
on 128th Street along the site frontage except at the approved street entrance(s).

13. DRAINAGE REPORT. In the required drainage report, the owner shall address:

d.

Current pre vs post development hydrology analysis results do not support completion
of stormwater storage waiver. It will be reviewed and updated during preliminary
design.

Figure 4 and all pertaining hydraulic analysis needs to be revised to match high water
levels and velocities at locations where washes cross property boundary. No adverse
impact to upstream or downstream properties is allowed. This revision will be made in
preliminary drainage report.

Conceptual Master Drainage Report presents minimum wash widths that range from 30
ft to 80 ft. Additional information is needed to make this determination. Minimum
wash widths can be higher and will be determined during preliminary design.
Exhibit 1
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d. Erosion setback analysis shall consider curved wash reaches. This analysis will be
considered in preliminary drainage report.

e. Slope stability analysis shall be conducted and discussed in preliminary drainage report.

Prior to any Development Review Board submittal, the owner shall submit revised Water
and Wastewater Master Plans for acceptance by City of Scottsdale Water Resourced
Department staff.

Wastewater Master Plan. In the required Wastewater Master Plan, the owner shall address:
a. The installation of a new 8” sewer line along 188" Street between Ranch Gate Road and
Buckskin Drive.

b. The installation of 2750 linear feet of relief sewer in Happy Valley Road between
Whispering Wind and 112" Street.

c. Evaluation of the cost/benefit of the proposed conceptual sewer water system and the
option of upgrading the existing lift station including any downstream improvements to
the gravity system.

EASEMENTS.

a. EASEMENTS DEDICATED BY PLAT. The owner shall dedicate to the city on the final plat,
all easements necessary to serve the site, in conformance with the Scottsdale Revised
Code and the Design Standards and Policies Manual.

b. EASEMENTS CONVEYED BY SEPARATE INSTRUMENT. Before any building permit is issued
for the site, each easement conveyed to the city separate from a final plat shall be
conveyed by an instrument or map of dedication subject to city staff approval, and
accompanied by a title policy in favor of the city, in conformance with the Design
Standards and Policies Manual.

SCENIC CORRIDOR SETBACKS LOCATION AND DEDICATION. The Scenic Corridor setback
width along N. 128" Street shall be 100 feet, measured from right-of-way, unless otherwise
approved by the Development Review Board. The Scenic Corridor setback shall be left in a
natural condition. The final plat shall show all Scenic Corridor setback easements dedicated
to the city.

DESERT SCENIC ROADWAY SETBACKS LOCATION AND DEDICATION. The Desert Scenic
Roadway setback width along E. Alameda Road shall be 50 feet, measured from right-of-
way, unless otherwise approved by the Development Review Board. The Desert Scenic
Roadway setback shall be left in a natural condition. The final plat shall show all Desert
Scenic Roadway setback easements dedicated to the city.

VISTA CORRIDOR EASEMENTS. Each Vista Corridor, a watercourse with a peak flow rate of
750 cfs or greater based on the 100 year — 2 hour rain event, shall be dedicated to the city
on the final plat as a continuous Vista Corridor easement dedicated to the city. The
minimum width of the easement shall be 200 feet. Each easement shall include, at a
minimum, any existing low flow channels, all major vegetation, and the area between the
tops of the banks of the watercourse. At the time of the Development Review Board
submittal, the owner shall stake the boundaries of the Vista Corridor easement as
determined by city staff. Unless approved by the Development Review Board, all Vista
Corridors shall be left in a natural state.
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20 MCDOWELL SONORAN PRESERVE/PRESERVE TRAIL ACCESS. No direct trail access shall be
provided into the McDowell Sonoran Preserve/Preserve Trails, unless review and approval
by the Preserve Director, Preserve Commission, and City Council occur, for any proposed
phases adjoining the McDowell Sonoran Preserve.

21 CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Before any building permit is issued for the site, the owner
shall complete all the infrastructure and improvements required by the Scottsdale Revised
Code and these stipulations, in conformance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual
and other applicable standards.

MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONCEPT PLAN

22 MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN CONCEPT PLAN. Before any other submittal to the
Development Review Board, the owner shall submit its Master Environmental Design
Concept Plan for Development Review Board review. MEDCP must include the 462+/- acre
site. The Master Environmental Design Concept Plan shall address the following:

d.

Aesthetic streetscape designs for Scenic Corridor and Desert Scenic Roadways along N.
128" Street, E. Ranch Gate Road, and E. Alameda Road alighment.

Open space design concepts for open space areas, including location, plant and
landscape character, open space corridors, trails, path and bikeways, and integration of
drainage plans.

Native plant relocation program and revegetation guidelines for each parcel.

Overall streetscape concepts which incorporate streetside and median landscape design
concepts, plant and landscape materials, perimeter, head and screen wall designs and
locations.

Typical outdoor lighting plan for streetlights and design concepts and general
specifications for parking lots, paths, trails, and landscaping.

General design and architectural themes assuring overall design compatibility of all
buildings and structures on the site.

General signage/graphic concepts for development signs, including locations and typical
design concepts.

Construction phasing plan.

Multi-use trail design and use, including trail design standards and alignment, design
and location of trail amenities, management and controls on trail use and
implementation of plan recommendations through city ordinances and policies.

Scenic Corridor and Desert Scenic Roadway streetscapes.

Other applicable elements, as determined by city staff.
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CAVALLIERE RANCH - LAND USE/DEVELOPMENT CALCULATIONS

1

EMMERSON/MILLER
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Fi. Ac.
70 429,973, 9.87 299,985 6.89 69.77% 2
43] 4.782,467| 109.79) 3.118,79% 71.60] 65.21% 34
35] 3,047,718 69.97, 1,379,975 31.68 45.28% 48]
18] 2761,190 63.39) 856,839 19.67 31.03% 98
Total 11,021,347 253.02 5,655,599 129.83 51.31% 237j
STANTON
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
43 98,944 227 62,586.00 1.44 £3.25% 2
35 71,231 1.64 33,812.00 0.78 47.47% 2
18 4,434 0.10 4,272.00 0.10 96.35% 0
Total 174,607 4.01 100,670 2 57.65% 4
DITOLA
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS|
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sa. Ff. Ac.
35 429,170 985 ] 16441988 3.78 38.36% 10
18 7,225 0.17 6,296.32 0.14 87.15% 0
Total 436,394 10.02 170,915 3.92 39.17% 10
KAHN
Zoning Total Open Space % 0.3, #OF LOTS|
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
35 427,069 9.80 | 141.312.33 3.24 33.09% 10
18 9,295 0.21 9,294.53 0.21 100.00% 0
Total 436,363 10.02 150,607 344 34.51% 10
CAVALLIERE FAMILY
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sqg. F. Ac.
43] 1.676,342] 38.48 1,085,772 24.93 64.77% 24,
18] 3,073,805 70.56 1,257,926 28.88 40.92% 21
Total 44:7-50,146 109.05] 2.343,6%8 53.80 49.34% 118
STERNBERG
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
43 915,314] 21.01 564,663 12.96 61.69% 11
35] 1,029,898| 23.64 364,681 8.37 35.41% 25
18] 673,593) . 15.46 215,002 4.94 31.92% 22
hoiul 2,618,804 £0.12] 1,144,345 28.27 43.70% 58
FAMOUS
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
43 294,053 6.75 | 216,525.00 4.97 73.63% 3
35 79.396 1.82 28,846.00 0.66 36.33% 2|
18 89,372 205 59,168.00 1.36 66.20% 1
Total 442,821 10.62 304,537 8.99 65.80% &
KOE
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Fh. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac. |
43 218,169 5.01 132,581.00 3.04 80.77% 3
Total 218,169 5.01 132,581 3.04 80.77% 3
CAVALLIERE RANCH ,
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Fi. Ac.
70 429,973 9.9 299,985 6.9 70% 2
43 7.985289| 183.4 5,180,925 118.9 45% 112
35 5,084,481 1168 2,113,246 48.5 42% 117
18 6,618,213 151.9 2,408,799 55.3 36% 212
Totals | 20,118,656 452] 10,002,955 229.6 50% 443
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RESOLUTION NO. 9971

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF SCOTTSDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA,
DECLARING AS A PUBLIC RECORD THAT CERTAIN
DOCUMENT FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK OF THE
CITY OF SCOTTSDALE AND ENTITLED “CAVALLIERE
RANCH DEVELOPMENT PLAN.”

WHEREAS, State Law permits cities to declare documents a public record
for the purpose of incorporation into city ordinances; and

WHEREAS, the City of Scottsdale wishes to incorporate by reference
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, Ordinance No. 455, by first declaring said
amendments to be a public record.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of
Scottsdale, Maricopa County, Arizona, as follows:

Section 1. That certain document entitled “Cavalliere Ranch Development
Plan,” attached as Exhibit A, three copies of which are on file in the office of the
City Clerk, is hereby declared to be a public record. Said copies are ordered to
remain on file with the City Clerk for public use and inspection.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Scottsdale,
Maricopa County, Arizona this 2" day of December, 2014.

ATTEST: CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, an
Arizona municipal corporation

By:

: By:
Carolyn Jagger, City Clerk

.W. J. "Jim" Lane, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

AANA S

Bruce Washburn, City Attorney
By: Sherry R. Scott, Deputy City Attorney

12839000v1 Resolution No. 9971 ATTACHMENT #2
Page 1 of 1
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Appendix A - Amended Development Standards (Legislative Draft)

Sec. 5.300. Single-tamily Residential (R1 -18).;*."

(Ord. No. 4005, § 1{Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, § 32), 4-3-12)

Y

Sec. 5.301. Purpose.Q’

This district is intended to promote and preserve residential development. Lot size
is such that a low density of population is still maintained. Land use is composed chiefly of
individual homes, together with required recreation, religious and educational facilities
as the basic elements of a balanced neighborhood.

Sec. 5.302. Use regulations. .

A.
Permitted uses. Buildings, structures or premises shall be used and building and
structures shall hereafter be erected, altered or enlarged only for the following
uses:
1.
Any use permitted in the (R1-43) single-family residential district. (see
section 5.102A).
B.

Permitted uses by conditional use permit. Any use permitted by conditional use
permit in the {R1-43) single-family residential district. (see section 5.102B).
(Ord. No. 3048, § 2, 10-7-97: Ord. No. 3034, § 1, 11-4-97; Ord. No. 3103, § 1, 1-6-98; Ord.
No. 3493, § 1, 3-4-03)

P

Sec. 5.303. Approvals required. .

Prior to development of any municipal use, or any use requiring a conditional use
permit, Development Review Board approval shall be obtained as outlined in article
|, section 1.900 hereof.

(Ord. No. 3225, § 1, 5-4-99)
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Sec. 5.304. Property development standards. .

The following property development standards shall apply to all land and
buildings in the R1-18 district:

A.
Lot area.
1.
Each lot shall have a minimum area of not less than eighteen
thousand-{18,000}-thirteen thousand, five hundred (13,500) square
feet.
2.
If a parcel of land or a lot of record in separate ownership has less
width or area than herein required and has been lawfully
established and recorded prior to the date of the passage of this
ordinance, such lot may be used for any purpose permitted in this
section.
B.
Lot dimensions.
1.
Width. All lots shall have a minimum width of ere-hundredtwenty
H20} ninety (90) feet.
C.
Density. There shall not be more than one (1) single-family dwelling unit on
any one (1) lot.
D.
Building height. No building shall exceed thirty (30) feet in height, except
as otherwise provided in article VII.
E.
Yards.
1.
Front Yard.
a.

There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than

Hhirty-five {35} twenty-six (26) feet.

Where lots have a double frontage on two (2) streets, the
required front yard of thirb-five{35} twenty-six (26) feet shall
be provided on both streets.
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On a corner lot, the required front yard of thidy-tfive{35}
twenty-six (26) feet shall be provided on each

street. Exception: On a corner lot which does not abut a
key lot or an alley adjacent to a key lot, accessory
buildings may be constructed in the yard facing the side

street.
2.
Side Yard. There shall be a side yard on each side of a building
having a width of not less than ter{10} eight (8) feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less
than thiry-{30} twenty-three (23} feet.
4,
Other requirements and exceptions as specified in arficle VIi.
F.
Distance between buildings.
1.
There shall be not less than ten (10) feet between an accessory
building and the main building.
2.
The minimum distance between main buildings on adjacent lots
shall notf be less than twenty (20} feet.
G.
Walls, fences and landscaping. Walls, fences and hedges up to eight (8)
feet in height are allowed on the property line or within the required side
or rear yard. Walls, fences and hedges up to three (3) feet in height are
allowed on the front property line or within the required front yard, except
as provided in Article VII. The height of the wall or fence is measured from
within the enclosure. Exception: Where a corner lot does not abut a key
lot or an alley adjacent to a key lot, the height of walls, fences and
hedges in the yard facing the longer street frontage need only conform
to the side yard requirements.
H.

Access. All lots shall have vehicular access on a dedicated street, unless a
secondary means of permanent vehicular access has been approved on
a subdivision plat.
(Ord. No. 2509, § 1, 6-1-93; Ord. No. 4005, § T1{Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, § 33), 4-3-12)
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Sec. 5.305. Off-street parking. .”

The provisions of article IX shall apply.

Sec. 5.306. Signs.';f"

The provisions of article VIl shall apply.
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Sec. 5.200. Single-family Residential (Rl-35).-.-’.’
(Ord. No. 4005, § 1{Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, § 29), 4-3-12)
Sec. 5.201. Purpose. .”

This district is intended to promote and preserve residential development. The
minimum loft size, although less than one {1} acre, sfill results in a low density of
population. The principal land use is single-family dwellings and uses incidental or
accessory thereto, fogether with required recreational, religious and educational
facilities.

Sec. 5.202. Use regulations. .”

A.
Permitted uses. Buildings, structures or premises shall be used and buildings and
structures shall hereafter be erected, altered or enlarged only for the following
uses:
Any use permitted in the (R1-43) single-family residential district. (see section
5.102A).
B.

Uses permitted by conditional use permit. Any use permitted by conditional use
permit in the (R1-43) district. (see section 5.102B).
(Ord. No. 3048, § 2, 10-7-97; Ord. No. 3034, § 1, 11-4-97; Ord. No. 3103, § 1, 1-6-98; Ord.
No. 3493, § 1, 3-4-03)

Sec. 5.203. Approvals required. e

Prior to development of any municipal use, or any use requiring a conditional use
permit, Development Review Board approval shall be obtained as outlined in article
I,_section 1.900 hereof.

(Ord. No. 3225, § 1, 5-4-99)
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Sec. 5.204. Property development standards. .

The following property development standards shall apply to all land and
buildings in the R1-35 District:

Each lot shall have a minimum lot area of not less than thiry-five

thousaend-{35:000} twenty-six thousand, two hundred and fifty
(26,250) square feet.

If a parcel of land or a lot of record in separate ownership has less
width or area than herein required and has been lawfully
established and recorded prior to the date of the passage of this
ordinance, such lot may be used for any purpose permitted in this
section.

Lot dimension.

Width. All lots shall have a minimum width of ere-hundred-thiry-
five- {135} one hundred one (101) feet.

Density. There shall not be more than one (1) single-family dwelling unit on

any one (1) lot.

Building height. No building shall exceed thirty (30) feet in height, except

as provided in article V1.

A.
Lot areaq.
1.
2.
B.
1.
C.
D.
E.

Yards.
1.

Front Yard.
Q.

There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than

forky{40} thirty (30) feet.

Where lots have a double frontage on two (2) sireets, the
required front yard of fery{406} thirty (30) feet shall be
provided on both streets.
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On a corner lot, the required front yard of ferty{40} thirty
(30) feet shall be provided on each street. No accessory
buildings shall be constructed in a front yard. Exception: On
a corner lot which does not abut a key lot or an alley
adjacent to a key lot, accessory buildings may be
constructed in the yard facing the side street.

2.
Side Yard. There shall be side yards of not less than fifteen {15}
eleven (11) feet on each side of a building.

3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less
than hidy-tive {35} twenty six (26) feet.

4,

Other requirements and exceptions as specified in article VII.

Distance between buildings.
1.

There shall not be less than ten {10) feet between an accessory
building and the main building.

The minimum distance between main buildings on adjacent lots
shall be not less than thirty (30} feet.

Walls, fences and landscaping. Walls, fences and hedges up to eight (8)
feet in height are allowed on the property line or within the required side
orrear yard. Walls, fences and hedges up to three (3) feet in height are
allowed on the front property line or within the required front yard, except
as provided in Article VII. The height of the walll or fence is measured from
within the enclosure. Exception: Where a corner lot does not abut a key
lot or an alley adjacent to a key lot, the height of walls, fences and
hedges in the yard facing the longer street frontage need only conform
to the side yard requirements.

Access. All lotfs shall have vehicular access on a dedicated street, unless a
secondary means of permanent vehicular access has been approved on
a subdivision plat.
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Corral. Corral not to exceed six {6) feet in height shall be permitted on the
property line or within the required fronf, side or rear yard.

(Ord. No. 2509, § 1, 6-1-93; Ord. No. 4005, § 1{Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, §§ 30, 31), 4-3-12)
Sec. 5.205. Off-street parking. .~

The provisions of article IX shall apply.

Sec. 5.207. Signs. .

The provisions of article Vil shall apply.
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Sec. 5.100. Single-family Residential (R1-43).."

(Ord. No. 4005, § 1{Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, § 24), 4-3-12)

Sec. 5.101. Pu

lots are

rpose..”

This district is infended to promote and preserve residential development. Large
required to maintain a low density of population. The principal land use is single-

family dwellings and uses incidental or accessory thereto together with required
recreational, religious and educational facilities.

Sec. 5.102. Us

A.

e regulations. .”

Permitted uses. Buildings, structures or premises shall be used and buildings and
structures shall hereafter be erected, altered or enlarged only for the following

uses:
1.

Accessory buildings, swimming pools, home occupations and other

accessory uses. The landing and taking-off of aircraft is not a valid

accessory use in residential districts and is prohibited.

2.

Adult care homes; subject to the following criteria:

Q.
Floor area ratio: s limited to thirty-five hundredths (0.35) of the net
lot area.

b.
Capacity: The maximum number of residents other than the
manager or property owner at the home is ten (10).

C.
Location: An adult care home shall not be located within seven
hundred fifty {750} feet of another adult care home on the same
street frontage or within five hundred (500) feet in any other
direction of another adult care home.

d.
Compatibility: The home and its premises shall be maintained in a
clean, well-kept condition that is consistent in materials and design
style with homes in the surrounding or adjacent neighborhood.

e.

Parking: All parking for the property owner and any employees
shall be provided in off-street tocations but in no case shall parking
occupy more than three-tenths {0.3) of the required front yard.
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10.

1.

12.

Charter school located on property with a net ot size of one (1) acre or
more.

Day care home.

Day care group home.

Dwelling units, single-family.

Guest houses, as an accessory use subject to the following criteria:

a.
No more than one (1) per lot shall be permitted.

b.
The square footage shall be no greater than one-half {12) the
sguare footage of the principal building.

C.
The guest house shall not be rented or offered for rent
independent of the main building.

d.

A guest house that is a portion of the main building shall comply
with the yard requirements of the main building.

Model homes.

Municipal uses.

Wireless communications facilities; Types 1, 2, and 3. subject to the
requirements of Sections_1.906, 3.100 and_7.200

Private tennis courts.

Public, elementary and high schools.

Temporary sales office buildings and buildings for uses incidental to
construction work, to be removed upon completion or abandonment of
construction work.
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Churches and places of worship; subject to Development Review Board
approval and compliance with the following standards, as well as those
otherwise required in the R1-43 District:

a.

Lot area: The minimum lot area shall be equal to that required for
the district, except that no lot shall be less than twenty thousand
(20,000) square feet (net).

Floor area ratio: In no case shall the gross floor area of the
structure(s) exceed an amount equal to 0.20 multiplied by the net
lot area.

Building height: Development Review Board may allow building
heights, including towers, spires, and mechanical equipment (such
equipment must be screened) limited to thirty (30) feet in height,
and may allow a maximum of ten (10) percent of the roof area to
exceed the height limit by fifteen (15} feet. Height and location
are subject to the Development Review Board review and
approval for compatibility with the established neighborhood
character. Maximum permiissible heights may not be achievable in
all neighborhoods. {This provision supersedes

Sections_7.100 through_7.102, exceptions to height restrictions,
which shall not apply to churches within this district.)

Required open space.
i

Minimum: 0.24 multiplied by the net lot area.

For building heights over twenty (20} feet: the minimum

open space requirement plus 0.004 multiplied by the net lot

area for each foot of building height over twenty (20) feet.
i,

NAOS may be included in the required open space.

Parking: Parking shall observe the minimum front yard setbacks of
the district for all frontages. On streets classified in the
Transportation Master Plan as major arterial or greater, parking
may be located between the established front building line and
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the front yard setback. On all other street classifications, parking
shall be located behind the established front building line(s).

A minimum of fifteen (15) percent of all parking areas shall be
landscaped.

A ten-foot minimum landscape setback shall be provided where
parking is adjacent to residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A.,
or the residential portion of a Planned Community P-C or any
portion of a Planned Residential Development PRD with an
underlying zoning district comparable to the residential districts
shown on Table 4.100.A.

Lighting: All pole mounted lighting shall be directed down and
shielded and shall be a maximum of sixteen (16) feet in height.

All lighting adjacent to residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A.,
or the residential portion of a Planned Community P-C or any
portion of a Planned Residential Development PRD with an
underlying zoning district comparable 1o the residential districts
shown on Table 4.100.A., shall be set back a minimum of thirty (30)
feet from the property line. All lighting, other than security, shall be
shut off by 10:00 p.m.

Screening: There shall be a minimum six-foot high masonry wall
and/or landscape screen, as approved by the Development
Review Board, on the side and rear property lines that are
adjacent to residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A., or the
residential portion of a Planned Community P-C or any portion of a
Planned Residential Development PRD with an underlying zoning
district comparable to the residential districts shown on Table
4.100.A.

There shall be a three-foot high landscaped berm along all street
frontages where parking occurs.

Access: All churches must have primary access to a street
classified in the Transportation Master Plan as a minor collector or
greater.

Access to alocal or local collector residential street is prohibited
when the primary worship center, auditorium or other major
gathering place exceeds three thousand {3,000) square feet.
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Operations: No outdoor activities shall be permitted after 10:00
p.m.

Noise: Qutdoor speakers or paging systems are not allowed.

Uses subject fo conditional use permit.

1.

Cemetery (seese¢ ‘or criteriay).

Community buildings and recreational facilities not publicly owned, such
as: Athletic fields, boys' clubs, etc.

Farms.

Golf course (except miniature golf course or commercial driving range).

Ham transmitting or receiving radio antennas in excess of seventy (70)
feet.

Wireless communications facilities; Type 4, subject to requirements of
Sections_1 3.1 and

Private colleges and universities having a regular curriculum, with their
related services and activities.

Private school having no room regularly used for housing or sleeping
overnight. Subject to Development Review Board approval and
compliance with standards, including, but not limited to, the following as
well as those otherwise required in the R1-43 District.

Q.
Lot area: The minimum lot area shall be equal to that required for
the district, except that no lot shall be less than eighty-six thousand
(86,000) square feet minimum loft size.

b.

Floor area ratio: In no case shall the gross floor area of the
structure(s) exceed an amount equal to 0.20 multiplied by the net
lot area.
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Noise: Outdeoor speaker systems or bells are not allowed.

Required open space:
i.

Minimum: 0.24 multiplied by the net lot area.

For building heights over twenty (20) feet: the minimum

open space requirement plus 0.004 multiplied by net lot

area for each foot of building height over twenty (20) feet.
iii.

NAOS may be included in the required open space.

Parking: Parking shall be allowed in the front yard setbacks of the
district for schools on streets classified in the Transportation Master
Plan as minor collector or greater. There shall be a three-foot high
landscaped berm or wall along the street frontage where parking
occurs. On all other street classifications, parking shall be located
behind the established front building line(s). A minimum of fifteen
(15) percent of all parking areas in addition to open space in d.
above shall be landscaped. A twenty-foot minimum landscaped
setback shall be provided where parking is adjacent to residential
districts shown on Table 4.100.A., or the residential portion of a
Planned Community P-C or any portion of a Planned Residential
Development PRD with an underlying zoning district comparable
to the residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A.

Lighting: All pole mounted lighting shall be directed down and
shielded and shall be a maximum of sixteen (16} feet in height. All
lighting adjacent to residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A., or
the residential portion of a Planned Community P-C or any portion
of a Planned Residential Development PRD with an underlying
zoning district comparable to the residential districts shown on
Table 4.100.A., shall be setback a minimum of thirty (30) feet from
the property line. All lighting, other than security, shall be turned off
by 10:00 p.m., unless otherwise approved through a special event
permit.

Screening: There shall be a minimum six-foot high masonry wali
and/or landscape screen, as approved by the Development
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Review Board, on the side and rear property lines adjacent to
residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A., or the residential
portion of a Planned Community P-C or any portion of a Planned
Residential Development PRD with an underlying zoning district
comparable to the residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A.

Access: All private schools shall have frontage on a street classified
in the Transportation Master Plan as a minor collector or greater.
Side street access to alocal collector residential street is prohibited
when the number of students allowed to attend the school is
greater than two hundred fifty (250}. A drop off area shall be
provided that accommodates a minimum of five (5) cars at one
(1) time.

Operations: No outdoor activities shall be permitted after 8:00 p.m.
unless otherwise approved through a special event permit. Any
additions 1o, expansions of or proposed playgrounds or outdoor
activity areas shall be setback fifty {50) feet from the property line
(including right-of-way width) of any single-family residential district
shown on Table 4.100.A., or the single-family residential portion of a
Planned Community P-C or any portion of a Planned Residential
Development PRD with an underlying zoning district comparable
to the single-family residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A. or
setback twenty-five (25) feet from any Two-family Residential R-2,
Medium Density Residential R-3, Townhouse Residential R-4,
Resort/Townhouse Residential R-4R, Multi-family Residential R-5 or
Manufactured Home M-H district property line (including right-of-
way width). All playgrounds and outdoor activity areas shall be
screened from any residential district shown on Table 4.100.A., or
the residential portion of a Planned Community P-C or any portion
of a Planned Residential Development PRD with an underlying
zoning district comparable to the residential districts shown on
Table 4.100.A. by a minimum six-foot high screen wall and/or
landscape screen, as approved by the Development Review
Board.

Building design: All buildings shall be designed to be compatible
with the surrounding residential neighbbornood. All building
elevations shall be approved by the Development Review Board.
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Circulation plan: The applicant shall submit a circulation plan to
ensure minimal conflicts between the student drop-off area,
potential van and bus drop-off area, parking, access driveways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths on site.

Public utility buildings, structures or appurtenances thereto for public

service uses.

Recreational uses including commercial stables, ranches and tennis clubs
(see ¢ n 1.4C for specific uses and development criteria for each).
(Ord. No. 2394, § |, 9-16-91; Ord. No. 2430, § 1, 1-21-92; Ord. No. 2431, § 1, 1-21-92; Crd,
No. 2470, § 1, 6-16-92; Ord. No. 2636, § 1, 72-15-94; Ord. No. 2858, § 1, 17-5-95; Ord. No.
3048, 10-7-97; Ord. No. 3034, § 1, 11-4-97, Ord. No. 3103, & 1, 1-6-98; Ord. No. 3225, § 1, &-
4-99: Ord. No. 3493, § 1, 3-4-03; Ord. No. 3697, § 1{Fxh. 1), 9-26-06; Ord. No. 3879, §
1{Exh. § 6), 3-2-10; Ord. No. 3899, § 1{Res. No. 8342, Exh. A, § 4), 8-30-10; Ord. No. 3920, §
1(Exh. §§ 24, 25), 11-9-10; Crdl. No. 4005, § 1(Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, §§ 25, 26), 4-3-12; Ord.
No. 4140, § 1{Res. No. 9643, Exh. A, § 2), 2-25-14; Ord. No. 4143, § 1{Res. No. 9678, Fxh. A,
§§74,75), 5-6-14)
Sec. 5.103. Approvals required. .
Prior to development of any municipal use, or any use requiring a conditional use

permit, Development Review Board approval shall be obtained as outlined in article
[, 9  hereof.

(Ord. No. 3225, § 1, 5-4-99)
Sec. 5.104. Property development standards. .

The following property development standards shall apply to all land and
buildings in the R1-43 District:

A.
Lot area.
1.
Each lot shall have a minimum lot area of not less than ferdy-three
thousand{43,000} thirty two thousand, two hundred fifty (32,250)
square feet.

It a parcel of land or a lot of record in separate ownership has less
width or area than herein required and has been lawfully
established and recorded prior to the date of the passage of this
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ordinance, such lot may be used for any purpose permitted in this

section.

Lot dimensions.

Width. All lots shall have a minimum lot width of ere-hundred-ithy- {150}

one hundred thirteen (113} feet.

Denisity. There shall be not more than one (1) single-family dwelling unit on
any one (1) lot.

Building height. No building shall exceed thirty (30) feet in height, except

as otherwise provided in article VII.

Yardes.
1.

Front Yard.

a.

There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than

forty-{40} thirty (30) feet.

Where lots have a double frontage on two (2) streets, the
required front yard of forky{40} thirty (30) feet shall be
provided on both streefts.

On a corner lot, the required front yard of ferty{46} thirty
(30) feet shall be provided on each street. No accessory
buildings shall be constructed in a front yard. Exception: On
a corner lot which does not abut a key lot or an alley
adjacent to a key lot, accessory buildings may be
constructed in the yard facing the side street.

Side Yard. There shall be a side yard of not less than fwenhy {20}
fifteen (15) feet on each side of a building.

Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less

than thiry-five{35} twenty six (26) feet.

Other requirements and exceptions as specified in article VIL.
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Distance between buildings.

1.
There shall be not less than ten (10) feet between an accessory
building and the main building.

The minimum distance between main buildings on adjacent |ofs
shall be not less than forty (40) feet.

Walls, fences and landscaping. Walls, fences and hedges up to eight (8)
feet in height are allowed on the property line or within the required side
and rear yard. Walls, fences and hedges up to twelve (12) feet in height
are allowed subject to a twenty-foot setback from the side and rear
property line. Walls, fences and hedges up fo three (3) feet in height are
allowed on the front property line or within the required front yard, except
as provided in Article VII. The height of the wall or fence is measured from
within the enclosure. Exception: Where a corner lot does not abut a key
lot or an dlley adjacent to a key lot, the height of walls, fences and
hedges in the yard of the longer street frontage need only conform to the
side yard requirements.

Access. Al lots shall have vehicular access on a dedicated street, unless a
secondary means of permanent vehicular access has been approved on
a subdivision plat.

Corral. Corral not to exceed six (6) feet in height shall be permitted on the
property line or within the required front, side or rear yard.

(Ord. No. 2509, § 1, 6-1-93; Ord. No. 4005, § 1{Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, §§ 27, 28), 4-3-12)
Sec. 5.105. Off-street parking.‘i’;.'ﬁ

The provisions of article IX shall apply.

S

Sec. 5.106. Signs.',-',f

The provisions of article Vill shall apply.

sec. 5.107.%"

[Repealed by Ordinance No. 1575.]
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Sec. 5.030. Single-family Residential (R1 -70).;’*
(Ord. No. 4005, § 1[Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, § 20), 4-3-12)
Sec. 5.031. Purpose.

This district is intended to promote and preserve residential development. Large
lots are required to maintain low density of population. The principal land use is single-
family dwellings and uses incidental or accessory thereto together with required
recreational, religious and educational facilities.

(Ord. No. 2470, § 1, 6-16-92)

Sec. 5.032. Use regulaﬁons.v"’

A.
Permitted uses. Buildings, structures or premises shall be used and buildings and
structures shall hereafter be erected, altered or enlarged only for the following
uses: Any use permitted in the (R1-190) single-family residential district. (see
section 5.012A).

B.

Uses subject to conditional use permit.
1.

Any use permitted by conditional use permit in the (R1-190) single-family
residential district (see section 5.0128B}.

Specialized Residential Health Care Facility. Where there is a conflict with
the modified standards specified for this use, the more restrictive
standards shall take precedence.)

Q.

A Specidlized Residential Health Care Facility must have no more
than sixteen (16) beds per gross acre of land and shall comply with
the following:
i.
Location: all Residential Health Care Facilities shall have
frontage on a street classified by the Scottsdale General
Plan (Transportation Master Plan) as a minor arterial or
greater.

Location: ail Residential Health Care Facilities shall be
located within one thousand three hundred twenty (1,320)
feet of the property line of commercially zoned property.
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Parking: the site plan shall be designed so that on-site
parking is oriented to the building(s) in a manner that will
provide convenient pedestrian access for residents, guests,
and visitors. All parking areas shall be screened from the
street and from neighboring properties by a minimum
three-foot high undulating wall and/or landscaping. A
minimum of fifteen (15) percent of all parking areas shall be
landscaped. A minimum twenty-foot landscape setback
shall be provided where parking is adjacent to residential
districts shown on Table 4.100.A., or the residential portion
of a Planned Community P-C or any portion of a Planned
Residential Development PRD with an underlying zoning
district comparable to the residential districts shown on
Table 4.100.A.

Buffer minimum: Twenty-foot landscape area adjacent to
all residential districts shown on Table 4.100.A., or the
residential portion of a Planned Community P-C or any
portion of a Planned Residential Development PRD with an
underlying zoning district comparable to the residential
districts shown on Table 4.100.A.

Compatibility: All site improvements, including but not limited to,
the buildings, parking areas, and other areas, should be designed
to be consistent with homes allowed in the surrounding or
adjacent neighborhood. Building materials and form should be
responsive to the Sonoran Desert climate. To promote design
compatibility, the Development Review Board application shall

emphasize the following:

Design elements such as varied building forms, variety of
window sizes and placements, covered patios, sloped roofs
and other such elements associated with large custom
designed single-family dwellings.

Building materials that reflect the character of the Sonoran
Desert including materials that are unpolished and have
substantial texture with no exterior painted surfaces.
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ii.
Limiting the use of non-native plant materials to a
maximum of five (5) percent of the total lot area and that
such materials will be placed in courtyards surrounded by
buildings and walls at least six (6} feet in height.

Building and site design using passive solar control
technigues such as, but not limited to, overhangs, recessed
doors and windows, architectural screens in front of areas
of glass, and earth mounded against the base of the
building walls.

Site design that minimizes exterior heat gain through the
elimination of asphaltic paving materials and the shading
of at least fifty (50) percent of all parking, walkway and
patio surfaces by mature trees and/or shade structures.
vi.
Exterior water conservation measures including but not
limited to water harvesting.
(Ord. No. 2470, § 1, 6-16-92; Ord. No. 3048, § 2, 10-7-97: Ord. No. 3034, § 1, 11-4-97: Ord.
No. 3103, § 1, 1-6-98; Ord. No. 3493, § 1, 3-4-03; Ord. No. 3907, § 1{Exh. 1), 8-31-10; Ord.
No. 4005, § 1(Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, § 21], 4-3-12; Ord. No. 4143, § 1{Res. No. 9678, Exh. A,
§73), 5-6-14)

Sec. 5.033. Approval required. .~

Prior to development of any municipal use, or any use requiring a conditional use
permit, Development Review Board approval shall be obtained as outlined in article
I, section 1.900 hereof.

(Ord. No. 2470, § 1, 6-16-92; Ord. No. 3225, § 1, 5-4-99)

Sec. 5.034. Property development standards. &~

The following property development standards shall apply to all land and
buildings in the R1-70 District:

A.
Lot area.
1.
Each lot shall have a minimum lot area of not less than sevendy
theusand-{70,000} fifty two thousand, five hundred (52,500} square
feet.
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If a parcel of land or a lot of record in separate ownership has less

width or area than herein required and has been lawfully
established and recorded prior to the date of the passage of this
ordinance, such lot may be used for any purpose permitted in this

section.

Specialized Residential Health Care Facility: the minimum lot area
shall be five (5) gross acres.

Lot dimensions.

Width. All lots shall have a minimum width of twe-hundredfithy {250} one
hundred eighty-eight (188) feet.

Density. There shall be not more than one (1) single-family dwelling unit on

any one (1) lot.

Building height. No building shall exceed thirty (30) feet in height, except

as otherwise provided in article VII.

Yards.
1.

Front Yard.

a.

There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than

shxhy{60} forty five (45) feet.

Where lots have a double frontage on two (2) streets, the
required front yard of sixiy-{60} forty five (45) shall be
provided on both streets.

On a corner lot, the required front yard of sixky{66} forty
five {45) shall be provided on each street. No accessory
buildings shall be constructed in a front yard. Exception: On
a corner lot which does not abut a key lot or an alley
adjacent to a key lot, accessory buildings may be
constructed in the yard facing the side street.
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Side Yard. There shalil be a side yard of not less than eirky{36}
twenty six (26) feet on each side of a building.

Rear Yard. There shall be arear yard having a depth of not less
than sixhy-{68} forty-five (45) feet.

Other requirements and exceptions as specified in article VIl

Distance between buildings.
1.

There shall be not less than ten (10} feet between an accessory
building and the main building.

The minimum distance between main buildings on adjacent lots
shall be not less than sixty {60) feet.

walls, fences and landscaping. Walls, fences and hedges up fo eight (8)
feetin height are allowed on the property line or within the required side
and rear yard. Walls, fences and hedges up to twelve (12) feet in height
are allowed subject to a twenty-foot setback from the side and rear
property line. Walls, fences and hedges up to three (3) feet in height are
allowed on the front property line or within the required front yard, except
as provided in Article VIl. The height of the wall or fence is measured from
within the enclosure. Exception: Where a corner lot does not abut a key
lot or an alley adjacent to a key lot, the height of walls, fences and
hedges in the yard of the longer street frontage need only conform to the
side yard requirements,

Access. All lots shall have vehicular access on a dedicated street, unless a
secondary means of permanent vehicular access has been approved on
a subdivision. Access for Specialized Residential Health Care Facilities shall
be provided in the following manner:

1.

All Specialized Residential Health Care Facilities shall have access
to a street classified by the Scottsdale General Plan (Transportation
Master Plan) as a minor collector or greater.
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Corral. Corral not to exceed six (6} feet in height shall be permitted on the
property line or within the required iront, side or rear yard.

(Ord. No. 2470, § 1, 6-16-92; Ord. No. 2509, § 1, 6-1-93; Ord. No. 3907, § 1(Exh. 1), 8-31-10;
Ord. No. 4005, § 1{Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, §§ 22, 23), 4-3-12)

Sec. 5.035. Off-street parking...”

The provisions of article IX shall apply.

[Ord. No. 2470, § 1, 6-16-92)
Sec. 5.036. Signs.-.”

The provisions of article Vit shall apply.

[Ord. No. 2470, § 1, 6-16-92)

[Secs. 5.037—5.099. Reserved.].”
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CAVALLIERE RANCH - LAND USE/DEVELOPMENT CALCULATIONS

1 EMMERSON/MILLER
loning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft, Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
70 429,973 9.87] 299,985 6.89 69.77% 2
43] 4,782,467 109.79 3,118,799 71.60 6521% 69
35| 3.047.718 69.97 1,379,975 31.68; 45.28% 68
18] 2,761,190 63.39 856.839 19.67 31.03% 98
Total 11,021,347 253.02] 5.655,599 129.83| 51.31% 237]
2 STANTON
Zoning Total Open Space % Q.. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
43 98.944 227 62,586.00 1.44 63.25%, 2
35 71,231 1.64 33,812.00 0.78 47.47% 2
18 4,434 0.10 4,272.00 0.10] 96.35% 0
Total 174,409 4.01 100,670 2 57.65% 4
3 DITOLA
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS,
e Ac. Sq. Ft Ac.
[ ., ... 985 ] 16461988 378] 38.36% 10
18 7.225 0.17 6,296.32 0.14 87.15% 0
Total 434,394 10.02 170,914 3.92 39.17% 10
4 KAHN
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. #OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
35 427,069 9.80 | 141,312.33 3.24 33.09% 10
18 9,295 0.21 9,294.53 0.21 100.00% 0
[fotal 436,363 10.02] 150,607 348] 3451% 10
5 CA' | 4
Zoning 1o1al wpen spUce %0s. | #OFLOTS
Sq. ft. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
43| 1,676,342] 38.48 1,085,772 24.93 64.77% 24
18] 3.073,805| 70.56 1.257.926 28.88 40.92% 21
{fotar 4,750,146 109.05* 2,343,698 53.80]  49.34% 115
¢ STERNBERG
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. H. Ac. Sq. Ft. Ac.
43 915,314 21.01 564,663 12.96 61.69%) 11
35] 1,029.898] 23.64 364,681 8.37 35.41% 25
8 673,593] 1546 3,002 4.94 31.92% 22
Fofal 2,618,804 60.12{ 1,144,345 26.27 43.70%) 58
7 FAMOUS
Zoning Total Open Space % Q.S. # OF LOTS
Sq. Ft. Ac. Sq. ft. Ac.
43 294,053 6.75 | 216,525.00 4.97 73.63% 3
35 79,394 1.82 28,846.00 0.46, 36.33% 2
18 89,372 2.05 59,168.00 1.34) 66.20%| 1
Total 442,821 10.62 304,539 8.99 65.80% é
8 KOE
Zoning Total Open Space % O.S. # OF LOTS,
Sq. Ft. Ac, Sq. Ft. Ac.
43 218,169 5.01 132,581.00 3.04 60.77% 3
{Total 218,169] _ 5.01] 132,581 304 €0.77% 3
R It st s e o e oot ey
Sq. Ft. AcC. Sq. Ft. Ac.
70 429,973 9.9 299,985 6.9 70% 2
TN -
,084, 6.8 113,246 . 42% .
18 6,618913] 151.9 2,408,799 55.3 36% 212 Resolution No. 9971
Totals | 20,118,656]  462] 10,002,955  229.6 50% 443 Page 104 of 105
















TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY
Cavalliere Ranch
128" Street and Ranch Gate Road
13-ZN-2014

Summary Prepared by Andrew Merkley, COS Traffic Engineering
Traffic Impact Study Prepared by Charles Wright, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc

Existing Conditions:

Site Location — East of 128™ Street between Ranch Gate Road and Pinnacle Peak Road

alignment.

Existing Development — The site is currently undeveloped; previously approved zoning is
R1-130 ESL.

Street Classifications —

e Happy Valley Road is classified as a Rural Minor Arterial

e 118"™ Street is classified as a Rural Minor Collector.

¢ Ranch Gate Road is classified as a Local Collector.

e 128" Street is classified as a Rural Minor Collector.

Existing Street Conditions —

e Happy Valiey Road west of Alma School Road provides one travel lane in each
direction, with no curb, gutter, or sidewalk. East of Alma School Road, two travel
lanes in each direction are provided with a raised center median, as well as curb,
gutter and sidewalk on both sides of the roadway. The Happy Valley Road
alignment ends at Whispering Wind Drive, and continues as 118™ Street. The
posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour.

o Jomax Road between Alma School Road and 118" Street is classified as a Minor
Collector roadway. From Alma School Road to approximately 3,600 feet to the
east, Jomax Road provides one lane in each direction with ribbon curb on both
sides of the roadway, and no sidewalk. East of this section to 118" Street,
Jomax Road widens to provide two lanes in each direction with a raised center
median, and sidewalk on the north side of the road. The posted speed limit is 40
miles per hour.

o 118" Street provides one travel lane in each direction, one bike lane along the
east side of the roadway, and curb and gutter on both sides of the roadway
between Whispering Wind Drive and Redbird Road. North of Redbird Road 118"
Street continues as an unpaved roadway. The posted speed limit is 35 miles per
hour.

e Ranch Gate Road provides one travel lane in each direction between 118" Street
and 128" Street. There is curb and gutter on both sides of the roadway between
118" Street and 125" Place. The street has temporary improvements with
asphalt millings from 125" Place to 128" Street. The posted speed limit is 25
miles per hour.

o 128" Street provides one travel lane in each direction within 17 feet of asphalt
millings between Ranch Gate Road and the McDowell Sonoran Preserve, with no
curb, gutter or sidewalk. North of Ranch Gate Road to Rio Verde Drive, 128"
Street is an unpaved roadway.

Existing Intersection Conditions —

e The intersection of Happy Valley Road and Alma School Road is all-way stop-
controlled. The northbound approach provides one general purpose lane. The
southbound approach provides one exclusive left-turn lane, one through lane,
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and one exclusive right-turn lane. The eastbound approach provides one
exclusive left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane.
The westbound approach provides one exclusive left-turn lane, one through lane,
and one shared through/right-turn lane.

e The intersection of 118" Street and Ranch Gate Road is stop-controlled in the
westbound direction. There is one general purpose lane provided on the
westbound, northbound and southbound approaches.

Existing Volumes —
e There are 212 daily vehicles on 128" Street south of Ranch Gate Road.
e There are 5,480 daily vehicles on Happy Valley Road east of Aima School Road.
e There are 17,400 daily vehicles on Happy Valley Road west of Alma School
Road.
e There are 482 daily vehicles on Jomax Road between Alma School Road and
118" Street.
Existing Speed Limits —
e Happy Valley Road has a posted speed limit of 45 miles per hour between Pima
Road and Alma School Road; the posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour east of
Alma School Road.
e Alma School Road has a posted speed limit of 45 miles per hour north of Happy
Valley Road (the first one-eight mile is 35 mph).
e 118" Street has a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour.
¢ Ranch Gate Road has a posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour.
Collision Information —
One collision occurred in the 2011-2012 period at the intersection of Ranch Gate
Road and 118" Street.

Proposed Development:

Description - The proposed development plan consists of 443 single-family detached
residences built on 462 acres. Primary access is provided by 128" Street. The
McDowell Sonoran Preserve borders the site to the east, north, and south. There
are several exception parcels within the site boundary that will need to have
access provided through the proposed development.

Site Access — The applicant is proposing to have three main site access points from the
east side of 128" Street. The first access point will be located at the intersection
of 128" Street and Ranch Gate Road, extending the existing Ranch Gate Road
alignment west. 128" Street and Alameda Road will be the second access point,
which will be located approximately 2750 feet south of Ranch Gate Road. The
third access point will be located approximately 4650 feet south of Ranch Gate
Road.

TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON TABLE:
Dally 1AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
- Total ftr;j‘ln-_, —out Total ' ~ln -] out” Total

Prbbbséd- -
Single-Family
Detached Housing 4,218 83 249 332 | 279 | 164 443

443 DU




Previously Approved -

Single-Family
Detached Housing 1,468 29 87 116 97 57 154

463 ACRES/154 DU

increase/Decrease +2,750 +54 | +162 | +216 | +182 | +107 +289

Traffic Analysis:

Intersection Level of Service — Using a 2025 horizon year with traffic generated by the
build out of the proposed development, as well as anticipated area development
and growth, all of the study intersections in the vicinity of the site operate a level
of service C or better for both peak hours, with the exception of:

e Alma School Road and Happy Valley — WB approach — AM Peak — LOS F
¢ Alma School Road and Happy Valley — EB approach — PM Peak — LOS E
128" Street and Ranch Gate Road — WB approach — AM Peak — LOS E

Analysis of Alma School Road and Happy Valley Road shows that improving the
intersection to operate with signal control or as a roundabout would result in the
intersection operating at acceptable LOS on all approaches during both peak hours.

Increased Traffic Volumes — With the additional site generated traffic and the proposed
site access, the development of the site is estimated to increase daily traffic
volumes along Happy Valley Road by 3,374 vehicles, Happy Valley Road/118™
Street (north of Ranch Gate Road) by 844 vehicles, Jomax Road by 844
vehicles, and Ranch Gate Road by 4,218 vehicles.

Happy Valley Road between Pima Road and Alma School Road has an existing daily
volume of 17,400 vehicles per day. With the proposed development and
development in the area, the roadway is anticipated to have 24,556 vehicles per
day. This volume exceeds the 15,000 vehicle per day estimated capacity for the
existing two lane roadway section.

118" Street from Whispering Wind Drive to Ranch Gate Road has an existing daily
volume of approximately 482 vehicles per day. With the additional traffic from
the proposed development and surrounding development in the area, the
anticipated daily volume is 7,378 vehicles per day. This volume is anticipated to
exceed the estimated 5,000 vehicle per day capacity of the roadway.

Ranch Gate Road east of 118" Street has an existing daily volume of 212 vehicles per
day. With the addition of traffic from the proposed development and
developments in the area, the daily volume is anticipated to be 8,962 vehicles
per day. This will exceed the estimated 5,000 vehicles per day capacity of the
roadway

Additional Information:
Off-site Street Improvements — Due to the increased traffic anticipated along the area
street system, the following off-site street improvements are recommended:




1. Widen Happy Valley Road/118" Street from Whispering Wind Drive to Ranch
Gate Road from the existing two-lane cross section to a four lane cross
section with raised median.

2. Improve the existing stop control at the Happy Valley Road and Alma School
Parkway intersection to a roundabout or traffic signal.

3. Widen Happy Valley Road from Pima Road to Alma School Road from a full
four lane section with raised median.

Summary:

The approval of the zoning district change for the proposed Cavalliere Ranch will result
in an estimated 4,218 trips generated per day to and from the project site. The
development is estimated to generate 332 a.m. peak hour trips, and 443 p.m. peak hour
trips. This represents a potential increase of 2,750 daily trips over the existing approved
R1-130 ESL zoning.

With the addition of the proposed site generated traffic, operations at the intersections in
the vicinity of the site will continue to operate at acceptable levels (LOS C or better), with
the exception of the following approaches:

e Alma School Road and Happy Valley — WB approach — AM Peak — LOS F
e Alma School Road and Happy Valley — EB approach — PM Peak — LOS E
o 128" Street and Ranch Gate Road — WB approach — AM Peak — LOS E

Analysis of Alma School Road and Happy Valley Road shows that improving the
intersection to operate with signal control or as a roundabout would result in the
intersection operating at acceptable LOS on all approaches during both peak hours.

Several street segments are estimated to be over capacity with the projected 2025 daily
traffic volumes.
¢ Anticipated daily volume of 24,556 vehicles per day exceeds the estimate 15,000
vehicle per day capacity of Happy Valley Road between Pima Road and Alma
School Road.
e Anticipated daily volume of 8,892 vehicles per day exceeds the estimated 5,000
vehicles per day capacity of Ranch Gate Road.
e Anticipated daily volume of 7,378 vehicles per day exceeds the estimated 5,00
vehicles per day capacity of Happy Valley Road/118™ Street between Whispering
Winds Drive and Ranch Gate Road.

Off-site Street Improvements — Due to the increased traffic anticipated along the area
street system, the following off-site street improvements are recommended:

e Widen Happy Valley Road/118" Street from Whispering Wind Drive to Ranch
Gate Road from the existing two-lane cross section to a four lane cross section
with raised median.

¢ Improve the existing stop control at the Happy Valley Road and Aima School
Parkway intersection to a roundabout or traffic signal.

e Widen Happy Valley Road from Pima Road to Alma School Road from a full four-
lane section with a raised median.

The Transportation Department is working the Maricopa Association of Governments
(MAG) to identify funds to allocate to a roadway project that would improve Happy Valley



Road from Pima Road to Alma School Road to a four-lane roadway with raised median.
If successful, design of the project could begin in the fall of 2015.

The ADT guidelines for a local collector street section are exceeded on Ranch Gate
Road with the projected traffic volumes from the proposed development and other
planned/approved development in the Ranch Gate Road/128"™ Street area.
Transportation staff recommends that the street classification be changed to a Minor
Collector street if the proposed development is approved.

Comments/Concerns:

¢ The ADT guidelines for a local collector street section are exceeded on Ranch Gate
Road with the projected traffic volumes from the proposed development and other
planned/approved development in the Ranch Gate Road/128" Street area.
Transportation staff recommends that the street classification be changed to a Minor
Collector street if the proposed development is approved.

¢ The Transportation Department is working the Maricopa Association of Governments
(MAG) to identify funds to allocate to a roadway project that would improve Happy
Valley Road from Pima Road to Alma School Road to a four-lane roadway with
raised median. If successful, design of the project could begin in the fall of 2015.















Murillo, Jesus

From: Rick Williamson <desertheritage@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2014 6:00 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Re: #455-PA-2014

Thank you!

Frc

Sei 22, 2014 5:43 PM

To!

Subject: RE: #455-PA-2014

SENt: 1 uesaay, May £U, Zui4 1U1Z ANM
To: Murillo, Jesus
Subject: #455-PA-2014

Hi Jesus,

We would like to preview the preliminary application for this case, prior to the May 29th public meeting. This
rezoning request will affect us directly. You may know, we have approved building plans for our house on
12814 Buckskin Trail, and will begin construction soon. so this is our new neighborhood.

Thank you,

Christine Williamson

ATTACHMENT #10



Murillo, Jesus

From: jim heitel <heitel james@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2014 3:52 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: FW: Greasewood Flats Residential and Commercial
Sensitivity: Confidential

FYI after I left our meeting I received additional information which prompted this email to Randy,
Thanks again for your courtesy and time today

rRegards

Jim

Please note my new E-Mail Address is Heitel.James@gmail.com

From: jim heitel [mailto:heitel.james@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2014 3:29 PM

To: Grant, Randy

Cc: Perreault, Erin; PKatsenes@scottsdaleaz.gov
Subject: Greasewood Flats Residential and Commercial
Sensitivity: Confidential

Randy

T have recently heard from "non city sources” that the proposed applications for the above
project(s) will not be submitted as a single major general plan application ("MGPA"), rather that
there will be 2 applications, with the “residential portion” to come in early June. This, if
correct, one would presume a determination has been made that the residential change is not a
MGPA. Such a determination would be contrary to the language of the Scottsdale 2001 General
Plan ("GP) so I am perplexed. As any communications you have had with the applicant or
decisions arrived at internally are presumably public information, I would like to know:

Have you or any of your staff had any conversation or rendered any opinion either written or
oral, or made any other determination:

That a change in the land use from R1-130 ESL to a change as envisioned by the
applicant(s) including but not limited to PCD ESL with comparable R1-18 development standards
or any other category, is NOT a MGAP?



If the answer to the preceding sentence is affirmative partially or in its entirety, would you
please explain how that is possible given the specific language in the GP on Page 18, second
paragraph :

"An amendment to Scottsdale’s General Plan shall be defined as a major amendment
[followed by the Heading "Criteria

for a Major Amendment to the General Plan (City Council approved 2/6/01 and revised to
reflect the land use designations of the updated Conceptual Land Use Map”)

Importantly there are no other following "headings until the end of that section on Page 24 so
included under that Heading are “1. Change in Land use Category" , 2a. Area of Change Criterig,
3 Character Area Criteria and 4. Water/Wastewater Infrastructure Criteria”.

Undeniably the proposed application is greater than the gross acreage Criteria .. 2a for Planning
Zones D & E1. Also Criteria 1, 3 and 4 all have significantly clear language which speak to the
MGPA applicability.

As time is of the essence would you please respond no later than tomorrow.

Thank you for your time in this matter.

REGArAS
Jimteitel

Please note my new E-Mail Address i:




Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 7:29 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Re: Greasewood

Thanks Jesus.

If they stick with the R1-18 it would have to be a major GP amendment so were both applications for a major GP
amendment? It would also need to be a major amendment for the commercial part. Also, the new site is now

472 acres, not the 120 acres the Cavallierre family owns, so is the second application for 472 acres, 120 acres, or just the
10 to 40 they want for Greasewood and the family compound? They can claim they are going to build only 1 house/acre
to fit the maximum density under rural neighborhoods, but if the zoning is for more | don't see how they can avoid a
Major Amendment as the land would now be entitled for more density than rural neighborhoods allow.

Howard
Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

if you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore

On 5/28/2014 4:19 PM, Murillo, Jesus wrote:

> Hello Howard,

>

> They did submit, but | am just waiting for the applications to be uploaded to send everyone the link. Should have it
soon. They did submit two applications: one for the existing greasewood flats site, and one for the proposed site. We
will not know about the R1-18 until the rezoning case is submitted, but | do believe they will be sticking with the R1-18.
>

> Sincerely,

>

> Jesus

>

> From: Howard Myers [mailto:howard.myers@cox.net]
> Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 9:51 AM

> To: Murillo, Jesus -

> Subject: Greasewood

>

> Jesus

>
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> | believe Friday was the last day they could file a major GP amendment for both the relocation of Greasewood and the
up-zoning they want for the other 460 so odd acres. Can you tell me if they filed for major amendments and if so is it
one application or two? | also need to know if they stuck with the R1-18 they had on the sign they posted and what the
acres are involved with both the commercial and residential components.

>

> Also, do you know when the application will be posted on the city's web site? They are having an open house
Thursday, but there are no details other than what is on the sign.

>

> Thanks

>

> Howard

>

> -

> Howard Myers

>

> Home:

> Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail

> Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

> Phone: 480-473-0109

> E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

>

> If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.

> None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid

>anymore

>

>
>
>
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 9:51 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Greasewood

Jesus

| believe Friday was the last day they could file a major GP amendment for both the relocation of Greasewood and the
up-zoning they want for the other 460 so odd acres. Can you tell me if they filed for major amendments and if so is it
one application or two? | also need to know if they stuck with the R1-18 they had on the sign they posted and what the
acres are involved with both the commercial and residential components.

Also, do you know when the application will be posted on the city's web site? They are having an open house Thursday,
but there are no details other than what is on the sign.

Thanks

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore '
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Janice M. Kuczynski <jkuczynski@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 2:04 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus; Janice Kuczynski; Steve Kuczynski
Subject: Fwd: Development Proposal

Jesus,

This is the first my husband & I have heard of this plan. We live at 11918 East Mariposa Grande Dr.,
Scottsdale, AZ 85255.

With all the open land, we see no reason to have a business be located that close to the McDowell Sonoran
Preserve and single family homes in that quiet area.

Gease Wood Flats needs to stay in a mixed use area along Alma School Road or Reo Verde Road.

We do not need that kind of traffic in the Troon area. Therefore, we ADAMANTLY OPPOSE, this proposal
and I will attend the meeting.

Thanks,

Janice and Steve Kuczynski

Begin forwarded message:

From: Janice Kuczynski

Subject: Development Froposal

Date: May 28, 2014 at 1:54:42 PM MST
To: Janice Kuczynski -






Murillo, Jesus

From: Naomi Hermelin <nhermelin@cox.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 8:17 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Development Proposal -zoning case to spot zone a 7-10 acre parcel to C-2

(Greasewood bar/restaurant

Hello Jose,

My husband, Dave Morse, and | will not be able to attend the open house on Thursday, May 29 to discuss the zoning
case to spot zone a 7-10 acre parcel to C-2, Greasewood bar/restaurant.

We would like to go on record as opposing this development plan.
Regards,

Naomi Hermelin & Dave Morse
480-998-7770



Murillo, Jesus

From: Kim Pensky <kimpensky@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2014 2:36 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Cavaliers Ranch, Serano Canyon, Grease Wood Flats development

We are also adamantly against the development plan to move Grease Wood Flats and to put commercial zoning near
128th ST and Ranch Gate. We have a lot in Troon Highlands and selected this area because of its quiet, semi secluded
nature. More traffic, another commercial site and unacceptable noise levels will not mix with the reasons why most of
us chose to live or hike in the area. We do not support this development as it does not conform to the reasons people
have chosen to live in this beautiful, peaceful area.

Kim and Wayne Pensky

Sent from my iPad



Murillo, Jesus

From: Ken D <kraldir@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2014 8:05 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: Case #: 455-PA-2014

Jesus - thank you for your reply. Glad you remembered me. We enjoy are gated community a lot.

Ken Dirks

Frc

To

Subject: RE: Case #: 455-PA-2014
Date: Wed, 4 Jun 2014 00:01:11 +0000

us

From: Ken D

Sent: Thursday, may 29, zui4 7:52 +M
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Case #: 455-PA-2014

Hello Jesus,
| attended the Open House tonight for Case #: 455-PA-2014. 1've tried to find this case # at Scottsdaleaz.gov
and was unable to find anv information related to this case. | tried going to

and got some kind of error.

Can you provide me with any additional information that will lead me to where Case #: 455-PA-2014 can be
found?

Thank you,
Ken Dirks



Murillo, Jesus

From: Ken D <kraldir@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2014 8:05 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: Case #: 455-PA-2014

Jesus - thank you for your reply. Glad you remembered me. We enjoy are gated community a lot.

Ken Dirks

Fre

To

Subject: RE: Case #: 455-PA-2014
Date: Wed, 4 Jun 2014 00:01:11 +0000

From: Ken D

Sent: Thursday, May 2Y, 2014 /:52 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Case #: 455-PA-2014

Hello Jesus,
| attended the Open House tonight for Case #: 455-PA-2014. I've tried to find this case # at Scottsdaleaz.gov

and was unable to find anv information related to this case. | tried going to
and got some kind of error.

Can you provide me with any additional information that will lead me to where Case #: 455-PA-2014 can be
found?

Thank you,
Ken Dirks



Murillo, Jesus

From: Ken D <kraldir@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2014 8:05 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: Case #: 455-PA-2014

Jesus - thank you for your reply. Glad you remembered me. We enjoy are gated community a lot.

Ken Dirks

Fre

To

Subject: RE: Case #: 455-PA-2014
Date: Wed, 4 Jun 2014 00:01:11 +0000

From: Ken D

Sent: Thursday, may 29, 2ul4 /:52 vM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Case #: 455-PA-2014

Hello Jesus,

| attended the Open House tonight for Case #: 455-PA-2014. |'ve tried to find this case # at Scottsdaleaz.gov
and was unable to find any information related to this case. | tried going to
and got some kind of error.

Can you provide me with any additional information that will lead me to where Case #: 455-PA-2014 can be
found?

Thank you,
Ken Dirks




Murilla lagys
|

From: invinciblegrammiel . <nancycantor5@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2014 1:20 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Re:

On Tue, Jun 3, 2014 at 12:28 PM, Murillo, Jesus - > wrote:
Hello Nancy,

The Open House at the Four Seasons on June 5, 2014, is going to be for the Pinnacle Peak Patio site proposed
General; Plan amendment. I believe that the Open Houses for the other applications have already
occurred. These open houses are not City sponsored, there are presented by the applicants. I hope this helps.

Sincerely,

Jesus Murillo

Senior Planner

City of Scottsdale

Planning, Neighborhood, and Transportation
7447 E. Indian School Road, Ste. 105
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Phone:

Fax:

Get informed!




Subscribe t¢ Link newsletter

From: "invinciblegrammiel ." - -
Date: June 2, 2014 at 2:40:54 Pm MmN |

To: "Grant, Randy" - >

Subject: Question

Is there going to be a June Sth open hi  : at the Four Seaso  for that project that will impact Troon and the
Greasewood Flats relocation?

The importance of education:

in 1786 Jefferson wrote to fellow Virginian George Wythe, “I think by far the most important bill in our whole code is that for the diffusion of knowledge among the
people. No other sure foundation can be devised, for the preservation of freedom and happiness. ... Preach, my dear Sir, a crusade against ignorance; establish &
improve the law for educating the common people. Let our countrymen know that the people alone can protect us against these evils (tyranny, oppression, etc.)
and that the tax which will be paid for this purpose is not more than the thousandth part of what will be paid to kings, priests and nobles who will rise up among us
if we leave the people in ignorance.” ~

"Family is not determined only by the same blood, but by the connection and compassion between individuals..."

"The woman who follows the crowd will usually go no further than the crowd. The woman who walks alone is likely to find herself in places no one has ever been before." ~
Albert Einstein

“Lifeis a shipwreck, but we must not forget to sing in the lifeboats.”” —Voltaire



The importance of education:

In 1786 Jefferson wrote to fellow Virginian George Wythe, “! think by far the most important bill in our whole code is that for the diffusion of kn  :dge among the
people. No other sure foundation can be devised, for the preservation of freedom and happiness. ... Preach, my dear Sir, a crusade against iynurance; establish &
improve the law for educating the common people. Let our countrymen know that the people alone can protect us against these evils (tyranny ~opression, etc.)
and that the tax which will be paid for this purpose is not more than the thousandth part of what will be paid to kings, priests and nobles who v “ise up among us
if we leave the people in ignorance.” ~

"Family is not determined only by the same blood, but by the connection and compassion between individuals..."

"The woman who follows the crowd will usually go no further than the crowd. The woman who walks alone is likely to find herself in places no one has ever been before." ~
Albert Einstein

“Lifeisashi eck,bu rotfc  ttosinginthelil  ats.” —Voltaire



Murillo, Jesus

From: Cowan, Jennifer (CCD) <jcowan@crown-chicago.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 1:43 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: Greasewood Flat - MGPA

DENnt: vweanesaay, June 1, 2Ul4 8:1U P
To: Cowan, Jennifer (CCD)
Subject: RE: Greasewood Flat - MGPA

From: Cowan, Jennifi

Sent: Monday, June 1b, ZUl14 8:32 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Greasewood Flat - MGPA

Jesus,

Thanks for returning my call. As | mentioned in my voicemail, we are the developers of the Sereno Canyon property
located south of Ranch Gate Road, west of 128" Street. We are aware that roughly 500 acres of adjacent property
located along the east side of 128" Street is up for a Major General Plan Amendment. | would like to obtain a copy of
the application and all other relevant documents for our review, including information submitted on June 11", so we can
understand the proposed development. | was able to download the two MGPA narratives pertaining to redevelopment
of the existing Greasewood Flat site and the future relocation of Greasewood Flat to the east of 128" Street, but that’s



all the information | have at this point. What additional information could you provide and what are the next steps in
this process? Let me know, thanks so much.

Jennifer L. Cowan, P.E.

Senior Project Manager

Crown Community Development
1751 A West Diehl Road
Naperville, lllinois 60563

Phone: (630) 851-5490

Fax: (312) 395-7512



_Murillo, Jesru‘s
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From: Andy Birutis <andy.birutis@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 02, 2014 11:10 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Letter of Opposition to Greasewood Flat pending application

Re: Letter of Opposition to Greasewood Flat.

Dear Mr. Murillo:

[ own lot 8 in Sereno Canyon, a subdivision neighboring the proposed relocation of the Greasewood Flat bar
and music venue.

[ want to express my strong opposition to the pending application for an Amendment to the General Plan and to
the application for Commercial zoning for Greasewood Flat.

I am very concerned that the tranquility of Sereno Canyon and the Preserve will be irreparably damaged by
noise, especially from motorcycle traffic to and from the business at night, as well as sounds of amplified
music.

Please do not approve this inappropriate commercial use in this quiet residential area and the Preserve.

Sincerely,

Andy Birutis



Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 7:06 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam

Cc: James & Catherine Heitel

Subject: 13-ZN-2014

Jesus & Adam

| have read through the first review letter on the Cavalliere Ranch rezoning (13-ZN-2014) and find you have made many
valid points and asked a lot of valid questions, especially those relating to the Dynamite Character Area Plan which
clearly calls for large lots. However | have the following questions.

1. I am wondering why you have not asked how a zoning category of R1-18 with an amended minimum lot sizes of 6,000
square feet, is at all compatible with the General Plan category of Rural Neighborhoods, which would require at least R1-
43 or higher as a zoning category. Development plans are nice, but zoning determines what can be built on a property,
especially once the property changes hands.

2. In order to qualify for a PCD, ALL the land must be under one owner or under some tight common control. This
application is for land owned by the Cavalliere family (110 acres) and other owners, the majority of which is owned by a
speculator, not a developer. So how do they meet this requirement? The land can be sold in parcels to the eventual
developer by the current owners, but then this development agreement is pretty much useless and the zoning dictates
what can be built. If they can't GUARANTEE that the eventual developer will only build one house/acre, they would have
to file a Major General Plan amendment since the zoning they are asking for allows about 2.5 units/acre.

Thanks

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 4:43 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Re: 1st Review Comment Letter requests

Thanks so much Jesus. Can you also send me the public outreach report on Cavalliere Ranch, 13-ZN-2014.
Thanks again, really appreciate the cooperation.

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail:

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information
above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore

On 7/24/2014 4:35 PM, Murillo, Jesus wrote:
Hello All,

Here are the 1 Review Comment Letters for cases 9-ZN-2014/2-GP-2014, 11-ZN-2014/5-GP-2014, 12-
ZN-2014/4-GP-2014, and 13-ZN-2014. Staff has provided joint letters for the above mentioned GP cases
and associated Zoning Map amendment requests.

Sincerely

Jesus Murillo

Senior Planner

City of Scottsdale

Planning, Neighborhood, and Transportation
7447 E. Indian School Road, Ste. 105
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Phone: 480-312-7849

Fax: 480-312-9037

Get informed!
{newsletter
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 3:09 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Pinnacle Peak Patio & Greasewood

Jesus

| see you are the staff coordinator on the Pinnacle Peak Patio and Greasewood Flats rezoning cases 9-ZN-2014 and 11-
ZN-2014, in addition to the Cavalliere Ranch rezoning, 13-ZN-2014. Could you send me the staff responses sent to the

applicant on all three when available? | know I have already asked for that on the 13-ZN-2014 case but the others are

generating a lot of interest in the community as well.

Thanks

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2014 8:34 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: James & Catherine Heitel

Subject: 13-ZN-2014

Jesus

Has staff finished their first review letter on 13-ZN-2014 and if so can you send it to me? Also, is it possible to get the
public outreach report sent to me? | got most of the other files electronically, but this wasn't included.

Also, if staff has reviewed 11-ZN-2014 and 5-GP-2014, | would like to see that review letter too.
Thanks for all your help.

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore

29



Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 4:.00 PM

To: Yaron, Adam; Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Grant, Randy; Perreault, Erin; Behring, Fritz; James & Catherine Heitel; City Manager
Mailbox

Subject: Cavalliere Ranch, 13-ZN-2014

Adam & Jesus

With regard to the Cavalliere Ranch rezoning request, 13-ZN-2014, in your first review letter to the applicant, you
correctly identified possible conflicts with major General Plan criteria #3 (conformance to the character area plan) and
#4 (premature increase in infrastructure required), however we believe this application trips ALL of the major General
Plan criteria, in particular their attempt to keep the "rural neighborhoods" designation despite asking for a change in
zoning to R1-18, which is far more dense than the most dense rural neighborhoods density, and a minimum lot size of
6,000 square feet, far less than the

43,000 square feet minimum required in that category. We understand they claim they will only build 1 house/acre, but
that is not consistent with the zoning requested, nor is it enforceable down the road. As we have been told many times,
zoning is the only thing that dictates what can be built, not the General Plan.

Has staff made a determination that this is a minor amendment, and if so can you send me the justification for that
ruling? If staff has not yet decided if it is a major or minor amendment, then [ would think the applicant would have to
justify why the zoning they are asking for doesn't in reality change the General Plan designation of "rural
neighborhoods" to "suburban neighborhoods".

| would appreciate knowing at least if staff has made the major/minor amendment determination, and if not is the
General Plan land use designation under consideration given the zoning they are requesting. If not, | would like to know
why since this zoning category, and the minimum lot size requested, are not at all compatible with rural neighborhoods
and the experience they are supposed to provide.

We also asked about the PCD designation and the criteria for that, which it would appear they don't meet as the land is
owed by many land owners, any one of which could sell their property to a developer. | would appreciate some
explanation as to how they meet the strict criteria for a PCD designation which is intended to provide some assurance
that the property will be developed per the development agreement.

These are really the same questions | asked awhile back, but didn't get an answer to yet.
Thanks

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net
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if you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore
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Murillo, Jesus

From: james heitel <heitel james@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 2:40 PM

To: Grant, Randy; howard.myers@cox.net

Cc: Murillo, Jesus; Perreault, Erin; Curtis, Tim; Yaron, Adam
Subject: RE: 13-ZN-2014

Randy thanks for your comments but I can't in clear conscious let them stand alone

First permit me to digress momentarily as this case clearly illustrates just why the citizens of this community
deserve an equal seat at the table, when important and pivotal applications like this are being considered. The
citizens have an important perspective especially in the areas of character, quality of life, and protection of
neighborhoods, which is essential to the dialogue; while those proposing changes have entirely different motives.
Currently lobbyists and zoning attorneys have literally thousands of hours of interaction behind the scenes in
which to persuade our city, while citizens are allowed 3 minutes after staff has reached a determination and
recommendation, at a council hearing.

This case and your interpretation of the controlling issues is exactly why I and others devoted nearly 6 months of
our lives on the General Plan Task Force endeavoring to foster a dialogue(which I believe you tried to encourage as
well) regarding inconsistent language in our current General Plan. That discussion never occurred in earnest as it
was so important for those with special interests to personally attack and bully those who tried to have such a
dialogue. Simply, inconsistencies benefit those looking for loopholes to defeat the clear intent of our General Plan.
You must know that decisions you make regarding this case have the potential of fundamentally transforming our
entire rural neighborhood lifestyle by establishing a 1 Du/acre “entitlement” mentality. This is the reason our
General Plan speaks at great length about character, infrastructure and the need to carefully consider impacts to
them by engaging in the major general plan process.

First and foremost, to your explanation:

Certainly I understand the technical interpretation of the words "change in land use category, designation, etc ,
but I also understand what “spirit and intent” mean in a document. Strict adherence to those technical terms alone
would be inconsistent with the predominantly central message in the entire General Plan as to the importance of
considering changes which affect character and infrastructure.

For instance the very first of many of the amendment criteria states :

" Proposed changes to the land use element of the city's General Plan that compromise the spirit and intent
(emphasis added)of these mission statements will qualify for consideration as a major amendment to the General
Plan."

Your applicant’s application clearly proposes a change to the Rural land use element and in my mind a change of the
element to the suburban element. If allowed to stand essentially they are redefining what a Rural Element is by
requesting a threefold increase in density comprised of clustered suburban lots .

Randy, we have been told ‘ad infinitum' that the General Plan is a broad visioning document, which means its intent
should be interpreted on a holistic level. Rather it appears there is a tendency to have it distilled down to a level
where minutia overrides the broader intent. We all know that a/lowab/e densities are not entitlements; that is the
reason for the other criteria and the reason the Dynamite Character Area Plan specifically states that “current”
zoning should be maintained.
There are many cases in point;
Apparently now the entire definition of "Rural Neighborhoods" is being transformed to mean "1 Du/acre”, thereby
completely disregarding the voluminous supportive language clarifying just what is a Rural Neighborhood Land Use
Category. Under this interpretation a high-rise apartment building would comply as long as its gross density were
one DU/acre .In this case an applicant apparently wants staff to believe that a mass graded suburban type lot
development scheme, consisting of an assemblage of multiple properties, which will presumably have some sort of
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common area ownership component; is the quintessential definition of a Rural Neighborhood. As I indicated above
your applicant is requesting a lot type that is clearly included within the Suburban Element as evidenced by the
standards they are asking for; R1-18 with reduced lot sizes to 6000 square feet. Additionally “clustering” of
“suburban” lots in and of itself is not a justification for a tripling of entitled density in a “rural” category.
Apparently now the entire visioning process cited hundreds of times in the General Plan regarding “character based
planning” could be disregarded if the convoluted interpretation of "1 DU/acre" is satisfied, thereby defeating the
other “Criteria" such as (2) acreage, (3) character area & (4) infrastructure. Further to this point the entire
efforts underscored in the General Plan regarding Character Areas (in this case the Dynamite Character Area) is
ignored by accepting the "clustering” of housing as the sole determinate of character area compliance. As stated
the Dynamite Character Area plan specifically calls for keeping the existing large lot zoning, which in most cases is
R1-130 or 1 DU/3 acres, and discourages gated subdivisions,

Apparently also, the acreage and infrastructure "Criteria” could be allowably ignored if the convoluted
interpretation of *1 DU/acre" is satisfied. Ultimately, the question to ask is what does this proposed change do for
the city and its residents? The claim is that it "master plans” the area, however they are providing insignificant
extra open space while increasing the number of units the city has to support by 3 times what they are allowed
under the existing zoning. Extraordinary increases in density have been supported in this city for corresponding
significant increases in contiguous open space. None of that applies in this case. This has to have a negative impact
on not just water and sewer, but roads and other city facilities that the city can't support with increase fees. As I
have indicated earlier you are tinkering with the fate of the entire rural north area. Yet, all that will be ignored
just because they claim to meet a 1 DU/acre gross requirement? The land owner realizes increased profits while
the city realizes increased debt that is not of fset by any increase in income that may result from this
development.

More importantly an entire way of life will be jeopardize with the precedent you may set by (1) allowing this as a
minor amendment and (2) recommending approval.

In short, Randy, I take you at your word that you are struggling to do the right thing. Your job has been made more
difficult given the current culture which exists whereby citizens are an afterthought, in some case I suspect
perceived by some (not you) as a nuisance. We get our 3 minutes in front of the council but no seat at the table
prior to that. Important decisions are made based on a one sided negotiations where the citizen's view point is not
represented. The system needs to be fixed but until then some of us who still believe in representative government
will continue to insist our voices should be heard and that current ordinances, rules and regulations should be
considered fairly and impartially which means determining the intent as well as the language of the law.

As always, kindest regards,

James Heitel

From: Grant, Randy [mailto:RGrant@Scottsdaleaz.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:19 PM

To: 'howard.myers@cox.net’'

Cc: Murillo, Jesus; Perreault, Erin; Curtis, Tim; Yaron, Adam; ‘james heitel'
Subject: RE: 13-ZN-2014

Howard, the language for criteria 2, 3 and 4 presupposes that a change in land use is occurring, but that change in land
use can be a change in land use that does not represent a major amendment. For example, a change from Group C to
Group B is a change in land use category that is not a major amendment. In those instances, a premature increase in
water or wastewater infrastructure could cause the non-major amendment to become a major amendment. The issues
of infrastructure impacts and character impacts will always be considered as part of the zoning application. We aren’t
ignoring those issues, and we certainly aren’t saying they are unimportant. We are simply saying that unless a change in
land use category is proposed, those issues wouldn’t be criteria upon which a major amendment would be required.
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Your second question asks what the property owner might do once they are zoned R1-18, and what density they could
argue they are entitled to. They are zoning to P-C, and not to R1-18, and the development plan that Council will
consider will dictate the density to which the property could ultimately be developed. The zoning ordinance requires
that under P-C a “comparable district” be identified for purposes of development standards, but that is not an
entitlement for allowable density. If they are limited to 462 units in the development plan, that’s all they get for those
462 acres.

I'm not completely sure why the applicant requested that the comparable district of R1-18 was requested, but | believe
that it relates to the districts within which grading can occur prior to building permits. With smaller lots, and on the
topography that is identified for building, there will likely be the desire to grade pads for the building envelopes in
phases rather than as each building permit is requested. While R1-43 is representative of the overall density, R1-18 or
R1-10 is more representative of the lot sizes being requested.

Even though | am confident that the cap on density could be enforced, you raise an excellent question about how to get
all of the individual property owners within the project to play together in the sandbox as the properties come

forward. The P-C district is more sensitive to the need for planning than traditional zoning districts, and if there isn’t an
tight agreement/contract or other mechanism that ensures “unified ownership or control”, the lack of coordination
could lead to difficulties getting streets, utilities, etc. putin place in an organized manner. The applicant has been made
aware that that “development structure” is an important consideration in the zoning application.

Regards,

Randy

From: Howard Myers [mailto:howard.myers@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:44 PM

To: Grant, Randy; 'james heitel'

Cc: Murillo, Jesus; Perreault, Erin; Curtis, Tim; Yaron, Adam
Subject: Re: 13-ZN-2014

Randy

Are you saying that criteria 3 and 4 are not evaluated unless there is a change in land use? Clearly that can not
be the case or they wouldn't be in the plan at all since they would be rendered useless as the change in land use
would automatically require a major GP amendment. Are criteria #3 and #4 going to be evaluated or ignored,
that was really the question. I know staff has taken the interpretation that #2 doesn't apply unless #1 is tripped,
but that doesn't seem reasonable either. Even in the staff response to the applicant they asked about complying
with the character area and infrastructure improvements, which we believe they clearly don't.

To the issue of 1 home per acre, we are looking for what guarantee the city has that no more than that will be
built when they get a R1-18 zoning, that allows about 2.5 homes/acre, and the property changes hands, which it
certainly will as most of the land is not owned by a developer but rather by investors. The minimum lot size also
doesn't make any sense as developers typically put at least some NAOS on lot. Also, they could amend
standards on a R1-43 zoning category which would at least guarantee that no more than 1 home/acre could be
built. To date, we have NO explanation as to why R1-18 is being requested.

Howard

Howard Myers






values of the community. A proposal that includes any of the following conditions will not be
considered a major amendment:
« A property owner initiated decrease in the residential land use category of units planned by the
land use element, or
* A proposal for a change in the land use designation that results in no increase in the planned
number of dwelling units and includes
at least 30% more Natural Area Open Space than is required by the Environmentally Sensitive
Lands Ordinance for the property and that is:
- of substantial size, that being at least seven or more contiguous acres, and protected in
such a manner so as to be designated with
the land use category of Natural Area Open Space,
- and where such open space protects sensitive natural features and is visually and/or
physically accessible to the general public and does not include lands contained within
scenic corridors or vista corridors, or
* A proposal to change the land use category to Cultural/ Institutional or Public Use with a
municipal, public school or non-profit cultural
facility when such a proposed facility is not adjacent to a sin, : family land use designation
(designations of Rural or Suburban
Neighborhoods) or does not share direct access to any street that has single-family residential
driveway access within one-half (1/2) mile
of the proposal.
* A proposal within the Downtown Plan area that maintains the same development standards
type (e.g. Type 1, Type 1.5 or Type 2) and
contains no more than fifteen (15) gross acres or less.
3. Character Area Criteria
Character areas have been added to the city’s planning process in order to recognize and
maintain the unique physical, visual and functional
conditions that occur in distinct areas across the community. The city recognizes that these form
a context that is important to the lifestyle,
economic well being and long term viability of the community. These areas are identified by a
number of parameters including but not limited
£e TeE At s s sse meemos deens —d - ~tiarys age of development and topographic setting.
1as not been clearly demonstrated by the applicant 1o
comply witn e guiaenes ana stanuaras embodied within an approved character area plan it
will be considered a major amendment. (Note: The character area plans that qualify for
consideration as of November, 2000 include the Desert Foothills Plan, Dynamite Foothills Plan,
Cactus Corridor Plan and Downtown Plan.)
A NYT ol TN i chhmeemndbnmn Wea e bt nbunman Vil
‘esults in the premature increase in the size
OI a IMaster pranncd waicr rdainsIrission or
sewer collection facility, it will qualify as a major amendment. If a project applicant wishes to
appeal the designation of a General Plan
major amendment, the Chief Planning Officer, or the position equivalent, will evaluate the
appeal and make a major amendment determination.

From: james heitel
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2ul4 L2155 Pl
To: Yaron, Adam



Cc Murillo, Jesus; Perreault, Erin; Curtis, Tim; Grant, Randy
Supject: Ke: 13-ZN-2U14

Adam, thank you for copying me on your response to Howard's questions. First let
me say congratulations, your response has rendered me completely speechless; at
least temporarily. I assume also you have had the same effect on your associate,
Randy Grant whom I emailed back on May 22nd, and apparently his
"speechlessness" has rendered him incapable of responding to a central question I
asked him and that you have raised. It is helpful, your response, in as much as to
my knowledge this is the first time staff has put into writing their
acknowledgement they have chosen to re-interpret the 2001 General Plan major
amendment criteria.

In my email to Randy over 80 days ago, regarding the criteria for a Major General
Plan amendment applicability to this case, I stated:

P given the specific language in the GP on Page 18, second
paragraph :

“An amendment to Scottsdale’s General Plan shall bhe

“(riteria ror a Major Amenadment to the General rlan (C1ty
Council approved 2/6/01 and revised to reflect the land use
designations of the updated Conceptual Land Use Map”)

Importantly there are no other following “headings until the end
of that section on Page 24 so included under that Heading are
"1. Change in Land use Category” , 2a. Area of Change Criteria,
3 Character Area Criteria and 4. Water/Wastewater Infrastructure
Criteria”.

Undeniably the proposed application is greater than the gross
acreage Criteria #2a for Planning Zones D & El1. Also Criteria 1,
3 and 4 all have significantly clear language which speak to the
MGPA applicability."

Adam, you have stated in your email.:

"....Therefore, the proposal being at or less than 1 dwelling unit per acre,
the application does not require a major General Plan amendment. Should the

development proposal stay at or less 1 dwelling unit per acre and GP Rural
Neiahhoarhanda +than a rhanme in Caneral Plan Tand nes wannlAd nat he v_—equired

i1 Plan
lana use category TO pe applicapie.-”

Notwithstanding staff's highly questionable logic regarding the "rural" densities, the language

quoted from the General Plan to Randy is absolutely clear and diametrically opposite your position

regarding the applicability of all of the major general plan criteria. More to the point the phrase
9



How is this possible? I will assume for the moment that the position you stated waiving applicability
of the four major amendment criteria, was not a determination you made unilaterally on your own.
The voter approved General Plan has its basis in Arizona law, so I would assume you have not chosen
to ignore law on your own.

I would specifically like to know then who made such a determination and specifically request that
you promptly forward to me any and all written opinions and determinations regarding this issue.

In support of that I will follow up to my prior public information request regarding this case with a
more detailed request in this regard. Curiously in my prior public information request I do not recall
having been provided with anything concerning this issue.

I would appreciate your kindly responding to me with this information I have requested or in the
alternative, should you chose to ignore this request as Randy has my prior request, please extend
to me the common courtesy by letting me know you have taken that position.

Additionally there are many others who have a keen interest in the manner in which
Scottsdale chooses to enforce or not enforce our current General Plan, so I will
try to keep them informed by passing this email on to them.

Kindest regards

James Heitel

Regards,
Jim

On Mon, Aug 11, 2014 at 11:52 AM, Yaron, Adam - * wrote:
Howard,

Thank you for the comments. To address your questions please note the following responses:

Question 1

The applicant is requesting the P-C zoning district - not R1-18. The applicants 1st submittal
project narrative states that the P-C district will "facilitate preservation of the boulders, stands of
desert vegetation and washes that give the property its distinctive character while allowing a
maximum of 462 homes, a density of one residence per acre." The P-C district may only be
developed in accordance with a specific Development Plan which will be tied to a specific
number of units. The approved development plan is an integral part of the P-C zoning district
and all development (when it occurs) will be required to comply with said plan. With the
applicant's first submittal, the application clearly states that the proposed development will
provide one (1) dwelling unit per acre. (Page 1 of the Applicant's

10



A one (1) awelling unit per acre density maintains contormance with the Kural Neighborhoods
General Plan land use definition. The properties that are part of this application are currently
designated Rural Neighborhoods in the 2001 General Plan.

Therefore, the proposal being at or less than 1 dwelling unit per acre, the application does not
require a major General Plan amendment. Should the development proposal stay at or less 1
dwelling unit per acre and GP Rural Neighborhoods, than a change in General Plan land use
would not be required and none of the four major amendment criteria would apply. All four
major amendment criteria require a change in General Plan land use category to be applicable. If
no General Plan land use change is required, then no major amendment criteria would apply and
the case would be processed as a zoning case type.

Question 2

Prior to City Council action, the applicant will need to demonstrate conformance to Section
5.2102.A of the City's Zoning Ordinance in order to conform with the requirements of the P-C
zoning district requested. The ability for the applicant to demonstrate unified control of the
property both now, and in the future, will be a key consideration.

Please let us know if you have any additional questions or concerns.
ADAM YARON | PLANNER

CITY OF SCOTTSDALE

Planning and Development Services

Long Range Planning Services

7506 E Indian School Rd | Scottsdale, Arizona
T: 480.-312-2761

From: Howard Myers [mailtc

Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 /:06 rm
To: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam

Cc: James & Catherine Heitel

Subject: 13-ZN-2014

Jesus & Adam

I have read through the first review letter on the Cavalliere Ranch rezoning (13-ZN-2014) and
find you have made many valid points and asked a lot of valid questions, especially those
relating to the Dynamite Character Area Plan which clearly calls for large lots. However I have
the following questions.

1. I am wondering why you have not asked how a zoning category of R1-18 with an amended
minimum lot sizes of 6,000 square feet, is at all compatible with the General Plan category of
Rural Neighborhoods, which would require at least R1-43 or higher as a zoning category.
Development plans are nice, but zoning determines what can be built on a property, especially
once the property changes hands.

2. In order to qualify for a PCD, ALL the land must be under one owner or under some tight
1




common control. This application is for land owned by the Cavalliere family (110 acres) and
other owners, the majority of which is owned by a speculator, not a developer. So how do they
meet this requirement? The land can be sold in parcels to the eventual developer by the current
owners, but then this development agreement is pretty much useless and the zoning dictates what
can be built. If they can't GUARANTEE that the eventual developer will only build one
house/acre, they would have to file a Major General Plan amendment since the zoning they are
asking for allows about 2.5 units/acre.

Thanks

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above

instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 3:42 PM

To: Grant, Randy

Cc: Murillo, Jesus; Perreault, Erin; Curtis, Tim; Yaron, Adam; 'james heitel'
Subject: Re: 13-ZN-2014

Randy

Thanks for the reply. I now fully understand how you arrived at the conclusion you did as there is language in
each of the individual criteria that presumes that there has been a change in “Land Use Category”. This
language is most unfortunate because one of the main purposes in the General Plan is to control changes that
will possibly negatively impact the city, its character, quality of life, and/or financial sustainability, and the 3 to
1 density increase this project will introduce certainly will impact them all. It seems pretty clear, reading what
leads up to the criteria, that they each should be considered separately anytime a “land use” changes, and in this
case a land use change would encompass the density increase, not just the pre-defined Land Use Categories”.
This is why we argued heavily during the General Plan Task Force meetings to eliminate the loopholes in the
major General Plan amendment criteria. This will still be a major issue with whatever version eventually gets
forwarded to the public for approval and this case is the poster child for requesting those loopholes be closed.

That said, your explanation makes perfect sense. I still do question the “Rural Neighborhoods” designation they
claim they are meeting when they are essentially asking for suburban neighborhood density and development
standards (suburban neighborhoods go from one DU/acre down to about 8 DU/acre and they are asking for
standards that apply to 2.5 DU/acre and minimum lot sizes that go down to what would be required for 7
DU/acre). Are these “comparable zoning district” standards?

It would seem that the whole major/minor argument for this case hinges on getting some guarantee that this land
can NEVER be developed at more than one house/acre gross density, regardless of how many times the
property changes hands, and I believe the ONLY way that can be done is with deed restrictions on each and
every individual property. But even if the P-C district conditions can be met, I would hope that staff would still
present the impact of this project on the local neighborhood, on how it meets or not the requirements expressed
in the Dynamite Character Area Plan, on the local infrastructure when added to all the approved projects in the
area, and the extended impact on Troon which will have to bear the brunt of the traffic impacts and other
infrastructure improvements. I would also hope staff would do a reasonable assessment of the benefits to the
city as the only one I believe they can claim is that the area would be “master planned”, but the minimal
increase in NAOS gained would not seem to justify increasing the intensity by 3 times. The reality is that we are
likely to have more open space with only 154 large homes than with 462 smaller ones crammed onto the few
developable areas. Their simplistic site plan really proves this point. These are the things that really need to be
evaluated to determine how allowing this increase in density impacts the city and its residents.

Thanks for your consideration and through explanation of why you feel the other major General Plan criteria do
not apply. I would really appreciate being kept in the loop on this project by getting whatever communications
go back and forth between the applicant and the city. It will help us all understand what is going on and what
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To: Grant, Randy; ‘james heitel'

Cc: Murillo, Jesus; Perreault, Erin; Curtis, Tim; Yaron, Adam
Subject: Re: 13-ZN-2014

Randy

Are you saying that criteria 3 and 4 are not evaluated unless there is a change in land use?
Clearly that can not be the case or they wouldn't be in the plan at all since they would be
rendered useless as the change in land use would automatically require a major GP amendment.
Are criteria #3 and #4 going to be evaluated or ignored, that was really the question. I know staff
has taken the interpretation that #2 doesn't apply unless #1 is tripped, but that doesn't seem
reasonable either. Even in the staff response to the applicant they asked about complying with
the character area and infrastructure improvements, which we believe they clearly don't.

To the issue of 1 home per acre, we are looking for what guarantee the city has that no more than
that will be built when they get a R1-18 zoning, that allows about 2.5 homes/acre, and the
property changes hands, which it certainly will as most of the land is not owned by a developer
but rather by investors. The minimum lot size also doesn't make any sense as developers
typically put at least some NAOS on lot. Also, they could amend standards on a R1-43 zoning
category which would at least guarantee that no more than 1 home/acre could be built. To date,
we have NO explanation as to why R1-18 is being requested.

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail:

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home

information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore

On 8/12/2014 1:53 PM, Grant, Randy wrote:
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hat includes the following gross acreages:

T ridmmg Zo0nes Al, AL, b 1V dores Oor more
* Planning Zones C1, C2, C3, D, E1, E2, and E3 15 acres or more
* Planning Zone C1, C2, D and E 15 acres or more
2b. Acreage Criteria Overriding Incentives
Certain exceptions to criteria contained in 2a are considered to be in the interest of
the general public and in keeping with the mission and
values of the community. A proposal that includes any of the following conditions
will not be considered a major amendment:
« A property owner initiated decrease in the residential land use category of units
planned by the land use element, or
« A proposal for a change in the land use designation that results in no increase in
the planned number of dwelling units and includes
at least 30% more Natural Area Open Space than is required by the
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance for the property and that is:

- of substantial size, that being at least seven or more contiguous acres,
and protected in such a manner so as to be designated with

the land use category of Natural Area Open Space,

- and where such open space protects sensitive natural features and is

visually and/or physically accessible to the general public and does not
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include lands contained within scenic corridors or vista corridors, or
* A proposal to change the land use category to Cultural/ Institutional or Public
Use with a municipal, public school or non-profit cultural
facility when such a proposed facility is not adjacent to a single family land use
designation (designations of Rural or Suburban
Neighborhoods) or does not share direct access to any street that has single-family
residential driveway access within one-half (1/2) mile
of the proposal.
* A proposal within the Downtown Plan area that maintains the same
development standards type (e.g. Type 1, Type 1.5 or Type 2) and
contains no more than fifteen (15) gross acres or less.
3. Character Area Criteria
Character areas have been added to the city’s planning process in order to
recognize and maintain the unique physical, visual and functional
conditions that occur in distinct areas across the community. The city recognizes
that these form a context that is important to the lifestyle,
economic well being and long term viability of the community. ...ese areas are
identified by a number of parameters including but not limited
to building scale, op=r ~nona trmac end nottamme ama af davalanmant and
topographic setting. 1as not been
clearly demonstratea oy tne appucant o compty win e guiaennes and standards
embodied within an approved character area plan it will be considered a major
amendment. (Note: The character area plans that qualify for consideration as of
November, 2000 include the Desert Foothills Plan, Dynamite Foothills Plan,
Cactus Corridor Plan and Downtown Plan.)
A Wataw/ W actaszsrataw Tnfractswirntizen £ eitania

‘esults in the premature

HICTCASC 11 UIC S12C U1 d IHASICE PHIIICU wdlCl Ll"clllSllllSSion or
sewer collection facility, it will qualify as a major amendment. If a project
applicant wishes to appeal the designation of a General Plan
major amendment, the Chief Planning Officer, or the position equivalent, will
evaluate the appeal and make a major amendment determination.

From: james heitel
Sent: Tuesday, August 1, Zul4 12138 PM
To: Yaron. Adam

Cc Murillo, Jesus; Perreault, Erin; Curtis, Tim; Grant, Randy
Subject: re: 13-ZN-2Ul4

Adam, thank you for copying me on your response to Howard's
questions. First let me say congratulations, your response has
rendered me completely speechless; at least temporarily. I assume
also you have had the same effect on your associate, Randy Grant
whom I emailed back on May 22nd, and apparently his
"speechlessness" has rendered him incapable of responding to a
central question I asked him and that you have raised. It is helpful,
your response, in as much as to my knowledge this is the first time
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staff has put into writing their acknowledgement they have chosen to
re-interpret the 2001 General Plan major amendment criteria.

In my email to Randy over 80 days ago, regarding the criteria for a
Major General Plan amendment applicability to this case, I stated:

.. given the specific language in the GP on Page
18, second paragraph (emphasis added) :

“"An amendment to Scottsdale’s General Plan
shall be defined as a major amendment ifit meets any one of the
criteria outlined on the following pages: [followed by the Heading
“Criteria for a Major Amendment to the General Plan
(City Council approved 2/6/01 and revised to reflect
the land use designations of the updated Conceptual
Land Use Map”)

Importantly there are no other following “headings
until the end of that section on Page 24 so included
under that Heading are "“1. Change in Land use
Category” , 2a. Area of Change Criteria, 3 Character
Area Criteria and 4. Water/Wastewater Infrastructure
Criteria”.

Undeniably the proposed application is greater than
the gross acreage Criteria #2a for Planning Zones D &
El. Also Criteria 1, 3 and 4 all have significantly
clear language which speak to the MGPA applicability."

Adam, you have stated in your email:

"....Therefore, the proposal being at or less than 1 dwelling
unit per acre, the application does not require a major General
Plan amendment. Should the development proposal stay at or less 1
dwelling unit per acre and GP Rural Neighborhoods, than a change
in General Plan land use would not be required and none of the four
major amendment criteria would apply.(emphasis added) All four major amendment
criteria require a change in General Plan land use category to be
applicable."”

Notwithstanding staff's highly questionable logic regarding the "rural" densities,
the language quoted from the General Plan to Randy is absolutely clear and
diametrically opposite your position regarding the applicability of all of the major
general plan criteria. More to the point the phrase "if it meets any one of the
criteria outlined on the following pages" is quite clear as to the General Plan's
intent.

How is this possible? I will assume for the moment that the position you stated
waiving applicability of the four major amendment criteria, was not a determination
you made unilaterally on your own. The voter approved General Plan has its basis in
Arizona law, so T would assume you have not chosen to ignore law on your own.
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I would specifically like to know then who made such a determination and specifically
request that you promptly forward to me any and all written opinions and
determinations regarding this issue.

In support of that I will follow up to my prior public information request regarding
this case with a more detailed request in this regard. Curiously in my prior public
information request I do not recall having been provided with anything concerning
this issue.

I would appreciate your kindly responding to me with this information I have
requested or in the alternative, should you chose to ignore this request as Randy has
my prior request, please extend to me the common courtesy by letting me know you
have taken that position.

Additionally there are many others who have a keen interest in the
manner in which Scottsdale chooses to enforce or not enforce our
current General Plan, so I will try to keep them informed by passing
this email on to them.

Kindest regards

James Heitel

Regards,
Jim

On Mon, Aug 11, 2014 at 11:52 AM, Yaron, Adam - >
wrote:
Howard,

Thank you for the comments. To address your questions please note the following
responses:

Question 1
The applicant is requesting the P-C zoning district - not R1-18. The applicants 1st
submittal project narrative states that the P-C district will "facilitate preservation
of the boulders, stands of desert vegetation and washes that give the property its
distinctive character while allowing a maximum of 462 homes, a density of one
residence per acre.”" The P-C district may only be developed in accordance with a
specific Development Plan which will be tied to a specific number of units. The
approved development plan is an integral part of the P-C zoning district and all
development (when it occurs) will be required to comply with said plan. With the
applicant's first submittal, the application clearly states that the proposed
development will provide one (1) dwelling unit per acre. (Page 1 of the
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Applicant's

A one (1) awelling unit per acre density maintains contormance with the Kural
Neighborhoods General Plan land use definition. The properties that are part of
this application are currently designated Rural Neighborhoods in the 2001
General Plan.

Therefore, the proposal being at or less than 1 dwelling unit per acre, the
application does not require a major General Plan amendment. Should the
development proposal stay at or less 1 dwelling unit per acre and GP Rural
Neighborhoods, than a change in General Plan land use would not be required and
none of the four major amendment criteria would apply. All four major
amendment criteria require a change in General Plan land use category to be
applicable. If no General Plan land use change is required, then no major
amendment criteria would apply and the case would be processed as a zoning case

type.

Question 2

Prior to City Council action, the applicant will need to demonstrate conformance
to Section 5.2102.A of the City's Zoning Ordinance in order to conform with the
requirements of the P-C zoning district requested. The ability for the applicant to
demonstrate unified control of the property both now, and in the future, will be a
key consideration.

Please let us know if you have any additional questions or concerns.
ADAM YARON | PLANNER

CITY OF SCOTTSDALE

Planning and Development Services

Long Range Planning Services

7506 E Indian School Rd | Scottsdale, Arizona
T: 480.-312-2761

From: Howard Myers [mailtc

Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 /:u6 rm
To: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam

Cc: James & Catherine Heitel

Subject: 13-ZN-2014

Jesus & Adam

I have read through the first review letter on the Cavalliere Ranch rezoning (13-
ZN-2014) and find you have made many valid points and asked a lot of valid
questions, especially those relating to the Dynamite Character Area Plan which
clearly calls for large lots. However I have the following questions.

1. I am wondering why you have not asked how a zoning category of R1-18 with
an amended minimum lot sizes of 6,000 square feet, is at all compatible with the
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General Plan category of Rural Neighborhoods, which would require at least R1-
43 or higher as a zoning category. Development plans are nice, but zoning
determines what can be built on a property, especially once the property changes
hands.

2. In order to qualify for a PCD, ALL the land must be under one owner or under
some tight common control. This application is for land owned by the Cavalliere
family (110 acres) and other owners, the majority of which is owned by a
speculator, not a developer. So how do they meet this requirement? The land can
be sold in parcels to the eventual developer by the current owners, but then this
development agreement is pretty much useless and the zoning dictates what can
be built. If they can't GUARANTEE that the eventual developer will only build
one house/acre, they would have to file a Major General Plan amendment since
the zoning they are asking for allows about 2.5 units/acre.

Thanks

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:
Addr; 6631 E. Hormed Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109
E-mail

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home

information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore

11



Murillo, Jesus

From: Bryan Haslett <haslettb07@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:01 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Haslett Laura

Subject: Zoning issues

Mr. Murillo,

Tonight (hopefully last night to you) my wife and | attended a meeting of concerned homeowners who live in Troon.
Our residence is 11766 E. De La O Rd Scottsdale, AZ 85255
We are very concerned on several issues and would like to voice our opinion.

1) Sereno Canyon development is already zoned for certain homes and that is the understanding under which we
bought our home.

Our opinion is: let it remain as is, no change, if they choose to build, build as zoned!

2) The area on Alma School Road that is known as Greasewood Flats Is fine the way it is zoned and we don't care if they
build commercial there BUT DO CARE if they try to build residences there.

Our opinion is: let it remain as is, no change, if they choose to build, build as zoned!
3) The area where they want to rezone as commercial and move Greasewood Flats to.

Our opinionis: let it remain as is, no change, if they choose to build, build as zaned!

OF CONCERN THE IDEA THAT A LAND BUYER HAS A RIGHT TO CHANGE ZONING TO PROFIT.

The council woman tonight says that she thinks it is fair for the developer to expect to change it and profit from it. WE
COULD NOT DISAGREE MORE. '

He bought it with the knowledge it was commercial and any expectation he had for changing it is and was purely
speculation (the same kind when you put a coin in a slot machine) he has every right to ask for a change but NO RIGHT
to expect it.

It is not others' jobs to make sure he profits on his speculations especially not a city council who is voted in by
constituents not developers.

Key concerns:
TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND ROAD WEAR AND TEAR.

The traffic studies discussed tonight, (apparently done by some fine citizen who has taken advantage of the new
marijuana laws!) suggests an additional 1 car per 15 minutes!?



A sane individual would be ashamed to submit a "study" that even suggested something that silly. Even if they were paid
a heap of cash to lose all integrity. That figure is only laughable if he was joking, in any other case it is a fabrication.

A child's lemonade stand would increase traffic more than that!

WILDLIFE HABITAT WOULD BE STRAINED.

The Greasewood Flats bar and the typical customers tend to be quite loud and come from all over the country. This
would be an additional strain on the wildlife's movement just from noise alone, and a huge strain on common sense. The
Tom's Thumb parking lot has already increased traffic and noise significantly.

DUE PROCESS.

I just finished a 27 year career in Special Operations. Big deal what's my point other than that I'm used to loud noises?

| agree with due process, | uphold due process and | fought for due process.

Every citizen has a right to file for a rezoning of land that they own.

NO CITIZEN has a right to expect a rezone just because it will be more profitable to them.

| fear that concept is confused by some in the City Council from what | heard tonight.

A developer is by nature a speculator and that's fine but to imagine it is up to society to provide profitable changes for
him is selfish and bloody stupid.

Thank you for taking the time to read this far.
If unclear on any issue please let us know.
Respectfully,

Bryan & Laura Haslett

480-809-2268 home
480-295-2371 cell

~ Bryan Haslett ~




Murillo, Jesus

From: Randi <rwikl6@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: projects for Scottsdale

Dear Mr. Murillo,

We live within two miles of where the proposed Greasewood Flats location would be. We pay a premium to
live in Scottsdale. Our house cost more and we pay higher taxes here. Also, we drive further for our groceries,
gas, etc. That is worth is to me for the peace and quiet and beautiful views here.

The proposed projects: the resort, Greasewood Flats and the proposed higher density housing would ruin this
area. Happy Valley Road and Ranch Gate Road cannot handle all the extra traffic that these projects would
bring here. We do not want the trucks making deliveries or the noise from the loud music and the motorcycles
(amplified with the surrounding mountains) which Greasewood Flats would draw to our area. This is a
residential area and we would like to keep it that way. Also, this area has larger lots and putting a lot of homes
on small lots is not a good idea. This would cause even more traffic and our property values will go down. The
Crown development area by Tom's Thumb trail head should remain residential housing as was planned before.

Please think this over and thank you in advance for being considerate of the residents of this area.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Randi Wikler
24795 N. 119th Place
Scottsdale, AZ 85255



Murillo, Jesus

From: Neil Dempster <neil@clearviewonline.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 4:14 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: [FWD: 13-ZN-2014_Requested Information)

From: Murillo, Jesus [mailto:JMurillo@ScottsdaleAz.Gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 6:21 PM

To: Neil Dempster

Subject: RE: [FWD: 13-ZN-2014_Requested Information]

From: neil@clearviewonline.com [mailto: neil@clearviewonline.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:23 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: [FWD: 13-ZN-2014_Requested Information]

Hello Jesus. I sent you this request Monday morning and I know you guys are moving and 'up to your
eyeballs' in work but could I ask if it's possible to get a copy of what was sent back to the applicant for
this zoning request? I have a meeting I will be attending tonight and I would like to review the City's
response - if possible - before that meeting. Can you help? Thank you for whatever you can do ...

Best,

Neil

-------- Original Message --------

Subject: [FWD: 13-ZN-2014_Requested Information]
From: <neil@clearviewonline.com>

Date: Mon, August 11, 2014 11:22 am

To: jmurillo@scottsdaleaz.gov







Murillo, Jesus

From: Art Dymek <artdymek@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 1:12 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Cavalliere Ranch and Greasewood Flat

We attended a Troon Ridge meeting last night that discussed the proposed zoning changes to relocate Greasewood Flat
and add the Cavalliere Ranch planned community in the McDowell Sonoran Preserves at 128th St. and Ranch Gate.

This is a limited access area and will require new roads to accommodate the added traffic.
It will contribute noise and pollution problems with the McDowell serving as a back drop. Along with the proposed
Sereno Canyon Resort, it would contribute exponentially to our concerns. |1 would urge that you reject the proposed

zoning request.

Thank you
Art & Ann Dymek



Murillo, Jesus

From: Jervin <ervintroon@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:41 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Case#11-ZN-2014. Greasewood Flat
Mr. Murillo,

Our name is Larry and Judy Ervin and we live in Saguaro Canyon at 23669 N 119th Way and have owned our home since
1998. We are vehemently opposed to Greasewood Flat moving over to 128th Street. The whole reason for buying this
lot was the quiet and serenity. We have enjoyed the wildlife and not a lot of traffic. We believe this will all be lost with
Greasewood Flat. _

It is not a Cultural Center, it's a Cowboy/Motorcyle Bar with foud live music! The McDowell Mountains as a backdrop
will only increase the sound of the music. Please do not allow this to go forward!

Thank You, Larry and Judy Ervin

T-Mobile. America's First Nationwide 4G Network



Murillo, Jesus

From: Cox.net <jt.manalli@cox.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2014 8:46 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Proposed changes

Mr. Murillo. As residents of Troon my wife and | are very much against the proposed changes in zoning that are being
considered in the Sereno Canyon and the proposal for the Greasewood Bar and CavaliereRanch. We do not feel this is an
appropriate use of this area and are concerned about the noise and traffic burdens that will not be supported by the
roads and access to these areas. We ask that this not be approved.

Jon & Tamey tichtenfels-Manalli

480 518-3764










Murillo, Jesus

From: Howard Myers <howard.myers@cox.net>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 1:52 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Grant, Randy; Yaron, Adam; James & Catherine Heitel
Subject: Cavalliere Ranch and Greasewood

Jesus & Adam

On the Cavalliere Ranch (13-ZN-2004) and Greasewood Flat (5-GP-2012 and

11-ZN-2014) cases, | have read the traffic analysis (TIMA), which | assume covers both cases, and can't find any numbers
for Sereno Canyon which will have a considerable impact on the traffic volumes shown for the post development case.
The traffic study mentions Sereno Canyon, but | can’t find any evidence that the traffic generated by Sereno Canyon has
been included in the traffic counts ANYWHERE in the area. As a minimum, the intersection of 125th Place {entrance to
Sereno Canyon) and Ranch Gate should he shown with expected traffic counts. Note that anyone leaving Sereno Canyon
will have to make a left onto Ranch Gate as that will be the route most people will take. Sereno Canyon’s ONLY access is
to Ranch Gate Road, the same road that will have to be used by ALL of the traffic generated by the Cavalliere Ranch
development. The impact of Sereno Canyon must also be shown on ali the other roads on the route from Cavalliere
Ranch to Pima Road, including Pima Road, as they ALL will be lmpacted by the additional traffic counts contributed by
Sereno Canyon combined with Cavalliere Ranch.

Similarly, | see no counts for Reata Ranch. While the counts will be much lower than for Sereno Canyon, there still
should be a certain percentage of the total traffic Reata Ranch will generate shown on Ranch Gate and the rest of the
route. This is based on the claim in the TIMA that 128th Street will be paved south of Dynamite to Ranch Gate by the city
sometime in the future. Both the city and the Cavalliere Ranch team should insist that 128th Street IS NOT paved from
Jomax to Ranch Gate, which is basically through the Preserve, as then any consideration of Reata Ranch adding to the
traffic would be gone, but that is not what it stated.

It would also be nice to know how they arrive at the bar traffic, it appears they have just made an assumption based on
square footage, which would not cover the real traffic, especially if this is built as a major tourist destination. There is
also nothing addressing the type of traffic expected for the bar use, especially motorcycles and buses, which are totally
different than other types of general traffic, especially as it impacts the local neighborhoods and roads in general.

If  am wrong on any of this, please tell me where | can find where those numbers, and concerns, are included in the
TIMA,

I also did not see a lot in the staff comments that address some of the major concerns with the ownership, specifically:
1. How this development plan will be implemented as the various parcels change hands and are separately developed?

2. How binding the development agreement is on the individual property owners, and more importantly on future
property owners. These parcels are NOT owned by developers, but by investors, so it is assumed they will need to be
sold to the entity that will eventually develop the property. The current owners can say they will abide by the
development plan, but how enforceable is that once the property is sold? The Cavalliere Ranch “team” has to answer
this question.

3. How infrastructure will be developed and who will pay for it as each parcel develops. Typically for the P-C to work, all
the land has to be owned by a single developer who installs the main infrastructure before lots or areas are sold for
development, but I see nothing that addresses that in the applicants submission or staff’s questions to them.
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Basically, they have to state how the requirements of the P-C district will be met, as the zoning code requires that
ownership and control are key considerations for both the Planning Commission and City Council to even allow a P-C
zoning category.

The underlying zoning of R1-18 seems to be to be totally incompatible with their claim of 1 DU/acre. Similarly, their
amended standards of a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet (1/3 of what they are even allowed with the R1-18
standards) is not only incompatible with their claim of 1 DU/acre, but also with the General Plan land use category of
“Rural Neighborhoods” and clearly with the larger lot intention of this General Plan category, even considering that they
are clustering. Seems to me they need to explain why this zoning category was chosen over R1-43.

Their very preliminary site layout, combined with the R1-18 and minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet, suggest that
even a gross density of 1 DU/acre is more than the topography and open space requirements can support. A detailed lot
layout should be required to show how this many houses can be put on this land, while meeting all other requirements.
Seems to me they need to have a detailed enough site plan to show how this many units will be accommodated on the
develop-able areas they have shown, and further why such small lot sizes are required.

| would really appreciate seeing their answers to your first evaluation, so if you would, please send it to me whenever
you get it.

As always, thanks for your consideration and cooperation with those of us who are concerned about these proposed
developments in a very sensitive area. | also really did appreciate all your questions in the first review and feit they were
on target and well thought out.

Howard

Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore



Murillo, Jesus

From: Louis @ Blinds & Beyond <louis@blindsandbeyond.biz>
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 10:20 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Development

Dear Mr, Murillo,

We live within two miles of where the proposed Greasewood Flats location would be. We pay a premium to live in
Scottsdale. Our house cost more and we pay higher taxes here. Also, we drive further for our groceries, gas, etc.
That is worth is to me for the peace and quiet and beautiful views here.

The proposed projects: the resort, Greasewood Flats and the proposed higher density housing would ruin this area.
Happy Valley Road and Ranch Gate Road cannot handle all the extra traffic that these projects would bring here.
We do not want the trucks making deliveries or the noise from the loud music and the motorcycles (amplified with
the surrounding mountains) which Greasewood Flats would draw to our area. This is a residential area and we
would like to keep it that way. Also, this area has larger lots and putting a lot of homes on small lots is not a good
idea. This would cause even more traffic and our property values will go down. The Crown development area by
Tom's Thumb trail head should remain residential housing as was planned before.

Please think this over and thank you in advance for being considerate of the residents of this area.

Sincerely,

Louis Wikler
24795 N. 119th Place
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

Louis Wikler, President

Blinds & Beyond By Wikler, Inc.
24795 N 119th Place

blinds & beyond Scottsdale AZ 85255

ViMer.Ioe. p. 480-515-4606
F: 480-515-4655
E



Murillo, Jesus

From: Douglas J. Reich <djrch@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 7:01 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: 11-ZN-2014

Letter to Scottsdale Planning and Development Services re Tailor Morrison-Cavalliere-
Greasewood Flat Proposals 8-21-14.pdf

Attachments:



Douglas J. Reich
Kathy D. Reich
11818 E. Parkview Lane
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

August 21,2014

Jess Murillo

Senior Planner

City of Scottsdale

Planning, Neighborhood, and Transportation
7447 E. Indian School Road, Ste. 105
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Re: Proposed Taylor Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat General Plan Amendments
and Rezoning Requests:

o 5-GP-2014
o [1-ZN-2014
o [3-ZN-2014

Dear Mr. Murillo,

We are full year residents of Desert Crest 3, Troon Village, between Happy Valley Road
and Alameda Road, about one quarter mile east of where those streets split. We have
owned our Scottsdale residence since 1996. When we purchased our home, only a
relatively few houses existed to the east of us in this area of north Scottsdale and we were
greatly attracted to its relatively undisturbed desert environment. However, we were
aware of the then existing approved developments in the area and were comfortable with
the City’s General Plan and zoning controls regarding potential future developments to
the east of our home.

However, more recently, we have become extremely concerned that the City of
Scottsdale has abrogated its responsibility to exert reasonable and appropriate control
over the development process and has allowed certain developers to obtain General Plan
amendments and rezoning that are not in the best interests of the City, its taxpayers and
the residents of the neighborhoods most directly affected by those actions.

Specifically, we cite the City’s recent approval of the Sereno Canyon development which
includes 397 units, including a proposed commercial resort in the shadow of the
Scottsdale voter approved and taxpayer financed McDowell Sonoran Preserve, and the
current applications by Taylor Morrison, the Cavalliere family and Greasewood Flat to
permit 462 homes and a commercial entertainment facility just east of Sereno Canyon,
surrounded on three sides by the Preserve. Both Sereno Canyon and the proposed Taylor
Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat developments are within less than one mile of our
home. The Sereno Canyon development would not have been permitted to exist under
the Scottsdale General Plan, the Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan and prior zoning
without the acquiescence of the Scottsdale Planning Commission and the Scottsdale City
Council, nor do the proposed Taylor Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat developments
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currently comply with those regulatory structures that were previously adopted by
Scottsdale voters and their elected representatives in order to protect residents against
inappropriate development.

As individual residents, we lack the resources to submit objections in a format equivalent
to the voluminous professionally produced and legally crafted Taylor
Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat applications. However, we are able to provide the
grounds for our strenuous objections to these applications and their false assumptions and
conclusions. Our substantive concerns regarding these applications are shared by many
of our neighbors.

The Scottsdale General Plan Guiding Principles provide, in part, that developments must
preserve neighborhood character, and that changes in neighborhoods must harmonize
with existing neighborhood character, by enhancing neighborhoods’ defining features and
ensuring their long-term attractiveness and economic integrity. We respectfully submit
that the Taylor Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat applications fail to comply with
those requirements in material respects by directly and significantly adversely affecting
the neighborhoods adjacent to the proposed developments, including our community.

In particular, the Taylor Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat proposals would
dramatically degrade our current neighborhood living environment by funneling a
developer estimated 764 additional daily vehicle trips through our established
neighborhood. (For the purpose of this letter, we have used the developer prepared
estimate of additional daily vehicle trips, however we believe that it grossly
underestimates the total volume of additional traffic that these proposed developments
will generate.) When added to the developer estimated 2,352 daily vehicle trips from the
currently unbuilt Sereno Canyon development, the combined developments would
generate a developer estimated 3116 additional daily vehicle trips through our residential
neighborhood on roads that were not intended for, nor constructed to handle, such traffic!
These traffic estimates do not take into account the large number of heavy construction
vehicles that can be expected for the next several years while these developments are
built out. Suitable non-residential access roadways to these proposed developments
currently do not exist and have not been advanced by these applicants. The direct of
result of approving the Taylor Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat proposals will be a
severe increase in vehicle generated congestion, air pollution, noise pollution and light
pollution of the night sky. In addition, the proposed Cavalliere Flat entertainment
complex will become an attraction nuisance, as numerous cars and noisy motorcycles
migrate from the present Greasewood Flat location to the proposed new one, and generate
significant air, noise and light pollution on its own, while severely degrading our current
living environment. It is clear that these applications would impose quantifiable
environmental and economic damage to the hundreds of residents who purchased homes
and whose families live in these neighborhoods in reliance on the prior existing zoning
and character of the area.

In addition, we believe that the approval of these applications would be a gross disservice
to the efforts of the Scottsdale’s residents who have worked tirelessly over many years,
provided their votes of approval and paid their property taxes to acquire and preserve the
pristine McDowell Sonoran Preserve for all of Scottsdale’s residents. The requested
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General Plan amendments and rezoning would impose fundamental and irreversible
changes to these sites and result in significant negative impacts to the Preserve and
adjacent residential areas.

In summary, the Taylor Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat proposals will not preserve
or harmonize with our current neighborhood character, will not enhance our
neighborhood’s defining features, and will not ensure the long term attractiveness and
economic integrity of our community. To the contrary, these proposals are guaranteed to
significantly reduce the livability, environment and value of the neighborhoods affected
thereby.

For the foregoing substantive reasons, we respectfully urge the Scottsdale Planning
Commission to reject these Taylor Morrison/Cavalliere/Greasewood Flat applications.

Thank you for considering our objections to these proposals. Please disseminate this
document to all appropriate and interested parties.

Please advise us of all future public meetings and hearings regarding these applications.
Sincerely,

Douglas J. Reich
Kathy D. Reich



Murillo, Jesus

From: Douglas J. Reich <djrch@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 6:24 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: 11-ZN-2014

From: Murillo, Jesus

Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:46 PM
To: 'djrch@cox.net'

Subject: 11-ZN-2014

Hello Mr. Reich,
| have scanned in the “Conclusion” portion of the TIMA provided for the above mentioned case, as you requested.
Sincerely,

Jesus Murillo

Senior Planner

City of Scottsdale

Planning, Neighborhood, and Transportation
7447 E. Indian School Road, Ste. 105
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Phone: 480-312-7849

Fax: 480-312-9037

Get informed!
k newsletter




Murillo, Jesus

From: rogenej@cox.net

Sent: Saturday, August 23, 2014 11:31 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: Greasewood Flat and Cavalierre Ranch

Thank you for your response and the information. It was helpful. | have forwarded the documents
they can better understand some of this. (I learned some things from your documents!)

FYI, | have never been an activist before, but | am getting there! | have written to the transportatiol
complain about the construction trucks speeding and engine braking as they pass our neighborhooc
me up around 5 am and continues until mid-afternoon.

| presume this is not an area of your concern, but | thought | would let you know.... it has destroyed our peace and
quiet, for sure. Some of my neighbors are considering moving... If this goes on for years, | will consider that myself.

Thanks again for the info!
Rogene Powers

- "Murillo wrote:
Hello Ms. Powers,

Thank you for your comments. | will be sure that they are provided in my reports to the Planning Commission and City
Council if the proposed projects move forward. The Greasewood Flat, and associated cases, have been reviewed, and a
First Review Comment Letter provided to the applicants. The applicants will be required to resubmit their applications
and respond to the City’s comments.

Please feel free to contact me with any further questions or comments. | will keep you notified of any future public
meetings. | have provided below the dates of the Public meetings as they are scheduled. Staff is always accused by the
public of being in cahoots with the developer; and by the developer on being too bureaucratic. | have provided the First
Review comment letters for you to form your own opinion.

September 4, 2014 - City Sponsored Open House September 10, 2014 - Planning Commission Remote Hearing (non-
action) October 8, 2014 - Planning Commission Recommendation Hearing December 1 and 2, 2014 - City Council
Hearing

Sincerely,

Jesus

From
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:25 AM




To: Murillo, Jesus; Neighbor Brad and Sara; Neighbor Charles & Rebecca; Neighbor Clebe; Neighbor David; Neighbor
Marna; Neighbor Rene; Neighbor Rona and Seymour; Neighbor Sonia
Subject: Greasewood Flat and Cavalierre Ranch

Dear Mr. Muirillo,

I am a north Scottsdale resident. | recently attended an informational meeting regarding the above proposed projects.
These projects are, if | understand the proposals, utterly inconsistent with the area and original general plan. And very
detrimental to the established neighborhoods nearby.

There is no way an outdoor bar at that location makes any sense. Noise from the night traffic and entertainment are not
consistent with this area. Particularly the preserve. The current location of Greasewood Flat is set in a commercial area
surrounded by acres of "buffer" space. Neighbors, human and animal, are not disturbed at night. And, Greasewood Flat
was here long before other development. None of these attributes apply to the proposed new location.

There is no way that all of that density can be accessed by Ranch Gate alone. It was clearly stated in the meeting that all
traffic for Sereno Canyon and these proposed developments will be via Ranch Gate and no other roads. Is this correct?
It makes no sense.

It appears that other neighbors nearby have already blocked access from Alameda or Jomax roads, so the only option
left for access is Ranch Gate. Doesn't that indicate there is a problem here? No one complained when Ranch Gate was
built for access to the trailhead. EVERYONE will complain if it will have to accommodate over a thousand cars a day.
And who knows how many commercial vehicles for the bar and resort.....

Have you actually driven out to see this road? It can handle access to Tom"s Thumb trail, but not the kind of traffic that
these developments will cause. Please don't just take the word of the developers. Please go and see for yourself if you
haven't already. | daresay people attending the next council meeting regarding this will be asking about this.

Word is getting out. Neighbors out here are getting fired up. The council may have a ruckus on their hands. Some have
suggested that they (and you) are already in cahoots with the developers. Not a good thing. Part of your job is to
ensure that new developments do not affect established neighborhoods nearby.... Isn't it?

I hope to hear a response from you..... If only to confirm that you have received my message to you.



Rogene J Powers
24742 N 117th Street

Scottsdale, AZ 85255

480-419-6228



Murillo, Jesus

From: Gary Kalian <gary.kalian@lathropconstruction.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2014 3:22 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Rogene Powers; sonialeavy@cox.net

Subject: Proposed development of Cavalliere Properties........
Mr. Murillo.....

As a result of information received at a community meeting last week I have the following comments/questions. | hope
you will address them in a reply to this e-mail and the City’s report regarding the proposed development(s).

First.....let me introduce myself.

| live with my wife at:

24742 N 117" St. (at Whispering Wind near its intersection with Happy Valley)
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

Our back yard is directly adjacent to a drainage channel that is alongside Happy Valley Road. We hear the noise from
traffic along Happy Valley Road.

Before retiring and moving to Scottsdale in 2005 | served two terms on the planning commissions of two different cities
in the San Francisco bay area of California.

[ am going to address three development proposals as | understand them.

The 462 unit residential project:
The proposed location near the preserve at the extension of Ranch Gate seems to me to violate the concepts
advocated by the City in the purchase of the preserve property and the establishment of the Tom’s Thumb
trailhead.

Second.....

The relocation of Greasewood Flat:
The proposed location near the preserve at the SW corner of the residential project is not compatible with
the residential project, the preserve and the Tom’s Thumb trailhead. Loud music, crowds and the potential for
behavioral problems is not appropriate in this pristine desert area.

And third......
The rezoning of the current Greasewood Flat establishment is not necessary. Greasewood Flat should remain in
its current location. Accessibility is much better off Alma School Road and the current use of the site is part of
its current neighborhood.

In addition to the comments above | have the following concerns:
Planning......
e The City has spent millions of dollars to preserve the natural desert. What is the justification for the intense

Traffic......

e Aslunderstand the proposal the only access to the residential project and the relocated Greasewood Flat is the
extension of Ranch Gate. |trust the traffic analysis for this area will be revised to incorporate all of the
proposed uses into it.

e The current condition on Ranch Gate Road beyond the entrance to the Sereno Canyon development is a barely
improved “country” road similar to the access to the Tom’s Thumb trailhead. Who is to pay for this
extension????



Is the access for emergency vehicles (fire and police) sufficient with only one direct access to the proposed

Ranch Gate Road and 118" St have no sidewalks except for a small portion of 118" Street near its intersection
with Jomax. Walkers in these areas, myself included, will be subjected to unsafe conditions without sidewalks
due to the anticipated increases in traffic. Will sidewalks be constructed at the existing streets as well as the

extension of Ranch Gate Blvd to the site???? Who will pay for them???? Will they be constructed prior to the

Has an improvement to 128" Street to Rio Verde (Dynamite) been considered as an additional access to the
development and for emergency vehicles and/or construction traffic???An additional access will serve to reduce
the impact of the development on the existing streets.

Noise.......

Since we occupied our house in 2005 as our primary residence (I purchased it in 2000) Happy Valley Road has
been extended past Whispering Wind. 118" St from Jomax has been completed to provide access to Ranch Gate
Road and was extended to the “new” end of Happy Valley Road. Since the two did not align correctly in 2013 a
smooth transition between Happy Valley Road and 118" St was constructed. The extension of Ranch Gate
beyond the entrance to Sereno Canyon provides access to the newly constructed Tom’s Thumb trailhead. All of
these “local” road improvements have increased traffic behind our house and of course the noise associated
with this traffic increase.

In addition to the permanent noise increases we have recently experienced additional traffic to provide earth fill
for the Boulder Mountain Estates project east of our property. Bottom dump trucks have been using Happy
Valley Road. 10-20 trips per hour is the norm for this work. | recognize that this truck traffic is temporary but it
gives us a good example of the construction traffic that will be present if the Cavalliere Ranch development is
approved if its construction traffic is allowed to use Happy Valley Road.

As a result | hope any City review of the proposed developments will include a thorough traffic and noise
analysis of the impacts of the project in its final form when it is combined with the Sereno Canyon development,
including the resort recently approved, as well as the impact of the construction traffic that will be required to
service the project. We and our neighbors hope that construction access to Ranch Gate will be routed from
Jomax on 118" St. We think this route will minimize the effects of construction traffic on residences in the area.

Thank you, Mr. Murillo for considering the above in your review of the project. | am aware of your letters relating to the
applicant’s initial submittal for the proposed developments. | have copies of the two letters you sent in July 2014. |

would a

ppreciate receiving copies of all of the City’s future correspondence with the developers as the project(s)

advance thru the approval process. | would also appreciate receiving notices of public meetings that will be part of the
approval process. You may send these items as a reply to the address of this e-mail.

Feel free to contact me at the phone number listed below to discuss the contents of this e-mail.

Gary Kalian

24742 N 117" st
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
480-419-6228



Murillo, Jesus

From: Clebe Best <cbest@trooninsurance.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 11:.02 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Proposed Developments

My wife and | have lived in the Troon/Troon North area since 1992. We have seen many changes that have had a
positive impact on the quality of life here. But one change that will not is the proposed development of Cavalliere
Ranch/Greasewood Flats. The developer states that Troon and surrounding communities are great examples of master
planned developments and they are. But they all have one thing Cavalliere Ranch/Greasewood Flats does not, multiple
means to access the property. The only way to get to their development would be Ranch Gate Road. It is a narrow road
with no shoulder or bike lane so hiking and biking would be exciting to say the least. Then you get to 128th Street and it
is an even narrower road, barely wide enough for two vehicles to pass. With Sereno Canyon at 350 homes, plus
Cavalliere at 462 homes, a resort and Greasewood, the noise, traffic and congestion would be unbearable. Plus | don't
think our emergency responders would find these road acceptable. With Happy Valley Road being only two lanes at
Ranch Gate Road, these roads cannot handle the added traffic. If anyone wants to take a drive with me and see Ranch
Gate & 128th, please let me know. I'll even buy you a cup of coffee!

If you're rich you live in Beverly Hills, if you're famous you live Hollywood and if you're lucky you live in Scottsdale.

Thanks,

Rene & Clebe Best

This communication, together with any attachments hereto or links contained herein, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and
may contain information that is confidential or legally protected. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution or use of this communication is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received
this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail message and delete the original and all copies of the
communication, along with any attachments hereto or links herein, from your system.



Murillo, Jesus

From: james heitel <heitel james@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:30 PM
To: howard.myers@cox.net; Murillo, Jesus
Cc: Grant, Randy; Yaron, Adam; Ekblaw, Kroy
Subject: RE: Cavalliere Ranch and Greasewood
To all

Again Howard raises some very important questions and makes some observations regarding traffic which need to be
clarified immediately. Most stunning for me is the observation about the TIMA which apparently makes an assumption
that 128th st will be "paved sometime in the future".

As |, and | am sure Howard, have stated repeatedly in the past, with our intimate knowledge of the positions of the
McDoweli Sonoran Preserve Commission, it has never been an acceptable position that any roads be paved in the
Preserve and most specifically 128th south of Dynamite was to remain an unpaved road for emergency access only.

| am copying Kroy with this email and asking that this matter be agendized for the McDowell Sonoran Preserve
Commission meeting scheduled in September to determine specifically just what the city's position regarding paving
roads thru the Preserve.

Regards

Jim

From: Howard Myers [mailto:howard.myers@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:52 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Randy Grant; Adam Yaron; James & Catherine Heitel
Subject: Cavalliere Ranch and Greasewood

Jesus & Adam

On the Cavalliere Ranch (13-ZN-2004) and Greasewood Flat (5-GP-2012 and

11-ZN-2014) cases, | have read the traffic analysis (TIMA), which | assume covers both cases, and can't find any numbers
for Sereno Canyon which will have a considerable impact on the traffic volumes shown for the post development case.
The traffic study mentions Sereno Canyon, but | can't find any evidence that the traffic generated by Sereno Canyon has
been included in the traffic counts ANYWHERE in the area. As a minimum, the intersection of 125th Place (entrance to
Sereno Canyon) and Ranch Gate should he shown with expected traffic counts. Note that anyone leaving Sereno Canyon
will have to make a left onto Ranch Gate as that will be the route most people will take. Sereno Canyon's ONLY access is
to Ranch Gate Road, the same road that will have to be used by ALL of the traffic generated by the Cavalliere Ranch
development. The impact of Sereno Canyon must also be shown on all the other roads on the route from Cavalliere
Ranch to Pima Road, including Pima Road, as they ALL will be impacted by the additional traffic counts contributed by
Sereno Canyon combined with Cavalliere Ranch.

Similarly, | see no counts for Reata Ranch. While the counts will be much lower than for Sereno Canyon, there still
should be a certain percentage of the total traffic Reata Ranch will generate shown on Ranch Gate and the rest of the
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route. This is based on the claim in the TIMA that 128th Street will be paved south of Dynamite to Ranch Gate by the city
sometime in the future.

Both the city and the Cavalliere Ranch team should insist that 128th Street IS NOT paved from Jomax to Ranch Gate,
which is basically through the Preserve, as then any consideration of Reata Ranch adding to the traffic would be gone,
but that is not what it stated.

it would also be nice to know how they arrive at the bar traffic, it appears they have just made an assumption based on
square footage, which would not cover the real traffic, especially if this is built as a major tourist destination. There is
also nothing addressing the type of traffic expected for the bar use, especially motorcycles and buses, which are totally
different than other types of general traffic, especially as it impacts the local neighborhoods and roads in general.

If | am wrong on any of this, please tell me where I can find where those numbers, and concerns, are included in the
TIMA.

| also did not see a lot in the staff comments that address some of the major concerns with the ownership, specifically:
1. How this development plan will be implemented as the various parcels change hands and are separately developed?

2. How binding the development agreement is on the individual property owners, and more importantly on future
property owners. These parcels are NOT owned by developers, but by investors, so itis assumed they will need to be
sold to the entity that will eventually develop the property. The current owners can say they will abide by the
development plan, but how enforceable is that once the property is sold? The Cavalliere Ranch "team"

has to answer this question.

3. How infrastructure will be developed and who will pay for it as each parcel develops. Typically for the P-C to work, all
the land has to be owned by a single developer who installs the main infrastructure before lots or areas are sold for
development, but | see nothing that addresses that in the applicants submission or staff's questions to them.

Basically, they have to state how the requirements of the P-C district will be met, as the zoning code requires that
ownership and control are key considerations for both the Planning Commission and City Council to even allow a P-C
zoning category.

The underlying zoning of R1-18 seems to be to be totally incompatible with their claim of 1 DU/acre. Similarly, their
amended standards of a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet (1/3 of what they are even allowed with the

R1-18 standards) is not only incompatible with their claim of 1 DU/acre, but also with the General Plan land use category
of "Rural Neighborhoods" and clearly with the larger lot intention of this General Plan category, even considering that
they are clustering. Seems to me they need to explain why this zoning category was chosen over R1-43,

Their very preliminary site layout, combined with the R1-18 and minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet, suggest that
even a gross density of 1 DU/acre is more than the topography and open space requirements can support. A detailed lot
layout should be required to show how this many houses can be put on this land, while meeting all other requirements.
Seems to me they need to have a detailed enough site plan to show how this many units will be accommodated on the
develop-able areas they have shown, and further why such small lot sizes are required.

I would really appreciate seeing their answers to your first evaluation, so if you would, please send it to me whenever
you get it.

As always, thanks for your consideration and cooperation with those of us who are concerned about these proposed
developments in a very sensitive area. | also really did appreciate all your questions in the first review and felt they were

on target and well thought out.

Howard



Howard Myers

Home:

Addr: 6631 E. Horned Owl Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85266-8511

Phone: 480-473-0109

E-mail: howard.myers@cox.net

If you have any other e-mail or phone numbers for me, please use the Home information above instead.
None of the previous work e-mail or work phone numbers are valid anymore






Murillo, Jesus

From: Marna <marnamc®@cox.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 2:38 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Re: Public Hearing tonight

Mr. Murillo — thank you. | did also talk with Tim Curtis — and as | understand it staff will be at the open house tonight and
can advise if any additional information has been submitted.....
Marna McLendon

From: Murillo, Jesus

Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 2:30 PM
To: 'Marna’

Subject: RE: Public Hearing tonight

Hello Marna and Keith,

The Open House tonight will focus on the Major General Plan amendment cases. The Councilwoman was correct that
we need to have the resubmittal before we can see how the applicant would be responding to the comments for the
rezoning cases. | hope this helps.

Sincerely,

Jesus

From: Marna [mailto:marnamc@cox.net]

Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 12:44 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Clebe Best; David Suttmiller; Rogene J; Rona Homer; Sarah Ziker
Subject: Public Hearing tonight

Hi Mr. Murillo:

Are you able to tell me if the Greasewood Flat and Cavalierre proposals are on the agenda tonight? We were told by
Linda Milhaven that if the developers didn’t respond to the numerous questions sent by the Review Committee, they
wouldn’t be put on the agenda — at least that is what | understood she said. Are you able to clarify?

THANKS
Marna & Keith McLendon



Murillo, Jesus

From: Walter Karn <wkarn@cox.net>

Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2014 9:28 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: yesterday's open house; Sept. 3

Hello Jesus,

Enjoyed talking with you yesterday afternoon at the Copper Ridge information session. One of the
topics we discussed was the accessibility of the gate at the top of Alameda Road and often referred
to as the Serrano Canyon gate. We both agreed that there was to be access provided for emergency
vehicles. You indicted that you thought there was another access component that was in the
Development plan but due to the age of that issue you were not sure just what it was and could
possibly look it up to be sure.

| would appreciate it if you would do that for me, and if found, please site the source.

Thank you in advance Jesus.
Walter Tom Karn

11766 E. Mariposa Grande Drive
Scottsdale
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Gary Kalian <gary.kalian@lathropconstruction.com>
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 8:08 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: Proposed development of Cavalliere Properties........
Jesus....

Is the meeting on the 8" as you have noted or is it the 10™ that was reported to me by our neighbors who attended the
meeting on the 3"42???
Gary Kalian

From: Murillo, Jesus [mailto:JMurillo@ScottsdaleAz.Gov]

Sent: Friday, September 5, 2014 2:30 PM

To: Gary Kalian

Subject: RE: Proposed development of Cavalliere Properties........

Hello Mr. Kalian,

Thank you for your comments. | will be sure that they are included in the Planning Commission and City Council
reports. | have received several phone messages and emails in regards to these cases, and | am doing my best to try to
contact everyone in a timely fashion. The next meeting will consist of a Non-Action hearing, before the Planning
Commission on September 8, 2014, at the Copper Ridge School, located at 10101 E. Thompson Peak Pkwy. | hope you
will come and voice your opinion.

Sincerely,

Jesus

From: Gary Kalian [mailto:gary.kalian@lathropconstruction.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2014 3:22 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Rogene Powers; sonialeavy@cox.net

Subject: Proposed development of Cavalliere Properties........

Mr. Murillo.....

As a result of information received at a community meeting last week | have the following comments/questions. | hope
you will address them in a reply to this e-mail and the City’s report regarding the proposed development(s).

First.....let me introduce myself.

1 live with my wife at:

24742 N 117™ St. (at Whispering Wind near its intersection with Happy Valley)
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

Our back yard is directly adjacent to a drainage channel that is alongside Happy Valley Road. We hear the noise from

traffic along Happy Valley Road.
Before retiring and moving to Scottsdale in 2005 | served two terms on the planning commissions of two different cities

in the San Francisco bay area of California.



| am going to address three development proposals as | understand them.

The 462 unit residential project:
The proposed location near the preserve at the extension of Ranch Gate seems to me to violate the concepts
advocated by the City in the purchase of the preserve property and the establishment of the Tom’s Thumb
trailhead.

Second.....

The relocation of Greasewood Flat:
The proposed location near the preserve at the SW corner of the residential project is not compatible with
the residential project, the preserve and the Tom’s Thumb trailhead. Loud music, crowds and the potential for
behavioral problems is not appropriate in this pristine desert area.

And third......
The rezoning of the current Greasewood Flat establishment is not necessary. Greasewood Flat should remain in
its current location. Accessibility is much better off Alma Schoo! Road and the current use of the site is part of
its current neighborhood.

In addition to the comments above | have the following concerns:
Planning......
o The City has spent millions of dollars to preserve the natural desert. What is the justification for the intense

Traffic......

o Aslunderstand the proposal the only access to the residential project and the relocated Greasewood Flat is the
extension of Ranch Gate. | trust the traffic analysis for this area will be revised to incorporate all of the
proposed uses into it.

o The current condition on Ranch Gate Road beyond the entrance to the Sereno Canyon development is a barely
improved “country” road similar to the access to the Tom’s Thumb trailhead. Who is to pay for this
extension????

o Is the access for emergency vehicles (fire and police) sufficient with only one direct access to the proposed

o Ranch Gate Road and 118" St have no sidewalks except for a small portion of 118" Street near its intersection
with Jomax. Walkers in these areas, myself included, will be subjected to unsafe conditions without sidewalks
due to the anticipated increases in traffic. Will sidewalks be constructed at the existing streets as well as the
extension of Ranch Gate Blvd to the site???? Who will pay for them???? Will they be constructed prior to the

o Has an improvement to 128" Street to Rio Verde (Dynamite) been considered as an additional access to the
development and for emergency vehicles and/or construction traffic???An additional access will serve to reduce
the impact of the development on the existing streets.

e Since we occupied our house in 2005 as our primary residence (I purchased it in 2000) Happy Valley Road has
been extended past Whispering Wind. 118" St from Jomax has been completed to provide access to Ranch Gate
Road and was extended to the “new” end of Happy Valley Road. Since the two did not align correctly in 2013 a
smooth transition between Happy Valley Road and 118™ St was constructed. The extension of Ranch Gate
beyond the entrance to Sereno Canyon provides access to the newly constructed Tom’s Thumb trailhead. All of
these “local” road improvements have increased traffic behind our house and of course the noise associated
with this traffic increase.

e In addition to the permanent noise increases we have recently experienced additional traffic to provide earth fill
for the Boulder Mountain Estates project east of our property. Bottom dump trucks have been using Happy
Valley Road. 10-20 trips per hour is the norm for this work. | recognize that this truck traffic is temporary but it
gives us a good example of the construction traffic that will be present if the Cavalliere Ranch development is
approved if its construction traffic is allowed to use Happy Valley Road.
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e Asa result | hope any City review of the proposed developments will include a thorough traffic and noise
analysis of the impacts of the project in its final form when it is combined with the Sereno Canyon development,
including the resort recently approved, as weli as the impact of the construction traffic that will be required to
service the project. We and our neighbors hope that construction access to Ranch Gate will be routed from
Jomax on 118" St. We think this route will minimize the effects of construction traffic on residences in the area.

Thank you, Mr. Murillo for considering the above in your review of the project. | am aware of your letters relating to the
applicant’s initial submittal for the proposed developments. | have copies of the two letters you sent in July 2014, |
would appreciate receiving copies of all of the City’s future correspondence with the developers as the project(s)
advance thru the approval process. | would also appreciate receiving notices of public meetings that will be part of the
approval process. You may send these items as a reply to the address of this e-mail.

Feel free to contact me at the phone number listed below to discuss the contents of this e-mail.

Gary Kalian

24742 N 117" st
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
480-419-6228



Murillo, Jesus

From: Paul Hofman <plhof@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, September 06, 2014 10:47 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Re-zoning proposals

Dear Mr. Murillo:

We live in the Desert Summit Community at Jomax Road and 115" Street.

We were shocked to learn about the proposal to relocate Greasewood Flats and the allowance of high density zoning
next to the McDowell Mountain Preserve and the Tom Thumb Trailhead. This threatens the very reason why we located

there and why we love the area.

Our residence backs up to Jomax Road. Any increased commercial and industrial traffic will destroy the peace and
serenity of our home. The resulting lowering of the value of our property could cause real hardship for us. We have
recently retired and live on fixed income.

We were also shocked to learn that construction vehicles are not allowed on Happy Valley Road. That is so unfair to the
residents adjacent to Jomax Road. Why can’t we get the same considerations. What is so special about Happy Valley?

We believe the rezoning is not in the best interests of Scottsdale. We strongly urge you and the Planning Commission to
reconsider this very bad proposal.

Very truly yours,

Leigh and Paul Hofman
11233 E. Cimarron Drive



Murillo, Jesus

From: Jack <jdr11806@cox.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 4:18 PM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Opposition to Greasewood Flat

Dear Mr. Murillo,

| oppose General Plan Amendment Narrative 5-GP-2014 - Greasewood Flat.

e The existing General Plan Land Use is Rural Neighborhood.

e The proposed land use is Cultural/Institutional or Public Use

The Amendment Narrative states:

“Amendment of the Land Use Map to "Cultural/Institutional or Public Use" will enable the preservation of
Greasewood Flat as the centerpiece of a new cultural destination.”

e This “cultural destination” DOES NOT conform with or support the general plan guiding principles.

The six Guiding Principles are:

1. Value Scottsdale's Unique Lifestyle & Character
2. Support Economic Vitality

3. Enhance Neighborhoods

4, Preserve Meaningful Open Space

5. Seek Sustainability

6. Advance Transportation

1. The proposed Greasewood Flats will DEGRADE Lifestyle & Character:

The proposed commercial activity will destroy the surrounding neighborhood's Unique Lifestyle & Character
by inserting a commercial enterprise in the midst of a rural residential area.

e -This does not pass the test of "First....Do No Harm"

3. The proposed Greasewood Flats will DEGRADE the existing surrounding neighborhoods.....:

e Traffic on roads not expected to carry such a huge increase in volume will degrade the quality of life
for the residents of the area.

¢ Noise will increase (the granite mountains reflect the sound very efficiently)
e The project will adversely impact Roads, Water and Sewer Infrastructure

6. The proposed Greasewood Flats will DEGRADE Transportation:




Lastly,

The proposed use will increase traffic....
Traffic now on Ranch Gate Rd is basically a few homes plus visitors to Tom's Thumb.

Sereno Canyon (recently approved) by the City’s own study will result in a traffic flow of 3196 vehicles
/ day (which is 1226 for the previously approved 128 dwelling units PLUS another 1970 for a 'round the
clock flow of 133 /hr 24/7.

This new request adds traffic for 462 homes for Cavalliere Ranch plus trips not yet understood for
Greasewood Flat.

The residents of this area made personal decisions to live here based on an acceptance of the way
things were at the time of purchase and an expectation that existing land use and zoning would
continue to be consistent with the General Plan.

The developer made a business decision to purchase the land knowing the existing land use and zoning
at the time of purchase.

The right to develop property is tempered by zoning and other constraints.

The city is not obligated to facilitate the developer’s plans by changing the “rules” at the expense of
the citizens.

I would ask the planning commission to recognize that this proposed commercial use is NOT in
accordance with the Guiding Principles or in the best interest of the citizens that currently reside in the
surrounding neighborhood.

Sincerely,
John Robinson

480-473-9032



Murillo, Jesus

From: Julie Frank <jmfintegra@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 9:33 AM

To: Reynolds, Taylor; Murillo, Jesus

Subject: 5-GP-2014 Greasewood Flats Major General Plan Amendment Comment Form

David Johnson & Julie Frank
10801 E Happy Valley Road, #110
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
480-563-7474

Comments:
5-GP-2014 Greasewood Flats Major General Plan Amendment

We have lived in Troon Village since the early 1990s and have seen tremendous growth
over the years. Unfortunately, Happy Valley Road is becoming a major thoroughfare with
traffic that has made our neighborhoods significantly noisier, the road littered, and less
safe to drive or bike on. We are not interested in the increased traffic, noise poliution and
litter that will be generated with the proposed Greasewood Flats move. The proposal is
requesting that the zoning be changed to commercial from its current rural neighborhood
and natural open space designation. Why place a commercial business in an area where
the desert is pristine and is all either rural residential or natural open space? There are
several existing vacant commercial areas/properties in North Scottsdale where
Greasewood Flats could easily move and not disturb land that is better left as natural open
space or, if developed, utilized for low density custom residential.



Murillo, Jesus

From: Julie Frank <jmfintegra@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 9:33 AM

To: Reynolds, Taylor; Murillo, Jesus

Subject: 5-GP-2014 Greasewood Flats Major General Plan Amendment Comment Form

David Johnson & Julie Frank
10801 E Happy Valley Road, #110
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
480-563-7474

Comments:
5-GP-2014 Greasewood Flats Major General Plan Amendment

We have lived in Troon Village since the early 1990s and have seen tremendous growth
over the years. Unfortunately, Happy Valley Road is becoming a major thoroughfare with
traffic that has made our neighborhoods significantly noisier, the road littered, and less
safe to drive or bike on. We are not interested in the increased traffic, noise pollution and
litter that will be generated with the proposed Greasewood Flats move. The proposal is
requesting that the zoning be changed to commercial from its current rural neighborhood
and natural open space designation. Why place a commercial business in an area where
the desert is pristine and is all either rural residential or natural open space? There are
several existing vacant commercial areas/properties in North Scottsdale where
Greasewood Flats could easily move and not disturb land that is better left as natural open
space or, if developed, utilized for low density custom residential.



Murillo, Jesus

From: Julie Frank <jmfintegra@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 9:33 AM

To: Reynolds, Taylor; Murillo, Jesus

Subject: 5-GP-2014 Greasewood Flats Major General Plan Amendment Comment Form

David Johnson & Julie Frank
10801 E Happy Valley Road, #110
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
480-563-7474

Comments:
5-GP-2014 Greasewood Flats Major General Plan Amendment

We have lived in Troon Village since the early 1990s and have seen tremendous growth
over the years. Unfortunately, Happy Valley Road is becoming a major thoroughfare with
traffic that has made our neighborhoods significantly noisier, the road littered, and less
safe to drive or bike on. We are not interested in the increased traffic, noise pollution and
litter that will be generated with the proposed Greasewood Flats move. The proposal is
requesting that the zoning be changed to commercial from its current rural neighborhood
and natural open space designation. Why place a commercial business in an area where
the desert is pristine and is all either rural residential or natural open space? There are
several existing vacant commercial areas/properties in North Scottsdale where
Greasewood Flats could easily move and not disturb land that is better left as natural open
space or, if developed, utilized for low density custom residential.







I understand you are involved in these projects.

1 am not opposed to development per se, but we should develop to the plan we had in place when we all bought our
property.

e We have already tripled the potential density in Sereno Canyon.

e The traffic on Alma School is already heavy and now we are looking at 122 more units on the West side and
dozens more on the East side. When the winter people return, Alma School and Jomax will be a mess.

o What | think of the Greasewood relocation is contained in the file attached.
Thanks for your time and your interest.
Jim Wichterman

bwilc@cox.net
602-690-1028



Murillo, Jesus

From: Neil Dempster <neil@clearviewonline.com>
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 12:35 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: 5-GP-2014

Hello Jesus!

it was great to see you at the meeting on Wednesday night. Thanks for taking the time to come over and say
hi. | was planning to come over and see you but | got side-tracked by people who wanted to chat.

| have a question. | have been asked to summarize where we are in this process and to disseminate info to as
many interested parties that | can. Is the list of attendees the two Wedne 1y meetii (¢ , Open House
and Remote Planning Commission meetings) part of the public record? If so, can I receive a copy?

Thank you for your help. Have a great weekend.

Neil

Neil Dempster, MBA, CSP (& PhD soon!)

Behavioral Engineer and RESULTant
Expert in building self-sustaining higher performing organizations

(800) 932-0770 #101



Murillo, Jesus

From: James Fiemann <jfiemann@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 2:12 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Re: rezoning in the Jomax and Alma School area.

Thank you for your response.

james

On Wed, Sep 10, 2014 at 10:42 PM, Murillo, Jesus -

* wrote:



From: James Fiemann [mailtc

Sent: Saturday, September Ob, cui4 4:14 FMv

To: Yaron, Adam; Murillo, Jesus; City Council
Subject: rezoning in the Jomax and Alma School area.

To all city and council members ,

I would like this email to be considered when changing the Zoning for the above area in North Scottsdale.

I am not against the development of these areas only the changes to density that is being proposed.

There is a reason I didn't move to Phoenix ! " Don't Taylor Morrison" my neighborhood. Keep the zoning in
place and avoid high density projects.

A citizen of North Scottsdale, and no doubt none of your neighbors.

James Fiemann
28045 N 112th Place

Scottsdale AZ 85262.



Murillo, Jesus

=

From: kpatrick@cox.net

Sent: Saturday, September 13, 2014 10:29 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: RE: Are you Serious about Preserving Scottsdale City Planning, Mayor and Council?

Thank you, Jesus,

Sincerely,
Kevin C Patrick

On Wed, Sep 10, 2014 at 10:44 PM, Murillo, Jesus wrote:
Hello Mr. Patrick,

I believe I might have gotten the opportunity to see you at the PC meeting this evening.
In case I did not, I just wanted you to know that I will be sure your comments are
included in the Planning Commission and City Council Reports. I just wanted to be sure
to point out some important upcoming dates.

These dates are inference to the Major General Plan amendments (the rezoning cases
may take a different timeline - I will keep you posted on both).

Planning Commission (recommendation) — October 8, 2014
City Council (final vote) - December 1,2, and 3, 2014

Sincerely,

Jesus

----- Original Message-----

From: kpatrick@cox.net [mailto:kpatrick@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 07, 2014 10:02 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: Lane, Jim; Klapp, Suzanne; Korte, Virginia; Littlefield, Robert; Milhaven, Linda;
Phillips, Guy; Robbins, Dennis E

Subject: Are you Serious about Preserving Scottsdale City Planning, Mayor and Council?

Dear Jessie
Please refer to the attached email. Thank you

Sincerely,



Kevin C Patrick
(602) 573-6031









Murillo, Jesus

From: Gary Kalian <gary.kalian@lathropconstruction.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 2:28 PM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Cc: sonialeavy@cox.net

Subject: Cavaliere developments.....

Mr. Murillo.....

Cavalliere Ranch
Relocation of Greasewood Flat

For both of the above please send......

Applicant responses to your mid-July letters.
Applicant responses to other letters written by your colleagues for other Cavalliere projects.

Any and all of the City’s review of the applicant responses.

Any and all of the planning department’s reports to the Planning Commission as part of the agenda of future meetings
on the projects. ’

Confirmation of the agenda for the planning commission meetings for all of the Cavalliere projects.
Thank you.

Gary Kalian

24742 N 117" st

Scottsdale, AZ 85255.

PS.....if you are unable to send these items via e-mail, please let me know where and when | can review them in advance
of the Commission meetings.



Murillo, Jesus

From: Dede <dpapurello@cox.net>

Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 11:05 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Proposed Greaswood Plan

Greetings Mr. Murillo,

My name is Diane Socha and | live at 11785 E. Mariposa Grande Dr., Scottsdale, AZ. | am a full time resident in this
beautiful place and a proud citizen of Scottsdale.

| strongly oppose the general plan amendment 5-GP-2014 for several reasons. First, it is in direct conflict with the
Dynamite Foothills Character Plan. Putting a bar (that usually hosts noisy bikers) in this pristine desert location will bring
loud noise, bright lights, increased traffic, street access problems, migratory disruption, and other environmental
concerns. The Dynamite Foothills Character Plan states, "The location of the Dynamite Foothills, its remoteness and
isolation from the urban centers of the city, and the environmental sensitivity of the area have consistently led to the
conclusion that this area should be developed with low intensity uses."

Also, having intoxicated individuals driving at night in an un-lit, primarily residential area is a serious hazard to both
humans and wildlife.

This is not the place for another biker bar — there are plenty of other bars in Scottsdale that are far better
located. Please honor the original plan for this area and reject this application.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Diare Socha



Murillo, Jesus

From: Arthur Socha <ajsocha02@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, October 05, 2014 8:16 PM
To: ' Murillo, Jesus

Subject: General Plan Amendment 5-GP-2014

Hello Mr. Murillo,

My name is Arthur Socha and | live at 11785 E. Mariposa Grande Dr., Scottsdale, 85255. | am a full time resident and a
proud citizen of Scottsdale.

I'm contacting you regarding the new proposal for general plan amendment 5-GP-2014. | strongly oppose this
amendment as it will dramatically change the entire environment in our North Scottsdale neighborhoods around the

area.

Putting an outdoor bar that’s known for loud country music and bikers in this pristine desert location will bring loud
noise, bright lights, increased traffic, street access problems, migratory disruption, and other environmental

concerns. This area is one of the few remaining areas where nights are still dark and quiet and was one of the key
reasons we bought our home here. Also, | am very concerned with having intoxicated individuals driving at night in an
un-lit, primarily residential area is a serious hazard to both humans and wildlife. As | return to my home in the evenings,
| do not want to think that virtually every pair of headlights coming at me has a high probability of having a drunk driver
at the wheel.

In addition, it is in direct conflict with the Dynamite Foothills Character Plan The Dynamite Foothills Character Plan
states, "The location of the Dynamite Foothills, its remoteness and isolation from the urban centers of the city, and the
environmental sensitivity of the area have consistently led to the conclusion that this area should be developed with low
intensity uses."

This is not the place for another biker bar — there are plenty of other locations in Scottsdale that are far better
located. This is a residential area - let’s keep it that way.

Please honor the original plan for this area and reject this application.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Arthur Socha



Murillo, Jesus

From: Kuester, Kelli

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 9:47 AM

To: ‘Isabel McDougall'

Cc: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam; Planning Commission; Lane, Jim; Phillips, Guy; Klapp,
Suzanne; Korte, Virginia; Littlefield, Robert; Milhaven, Linda; Robbins, Dennis E

Subject: RE: Greasewood Flats (opposition to requests)

Executive Secretary to the Mayor
City of Scottsdale
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.. Scottsdale, AZ 85251

(48U) 512-2400

From: Isabel McDougall

Sent: Monday, October Ub, 2u14 v:35 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam; Planning Commission; Lane, Jim; Phillips, Guy; Klapp, Suzanne; Korte, Virginia;
Littlefield, Robert; Milhaven, Linda; Robbins, Dennis E

Subject: Greasewood Flats (opposition to requests)

I have read GF 5-GP-2014 proposal to amend the general plan to change land use designation and 11-ZN-2014
zoning amendment proposal as well as the Cavalliere family's New Business Location Concept. They are
artfully written and designed to evoke an emotional response. And as much as I like GF, I am opposed to these
requests for the following reasons:

1. The proposed location borders the preserve on 2 sides with very little buffering, 150ft to S and 100ft to

E. Noise, music, traffic, lights, fires are inappropriate next to preserve.

2. GF is not a cultural or institutional establishment. It is a bar. Yes, it is a fun bar, an iconic bar with good
burgers and great atmosphere but it is a bar.

3.Land use policies should apply in this case. The proposal states that citywide land use policies have limited
application in this matter because? sides of the location are privately owned. But it appears that ther will be or
are several other requests for increased density in this area so it seems that the spirit of the policy is being
ignored.

4. GF"s place in the hearts and history of Scottsdale will not be preserved by this action. GF with its quirks and
ambiance simply cannot be reproduced today due to more restrictive building codes and federal requirements
such as the ADA. We will have an inauthentic copy of an old west bar. This may have value for the tourists
but it could and should be placed anywhere.

5.There are other ways to preserve the Cavalliere family legacy. The proposal states that is is a primary driver
of the requests and this is the only w part of otheray to do so. Surely there could be many other ways. I recall
several other suggestions made.

6. Access? The proposal suggests a 2 lane highway along 128th St from Ranch Gate Rd to Alameda. But no
mention is made of howto get to Ranch Gate Rd. Is this to be Happy Valley Rd? Have any studies been

conducted on the impact to HR Road?
1



7. Domino effect - These requests seems to be part of a group of requests for increased density in the area. Once
one request is granted, it will be much easier for the others to fall into place.

8. Trust in government - Recently the 10year GP was rejected by voters, in part, because it was felt that it was
too friendly to developers. Voters care about these things. In deed they make personal decisions based on the
approved , written plan and policies. They want to have faith that the government will keep its word. A plan
that cn be so easily changed destroys this trust. We all understand that more houses means more money for the
city. We all understand that vacant, private land will be developed. But the City has planned wisely for this
development.

The plan for this area is a good one.
Stick to the plan.

Isabel McDougall
11555 E Buckskin Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
602 818-2981

I have lived in Scottsdale for 44 years, am a graduate of Scottsdale Leadership, served on the Board of
Adjustment for 6 years as well as on several committees. I am proud of Scottsdale's vision for purchasing and
presenving the land and maintainig the integrity of open space.

Isabel McDougall
602 818-2981 (c)






° Request to change the land use designation from Commercial and Rural
Neighborhoods to Rural Neighborhoods and Suburban Neighborhoods on roughly 46 acres on the southeast
corner of Alma School Parkway and Pinnacle Vista Drive.

e Request to change the land use designation from Rural Neighborhoods and
Natural Open Space to Cultural/Institutional and Public Use on about a 10-acre site on the northwest corner of
the East Mariposa Grande Drive and 134" Street alignments.

Get more information or

| also would like to remind vou that the Planning Commission is an advisorv board to the Citv Council. and that the Citv

The red highlighted area is the location of the City Hall “Kiva,”. The yellow highlighted areas are locations that you may
find parking. There will be a study session at 4:00 that gives the Planning Commission an opportunity to discuss future
agendas, processes, housekeeping items, and non-substantive inquiries about that night’s agenda.







Jests Murillo

Senior Planner

City of Scottsdale

Planning, Neighborhood, and Transportation
7447 E. Indian School Road, Ste. 105
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Phone: 480-312-7849

Fax: 480-312-9037

Get informed!
k newsletter




Murillo, Jesus

From: Kuester, Kelli

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 9:47 AM

To: 'Isabel McDougall’

Cc: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam; Planning Commission; Lane, Jim; Phillips, Guy; Klapp,
Suzanne; Korte, Virginia; Littlefield, Robert; Milhaven, Linda; Robbins, Dennis E

Subject: RE: Greasewood Flats (opposition to requests)

Dear Ms. McDougall,

Mayor Lane and some members of Council asked that | acknowledge receipt of your e-mail and thank you for your input.
Best,

Kelli Kuester

Executive Secretary to the Mayor

City of Scottsdale

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scotisdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov

(4801 312-2466

From: Isabel McDougall [mailto:isabel.mcdougall38@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 9:33 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam; Planning Commission; Lane, Jim; Phillips, Guy; Klapp, Suzanne; Korte, Virginia;
Littlefield, Robert; Milhaven, Linda; Robbins, Dennis E

Subject: Greasewood Flats (opposition to requests)

I have read GF 5-GP-2014 proposal to amend the general plan to change land use designation and 11-ZN-2014
zoning amendment proposal as well as the Cavalliere family's New Business Location Concept. They are
artfully written and designed to evoke an emotional response. And as much as I like GF, I am opposed to these
requests for the following reasons:

1. The proposed location borders the preserve on 2 sides with very little buffering, 150ft to S and 100ft to

E. Noise, music, traffic, lights, fires are inappropriate next to preserve.

2. GF is not a cultural or institutional establishment. It is a bar. Yes, it is a fun bar, an iconic bar with good
burgers and great atmosphere but it is a bar.

3.Land use policies should apply in this case. The proposal states that citywide land use policies have limited
application in this matter because? sides of the location are privately owned. But it appears that ther will be or
are several other requests for increased density in this area so it seems that the spirit of the policy is being
ignored.

4. GF"s place in the hearts and history of Scottsdale will not be preserved by this action. GF with its quirks and
ambiance simply cannot be reproduced today due to more restrictive building codes and federal requirements
such as the ADA. We will have an inauthentic copy of an old west bar. This may have value for the tourists
but it could and should be placed anywhere.

5.There are other ways to preserve the Cavalliere family legacy. The proposal states that is is a primary driver
of the requests and this is the only w part of otheray to do so. Surely there could be many other ways. [ recall
several other suggestions made.

6. Access? The proposal suggests a 2 lane highway along 128th St from Ranch Gate Rd to Alameda. But no
mention is made of howto get to Ranch Gate Rd. Is this to be Happy Valley Rd? Have any studies been

conducted on the impact to HR Road?
1



7. Domino effect - These requests seems to be part of a group of requests for increased density in the area. Once
one request is granted, it will be much easier for the others to fall into place.

8. Trust in government - Recently the 10year GP was rejected by voters, in part, because it was felt that it was
too friendly to developers. Voters care about these things. In deed they make personal decisions based on the
approved , written plan and policies. They want to have faith that the government will keep its word. A plan
that cn be so easily changed destroys this trust. We all understand that more houses means more money for the
city. We all understand that vacant, private land will be developed. But the City has planned wisely for this
development.

The plan for this area is a good one.
Stick to the plan.

Isabel McDougall
11555 E Buckskin Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
602 818-2981

I have lived in Scottsdale for 44 years, am a graduate of Scottsdale Leadership, served on the Board of
Adjustment for 6 years as well as on several committees. I am proud of Scottsdale's vision for purchasing and
presenving the land and maintainig the integrity of open space.

Isabel McDougall
602 818-2981 (c)



Murillo, Jesus

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Castro, Lorraine

Tuesday, October 07, 2014 8:35 AM

Yaron, Adam; Murillo, Jesus

FW: Planning Commission Public Comment (response #34)

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 11:12 AM
To: Castro, Lorraine
Subject: Planning Commission Public Comment (response #34)

Planning Commission Public Comment (response #34)
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Survey Information

Site:

ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Page Title: §

Planning Commission Public Comment

Submission Time/Date: | 10/4/2014 11:10:48 AM

| Su;{fey ﬁémsponse

i
i

COMMENT

Comment:

RE: Greasewood Proposal. My name is Diane
Socha and | am a full time resident in this beautiful
place and a proud citizen of Scottsdale. | strongly
oppose the general plan amendment 5-GP-2014
for several reasons. First, it is in direct conflict with
the Dynamite Foothills Character Plan. Putting a
bar (that usually hosts noisy bikers) in this pristine
desert location will bring loud noise, bright lights,
increased traffic, street access problems,
migratory disruption, and other environmental
concerns. The Dynamite Foothills Character Plan
states, "The location of the Dynamite Foothills, its
remoteness and isolation from the urban centers
of the city, and the environmental sensitivity of the
area have consistently led to the conclusion that
this area should be developed with low intensity
uses." Also, having intoxicated individuals driving
at night in an un-lit, primarily residential area is a
serious hazard to both humans and wildlife. This is
not the place for another biker bar — there are

3
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plenty of other bars in Scottsdale that are far
better located. Please honor the original plan for
this area and reject this application. Thank you.

Commaents are iimited o 8,000 characters and may be cut and pasted from ancther source.

' PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME

First & Last Name;

Diane Socha 1|

ADD ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Email: dpapurello@cox.net
Phone: 480-513-8727
| Address: 11785 E. Mariposa Grande Dr., Scottsdale, 85255

Example: 3838 N. Drinkwater Bivd., Scotsdale 85251




Murillo, Jesus

From: Castro, Lorraine

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 8:36 AM

To: Yaron, Adam; Murillo, Jesus

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Public Comment (response #35)

From: Planning Commission

Sent: Sunday, October 05, 2014 8:25 PM

To: Castro, Lorraine

Subject: Planning Commission Public Comment (response +#35)

Planning Commission Public Comment (response #35)

Survey Information

; . -
Site: f ScottsdaleAZ. gov

Page Title: | Planning Commission Public Comment

URL: | http://www.scottsdaleaz.qoviboards/PC/comment

SO IR SO

Submission Time/Date: |

10/5/2014 8:24:13 PM

Survey Response

COMMENT

Commissioners, | am a full time resident and a
proud citizen of Scottsdale. I'm contacting you
regarding the new proposal for general plan
amendment 5-GP-2014. | strongly oppose this
amendment as it will dramatically change the
entire environment in our North Scottsdale
neighborhoods around the area. Putting an
outdoor bar that’s known for loud country music
and bikers in this pristine desert location will bring
Comment: loud noise, bright lights, increased traffic, street
access problems, migratory disruption, and other
environmental concerns. This area is one of the
few remaining areas where nights are still dark
and quiet and was one of the key reasons we
bought our home here. Also, | am very concerned
with having intoxicated individuals driving at night
in an un-lit, primarily residential area. ltis a
serious hazard to both humans and wildlife. As |
return to my home in the evenings, | do not want
to think that virtually every pair of headlights

5



: coming at me has a high probability of having a

; drunk driver at the wheel. In addition, it is in direct
f conflict with the Dynamite Foothills Character Plan
5 The Dynamite Foothills Character Plan states,

i : "The location of the Dynamite Foothills, its

; remoteness and isolation from the urban centers

: of the city, and the environmental sensitivity of the
i area have consistently led to the conclusion that

’ this area should be developed with low intensity

i uses." This is not the place for another biker bar —
there are plenty of other locations in Scottsdale

| that are far better. This is a residential area — let's
| keep it that way. Please honor the original plan for
this area and reject this application.

i

t
!
i
| A—— -
i
t

Cormenis are limited to 8,000 characiers and may be cut and pasted from encther source.

 PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME

! S
|

Flrst & Last Name Arthur Socha

P
ll DD ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS

v, Eman ajsocha 02@cox.net
Phone: 480-513-8727
[ Address: 11785 E. Mariposa Grande Dr., Scottsdale, 85255

| Example: 3938 N. Drinkwster Bivd., Scoftsdale 85251




Murillo, Jesus

From: Castro, Lorraine

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 9:02 AM
To: Yaron, Adam; Murillo, Jesus
Subject: FW: Proposed Greaswood Plan

From: Dede [mailto:dpapurello@cox.net]
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 11:13 AM
To: Planning Commission

Subject: Proposed Greaswood Plan

Greetings Scottsdale Commissicners,

My name is Diane Socha and | live at 11785 E. Mariposa Grande Dr., Scottsdale, 85255. 1am a full time resident in this
beautiful place and a proud citizen of Scottsdale.

| strongly oppose the general plan amendment 5-GP-2014 for several reasons. First, it is in direct conflict with the
Dynamite Foothills Character Plan. Putting a bar (that usually hosts noisy bikers) in this pristine desert location will bring
loud noise, bright lights, increased traffic, street access problems, migratory disruption, and other environmental
concerns. The Dynamite Foothills Character Plan states, "The location of the Dynamite Foothills, its remoteness and
isolation from the urban centers of the city, and the environmental sensitivity of the area have consistently led to the
conclusion that this area should be developed with low intensity uses."

Also, having intoxicated individuals driving at night in an un-lit, primarily residential area is a serious hazard to both
humans and wildlife.

This is not the place for another biker bar — there are plenty of other bars in Scottsdale that are far better
located. Please honor the original plan for this area and reject this application.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Diane Socha



Murillo, Jesus

From: Castro, Lorraine

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 9:.03 AM

To: Yaron, Adam; Murillo, Jesus

Subject: FW: General Plan amendment 5-GP-2014

From: Arthur Socha [mailto:ajsocha02@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, October 05, 2014 8:21 PM

To: Planning Commission

Subject: General Pian amendment 5-GP-2014

Greetings Scottsdale Commissioners,

My name is Arthur Socha and | live at 11785 E. Mariposa Grande Dr., Scottsdale, 85255. | am a full time resident and a
proud citizen of Scottsdale.

I’'m contacting you regarding the new proposal for general plan amendment 5-GP-2014. | strongly oppose this
amendment as it will dramatically change the entire environment in our North Scottsdale neighborhoods around the
area.

Putting an outdoor bar that’s known for loud country music and bikers in this pristine desert location will bring loud
noise, bright lights, increased traffic, street access problems, migratory disruption, and other environmental
concerns. This area is one of the few remaining areas where nights are still dark and quiet and was one of the key
reasons we bought our home here. Also, | am very concerned with having intoxicated individuals driving at night in an
un-lit, primarily residential area. It is a serious hazard to both humans and wildlife. As1return to my home in the
evenings, | do not want to think that virtually every pair of headlights coming at me has a high probability of having a
drunk driver at the wheel.

In addition, it is in direct conflict with the Dynamite Foothills Character Plan The Dynamite Foothills Character Plan
states, "The location of the Dynamite Foothills, its remoteness and isolation from the urban centers of the city, and the
environmental sensitivity of the area have consistently led to the conclusion that this area should be developed with low
intensity uses."

This is not the place for another biker bar — there are plenty of other locations in Scottsdale that are far better. Thisisa
residential area — let’s keep it that way.

Piease honor the original plan for this area and reject this application.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Arthur Socha



Murillo, Jesus

From: Castro, Lorraine

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 5:04 AM

To: Yaron, Adam; Murillo, Jesus

Subject: FW: Greasewood Flats (opposition to requests)

From: Isabel McDougall [mailto:isabel.mcdougall38 @gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 3:33 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus; Yaron, Adam; Planning Commission; Lane, Jim; Phillips, Guy; Klapp, Suzanne; Korte, Virginia;
Littlefield, Robert; Milhaven, Linda; Robbins, Dennis E

Subject: Greasewood Flats (opposition to requests)

I have read GF 5-GP-2014 proposal to amend the general plan to change land use designation and 11-ZN-2014
zoning amendment proposal as well as the Cavalliere family's New Business Location Concept. They are
artfully written and designed to evoke an emotional response. And as much as I like GF, I am opposed to these
requests for the following reasons:

1. The proposed location borders the preserve on 2 sides with very little buffering, 150ft to S and 100ft to

E. Noise, music, traffic, lights, fires are inappropriate next to preserve.

2. GF is not a cultural or institutional establishment. It is a bar. Yes, it is a fun bar, an iconic bar with good
burgers and great atmosphere but it is a bar.

3.Land use policies should apply in this case. The proposal states that citywide land use policies have limited
application in this matter because?2 sides of the location are privately owned. But it appears that ther will be or
are several other requests for increased density in this area so it seems that the spirit of the policy is being
ignored.

4. GF"s place in the hearts and history of Scottsdale will not be preserved by this action. GF with its quirks and
ambiance simply cannot be reproduced today due to more restrictive building codes and federal requirements
such as the ADA. We will have an inauthentic copy of an old west bar. This may have value for the tourists
but it could and should be placed anywhere.

5.There are other ways to preserve the Cavalliere family legacy. The proposal states that is is a primary driver
of the requests and this is the only w part of otheray to do so. Surely there could be many other ways. [ recall
several other suggestions made.

6. Access? The proposal suggests a 2 lane highway along 128th St from Ranch Gate Rd to Alameda. But no
mention is made of howto get to Ranch Gate Rd. Is this to be Happy Valley Rd? Have any studies been
conducted on the impact to HR Road?

7. Domino effect - These requests seems to be part of a group of requests for increased density in the area. Once
one request is granted, it will be much easier for the others to fall into place.

8. Trust in government - Recently the 10year GP was rejected by voters, in part, because it was felt that it was
too friendly to developers. Voters care about these things. In deed they make personal decisions based on the
approved , written plan and policies. They want to have faith that the government will keep its word. A plan
that cn be so easily changed destroys this trust. We all understand that more houses means more money for the
city. We all understand that vacant, private land will be developed. But the City has planned wisely for this
development.

The plan for this area is a good one.
Stick to the plan.



Isabel McDougall
11555 E Buckskin Trail
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
602 818-2981

I have lived in Scottsdale for 44 years, am a graduate of Scottsdale Leadership, served on the Board of

Adjustment for 6 years as well as on several committees. [ am proud of Scottsdale's vision for purchasing and
presenving the land and maintainig the integrity of open space.

Isabel McDougall
602 818-2981 (c)
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Jeff Goren <jeff.goren@mirabel.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2014 9:26 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Greasewood Flats Relocation

Mr. Muritlo,

I just found out about the relocation of greasewood flats. The redirection of significant traffic flow through single lane,
residential neighborhoods, seems very unsafe for local residents, recreational activity which occurs in these areas and

the motorists themselves.

As a resident of Desert Summit | strongly oppose the relocation.

Jeff Goren

14



Murillo, Jesus

From: Cookson, Frances

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 10:18 AM

To: ‘tthornton@newszap.com’

Cc: Phillips, Mike; Jagger, Carolyn; Grant, Randy; Smetana, Rachel; Corsette, Kelly; Yaron,
Adam; Murillo, Jesus '

Subject: FW: OCT 22 2014 Planning Commission Update

Attachments: TM GWF Withdrawal Letter 10-17-2014.pdf

Mr. Thornton,

Please find the attached Withdrawal Letter for cases 5-GP-2014 and 11-ZN-2014.
if you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact us.

Regards,

Frances Cookson

Planning Specialist
Current Planning
(480) 312-2542 | fax (480) 312-7088

B4 4 follow us on Facebook

Subscribe to Scottsdale P & Z Link newsletter
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Murillo, Jesus

From: Jeff Goren <jeff.goren@mirabel.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2014 9:37 AM
To: Murillo, Jesus :

Subject: RE: Greasewood Flats Relocation

Good to hear. Thank you for your timely response.

Jeff Goren

From: Murillo, Jesus [mailto:JMurillo@ScottsdaleAz.Gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2014 9:30 AM

To: Jeff Goren

Subject: RE: Greasewood Flats Relocation

Hello Mr. Goren,

The applicant actually withdrew these applications {the major General Plan amendment and rezoning case) last
Friday. The other cases are still moving forward, but the relocation of Greasewood Flat has been withdrawn.

Sincerely,

Jesus

From: Jeff Goren [mailto:jeff.goren@mirabel.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2014 9:26 AM

To: Murillo, Jesus

Subject: Greasewood Flats Relocation

Mr. Murillo,
| just found out about the relocation of greasewood flats. The redirection of significant traffic flow through single fane,

residential neighborhoods, seems very unsafe for local residents, recreational activity which occurs in these areas and
the motorists themselves.

As a resident of Desert Summit | strongly oppose the relocation.

Jeff Goren
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WRITTEN COMMENTS

This card is used to submit written comments to the City Council. kD
Written comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public
testimony has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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This card constltutes a public record under Arizona law.

Written Comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after publvic testimony
" has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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REQUEST TO SPEAK: Citizens wishing to address the Council in person may obtain a Request to Speak card from
staff located at the Clerk’s table in the Kiva.



WRITTEN COMMENTS

This card is used to submit written comments to the City Council. k—@
Whitten comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public
testimony has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.

Y
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This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

Written Comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public testlmony
has begun wull be prowded to the Council at the conclusion of the testlmony for that item.
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REQUEST TO SPEAK: Citizens wnshlng to address the Council in person may obtain a Requestt

o Speak card from
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WRITTEN COMMENTS

This card is used to submit written comments to the City Council.
Written comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public
testimony has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.

NAME (print) ‘)Jm &:/ CrC MEETING DATE__ 77, /a.,/y‘
NAME OF GROUP/ORGANIZATION (if applicable)
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This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

Written Comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after pubiic testimony
" has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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REQUEST TO SPEAK:. Citizens wishing to address the Council in person may obtain a Request to Speak card from
staff located at the Clerk’s table in the Kiva.



WRITTEN COMMENTS

This card is used to submit written comments to the City Council.
Written comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public
testimony has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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This card constltutes a public record-under Arizona law.

Written Comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards éubmitfed after public testimony
- has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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REQUEST TO SPEAK: Citizens wishing to address the Council in person may obtain a Request to Speak card from
staff located at_ the Clerk’s table in the Kiva.



WRITTEN COMMENTS

This card is used to submit written comments to the City Council.
Written comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public 0
testimony has begur will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item. ~
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This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

Written Comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitfed after pubiic testimony
" has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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REQUEST TO SPEAK:. Citizens wishing to address the Council in person may obtain a Request to Speak card from
staff located at the Clerk’s table in the Kiva. .



WRITTEN COMMENTS

This card is used to submit written comments to the City Council. : 67
Written comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public 4
testimony has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

WRITTEN COMMENTS

This card is used to submit written comments to the City Council.
Written comments cards may be submitted to the Clerk at any time. Cards submitted after public
testimony has begun will be provided to the Council at the conclusion of the testimony for that item.
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REGUEST TO SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. (D
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.

NAME (print) % a‘/ < MEETING DATE & // c»//&

NAME OF GROUP/ORGANIZATION (if applicable)

ADDRESS 2—7_7573 <) 22 Feows 20 SBTL 2
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E-MAIL ADDRESS (optional)

MI WISH TO SPEAK ON AGENDA ITEM # é [J 1 WISH TO DONATE MY TIME TO

71 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law. )k ¢ %’\'\/B J('{\'ﬂ <

REQUEST 1O SPERK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. (D
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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(] 1 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “Public Comment” testimony, bul is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.



REQUEST T0 SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. ‘\D
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.

NAME (print) Fz MEETING DATE 1/ / I3/ /'/
/ A

NAME OF GROUP/ORGANIZATION (if applicable)
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[ 1 WISH TO SPEAK ON AGENDA ITEM # k [)_ CLAWISH TO DONATE MY TIME TO M

[J I WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"™ CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear *‘Public Comment" testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

REQUEST 7O SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. (p
Public testimony is limited to three (3} minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “‘Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.



REQUEST TO SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. ( D
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker. bl

Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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E-MAIL ADDRESS (optional)
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11 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT™ CONCERNING
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Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. *'Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

REQUEST TO SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. KO
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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[]1 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

* “ : ” . . . . . A .

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear *'Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.



REQUEST TO SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. L‘/
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.

NAME (prinf) //Z{Gfi- VEAR L€ MEETING DATE //// 2'/'/‘/
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_ | -
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HOME PHONE Vféﬂ ~227 — (¢22( _ woRKPHONE_“H&0 — 72 - &Tléo
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MI WISH TO SPEAK ON AGENDA ITEM # é/_ (] 1 WISH TO DONATE MY TIME TO

[J 1 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment " card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

REQUEST 7O SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. C/
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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E I WISH TO SPEAK ON AGENDA ITEM # _é_ [J 1 WISH TO DONATE MY TIME TO

(] 1 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it 1o City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear *Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.



REQUEST TQ SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. KQ
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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11 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

REQUEST TO SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. kO
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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11 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Reguest to Speak *'Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. *‘Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law. % Qﬁ_k\' [% -\' W€



REQUEST TG SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. Lp
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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[J 1 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"™* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff. “Public Comment” time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear "‘Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.

REQUEST 70 SPEAK

Request fo Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. @
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
Cards for designated speakers and the person(s) they represent must be submitted together.
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11 WISH TO SPEAK DURING “PUBLIC COMMENT"* CONCERNING

Citizens may complete one Request to Speak “Public Comment” card per meeting and submit it to City Staff “‘Public Comment’ time is
reserved for citizen comments regarding non-agendized items. The Board and Commission may hear “Public Comment” testimony, but is
prohibited by state law from discussing items which are not listed on the agenda.

This card constitutes a public record under Arizona law.



REQUEST TG SPEAK

Request to Speak cards must be submitted to City Staff BEFORE public testimony begins. kO
Public testimony is limited to three (3) minutes per speaker. N
Additional time MAY be granted to speakers representing two or more persons.
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CALL TO ORDER

Vice Chair Edwards called the regular meeting of the Scottsdale Planning Commission to
order at 5:04 p.m.

ROLL CALL
A formal roll call was conducted confirming members present as stated above.
1. Approval of the October 22, 2014 Regular Meeting Minutes Including Study Session

COMMISSIONER KUSH MOVED TO APPROVE THE OCTOBER 22, 2014 REGULAR
MEETING AND STUDY SESSION MINUTES AS PRESENTED. COMMISSIONER
CODY SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED BY A VOTE OF FIVE (5) TO
ZERO (0). COMMISSIONER MINNAUGH ARRIVED LATER. COMMISSIONER FAKIH
WAS ABSENT.

ACTION ITEMS
EXPEDITED AGENDA

2. 10-AB-2014 (Chamberlain Residence)
3. 15-ZN-2014 (7326 Uprising)

COMMISSIONER BRANTNER MOVED TO RECOMMEND THAT CITY COUNCIL
APPROVE CASES 10-AB-2014 (CHAMBERLAIN RESIDENCE) AND 15-ZN-2014 (7326
UPRISING) PER THE STAFF RECOMMENDED STIPULATIONS, AFTER
DETERMINING THAT THE PROPOSED ABANDONMENT AND ZONING DISTRICT
MAP AMENDMENT, INCLUDING APPROVAL OF THE AMENDED DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS, ARE CONSISTENT AND CONFORM WITH THE ADOPTED GENERAL
PLAN. VICE-CHAIR EDWARDS SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED BY A
VOTE OF FIVE (5) TO ZERO (0). COMMISSIONER MINNAUGH ARRIVED LATER.
COMMISSIONER FAKIH WAS ABSENT.

REGULAR AGENDA

Chair Grant announced that because more members of the public wished to address the
Commission on agenda item 6, they would hear that item first.

6. 13-ZN-2014 (Cavalliere Ranch)
Mr. Jesus Murillo, Senior Planner, presented the rezoning application, explaining that no
General Plan amendment is associated with this case because the proposed density does not
exceed what is allowed in the General Plan.

Mr. Berry spoke on behalf of the Applicant.

Chair Grant opened the public testimony.
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Mr. Howard Myers of the Desert Property Owners' Association, speaking on behalf of several
residents, noted he had sent the Commissioners a study about City finances which revealed
that with Scottsdale's current sources of income and expenses, development does not pay for
itself. Tourism is supplementing Scottsdale's income to make up the loss caused by
development. A panel of three economic experts in the Valley recommended that Scottsdale
shouid maintain its brand and desirability to tourists and higher income residents.

Mr. Myers said Cavalliere is a poster child for why character areas are needed and should be
honored. The real issue is development densities. The proposed lot sizes are not compatible
with adjacent properties. He opined that removing the large lot areas is destroying housing
variety in Scottsdale. It is not clear how much open space will be provided. Mr. Myers noted
that much of 50 percent NAOS described by the Applicant is on land of ten to 15 percent

- grade which is included in the development envelopes.

Mr. Myers displayed graphics of projected traffic patterns, noting residents would be using
Ranchgate. Cavalliere Ranch is estimated to add 4200 trips per day. Sereno Canyon is also
to add an additional 3200-plus trips per day to Ranchgate. The bottleneck will be at Alma
School and Happy Valley. Mr. Myers pointed out that the proposed development is remote so
residents will depend on using their cars. Happy Valley, 118th Street and Ranchgate will
need to be widened.

Mr. Myers said the real issue is that the Applicant has not met the criteria for the PCD district.
He felt that rather than having 34 stipulations to be implemented at some point in the future,
the infrastructure should be in place before development happens. Given that there is not a
single owner of the land, this is crucial. He noted that many of the stipulations make reference
to the Development Review Board, however, residential development is not within the purview
of the DRB.

Vice-Chair Edwards presided over the meeting following the departure of Chair Grant.

Mr. Jim Davis, who is a member of the board at Estancia, spoke also on behalf of the boards
at Privada and Ranchgate. All these communities lie between Happy Valley and Dynamite.
He expressed opposition to the project due to the increased traffic and density, saying that
residents had chosen to buy in this area because of its quiet rural character.

Mr. Gary Kalian, who lives near the intersection of Happy Valley and Whispering Wind,
expressed his strong objection to the staff report on this case only being circulated within the
past 24 hours. He urged the Commission to reject the staff recommendation to approve this
zoning change, characterizing it as a whitewash. The intensity of this development is not
compatible with the surrounding areas. Although the staff report mentions mitigation items
they are not addressed. For example, construction traffic has not been addressed in either
the staff report or the traffic analysis, although it will take several years for the entire project to
be fully built.

Mr. Abtin Zarrabi, who lives in the DC Ranch area, is planning to move to Troon North. He
expressed concern about the future. It is a mismatch to put this subdivision adjacent to the
Preserve. :
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Mr. Rick Uebel (phonetic) spoke in favor of the project, noting that 50 percent NAOS is
consistent with the General Plan. Master planning leads to better development. Less than
one unit per acre makes sense. This is a great opportunity for the City.

Mr. Robert Cappel, President of the Greater Pinnacle Peak Association and President of the
Winfield Homeowners Association, said they did not receive the documents in time for the
board members of those organizations to review, hence he was speaking personally. Taylor
Morrison is a reputable company, but he questioned who owns the rest of this land. He
expressed concern for the critical wildlife corridor.

Mr. John Allen, State Representative, District 15, said this is a great economic opportunity that
will continue for generations since the housing will be for upper middle income residents. He
opined that solutions can be found to mitigate the increase in traffic and that the developer is
committed to high environmental standards. Mr. Allen concluded by thanking the
Commissioners for their service to the community.

Mr. Todd Boffo quoted John F. Kennedy "Change is the law of life and those who look only to
the past or present are certain to miss the future.” He was in favor of the master planned
development. Housing and jobs are needed.

Mr. John Brown, a builder and small developer, encouraged the Commission to approve this
case as the development is good for the economy, the environment and the whole community.
Taylor Morrison has a fine reputation and is a trustworthy company.

Mr. Norbert Kleiner, who lives near the proposed development, said he has requested the
environmental impact study, the drainage impact study and the transportation impact study for
this project but they have not been made available to him. He noted that his community is
experiencing several drainage problems as a direct result of inadequately planned prior
projects. He urged the Commission to reject this application, at least pending completion of
these study items.

Mr. James Heitel, Chairman of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve Commission, recalled his own
experiences as a past member of the Planning Commission. This is one of the most remote
parcels in the City, adjacent to one of the more critical areas of the Preserve. He reminded
the meeting that the City has spent close to three-quarters of a billion dollars to acquire the
Preserve land. He argued that the proposal provides absolutely no public benefit to the City.
It redefines the concept of rural neighborhoods, obliterates the character area planning
concept and does significant harm to the McDowell Sonoran Preserve. Mr. Heitel said that
the character area plan is in fact the master plan. Any redefinition of rural neighborhood will
open the floodgates to land speculators clamoring to upzone every low density rural area.
The Dynamite Character Area Plan is absolutely clear about maintaining current densities.
The recommendations of the Desert Preservation Task Force were incorporated into the plan.
Approving this application would mean completely ignoring character-based planning.

Mr. Heitel said the McDowell Sonoran Preserve Commission's role is to safeguard the
interests of the Preserve. The Arizona Preserve Initiative was intended to reduce urban
sprawl. For years the McDowell Sonoran Preserve Commission has been on record opposing
higher density projects. He urged the members of the Planning Commission to seriously
consider rejecting this application.



Planning Commission — Regular Meeting
November 12, 2014
Page 5 of 8

Vice Chair Edwards closed the public testimony and invited the Applicant to respond.

Mr. Berry responded on behalf of the Applicant. He noted that with master planned
communities, the stipulations and the next steps in the master planning process assure that
the stipulations are implemented. Zoning is only the first of many steps in the process. He
reminded everyone that zoning cases run with the land. They are not dependent on the
identity of the developer or the landowners.

Quoting from the staff report about traffic projections, Mr. Berry stated that "North Ranchgate
Road is the primary access to the project and is adequate to handle the additional traffic that
will be generated." The stipulations specify each of the improvements that have to be made
with full details as to location. The developer will be improving existing bottlenecks not
created by this project. He noted that along the frontage to the project the developer is only
required to build half a street, however, the Applicant will build the entire street. This will
benefit everyone driving to the Tom's Thumb trailhead. Mr. Berry said whether this land is
rezoned or not, other development will take place in the area and so Happy Valley Road
needs widening. The Transportation Master Plan assumes that the area is fully developed.
He noted that since the Transportation Master Plan was written, 1500 acres have been
incorporated into the Preserve. This means that 1500 homes cannot be built.

He recalled that before Troon was approved many residents were opposed to it, but City
Council recognized that master planning was the right way to go. He summarized that this
project is doing more than its fair share to solve transportation problems it did not create.

Commissioner Kush inquired about the ownership of the various parcels. Mr. Berry said one
large parcel in the center belongs to an overseas owner that is supportive of the process but
has opted not to participate. Staff confirmed that the zoning on this parcel is not affected by
the present case. The owner of another 40 acres is considering whether to participate in the
master planned development or keep the land as an equestrian property. Mr. Berry confirmed
that the ten-acre parcel in the southern portion which was the subject of a major General Plan
amendment request to relocate Greasewood Flats is not included in the present case. The
Cavalliere family withdrew that request. The family has owned the land for approximately

30 years.

Commissioner Brantner commented that this is just the first step of many. The Planning
Commission will review the site plan of each area of the community, and there will be
landscaping and architectural reviews also. He felt this is a great opportunity for the area and
supports it.

Commissioner Kush shared that he lives at the northwest corner of Alma School and Happy
Valley. Although many of his concerns about traffic have been answered by Transportation
and Planning staff, he inquired about plans for the portion of Ranchgate by Sereno Canyon.
Mr. Phil Kercher of the Transportation Department said there is a stipulation that the
developer of Sereno Canyon will complete this once the plat application is approved and
before construction begins.

Commissioner Kush said it is important that future development be a good neighbor. He
asked whether construction traffic on Happy Valley could be limited, given that construction
will be ongoing for ten to 15 years. Mr. Kercher said this question is usually considered later
in the project. Unfortunately the only two feasible routes into this area are Happy Valley and
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Jomax and residents in both areas are concerned about construction traffic. Commissioner
Kush argued that residents are already concerned about this issue and he personally knows
that construction traffic can be a nuisance. He suggested that it should be considered in
advance and that any traffic study should specifically consider construction traffic.

Mr. Kercher explained that the traffic study does not typically address this. The Field Service
Group addresses construction traffic. The only other possibility would be if the Applicant is
willing to stipulate to limitations on construction traffic.

Commissioner Kush inquired about drainage, about which several members of the public had
spoken. Several homes in Troon have experienced severe flooding. Maintenance of culverts
and drainage pipes is crucial. Silt in pipes exponentially reduces drainage capacity and this
was the major cause of the Troon flooding. He asked what the City has done to ensure that
future large scale communities properly maintain the pipes and culverts. Mr. Nerijus Baronas,
stormwater engineer, said the City is addressing this and it will be dealt with as design details
are provided. Sediment basins can be built just upstream of culverts to prevent silting of
pipes. Emergency overflow locations can be provided to avoid overspills. He noted that the
Preserve is downstream of this development so no homes would be affected.

Saying this is not intended as a criticism, Commissioner Kush said in his 40-year construction
career in Scottsdale he has noticed that these concerns are typically raised at zoning
hearings, but staff does not seem to be thinking about these concerns and how they will be
alleviated. He suggested in future this should be made clear to the public, since this is a
perennial concemn.

Commissioner Cody said he was impressed by the speakers' delivery, civility and the content
of their remarks. While the presentation on the economic impact of development was well
thought out he felt it falls outside of the Commission's purview. He feels that the benefits of
the master planning process far outweigh the haphazard approach that might otherwise occur.
Although people had questions about land ownership he felt this is not a legitimate concern for
this application. The Planning Commission hears concerns about traffic in connection with
many cases. Traffic management, however, is not the concern of any single developer. He
supports this application.

COMMISSIONER BRANTNER MOVED TO RECOMMEND THAT. CITY COUNCIL
APPROVE CASE 13-ZN-2014 (CAVALLIERE RANCH) PER THE STAFF
RECOMMENDED STIPULATIONS AND AFTER DETERMINING THAT THE PCD
FINDINGS HAVE BEEN MET AND THE PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICT MAP
AMENDMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN ARE CONSISTENT AND CONFORM TO
THE ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN. COMMISSIONER CODY SECONDED THE MOTION,
WHICH CARRIED BY A VOTE OF FIVE (5) TO ZERO (0). CHAIRMAN GRANT LEFT
EARLY. COMMISSIONER FAKIH WAS ABSENT.

4. 6-GP-2014 (Bahia Live Work Play Project)
5. 14-ZN-2014 (Bahia Live Work Play Project)

Senior Planner Mr. Greg Bloemberg presented this application.
Mr. John Berry spoke on behalf of the Applicant.

Vice Chair Edward opened public testimony.
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Mr. Howard Myers commented that this project impacts both WestWorld and the Airport,
which are critical amenities for retaining tourists and high income residents. Putting
residential development in an industrial area violates many of the City's General Plan and
Greater Airpark Character Area Plan goals and policies. He noted that the Airport Advisory
Commission expressed concerns about the impact of this development on the Airport. There
are good reasons to separate residential and industrial land uses. The height of this
development is a detriment. Staff has noted potential traffic impacts. Aithough this may be a
great project, the location is not right.

Mr. Jim Hartsock, President of the McDowell Mountain Business Center, which is adjacent to
this property at 91st and Bahia., said that the 11 owners in the Business Center are not happy
about the proposed zoning change. Only one owner had received the public outreach card.
In their opinion this project does not conform to the area for several reasons. Residential
does not mix with light industrial. They fear that residents wili complain about the industrial
uses and force closure on the existing businesses. The businesses targeted for this project
can be conducted in any residential neighborhood with a home office exemption while the
existing small family businesses in this area cannot be conducted in a residential
neighborhood, for example small contractors, air conditioning contractors, stereo and alarm
contractors, packaging companies, tire distributors, and clothing manufacturers. He noted
that since the school opened traffic has been a nightmare. During special events at
WestWorld traffic is a major nuisance and residents will likely complain to the City. Aithough
the project is slated to be three and four story buildings with covered rooftop patios, the
renderings all depict four and five story buildings. Although the height restriction on a three-
acre parcel is supposed to be 42 feet the Applicant wants over 60 feet and tonight a height of
92 feet was mentioned. He acknowledged that the concept is creative, but in this industrial
zone there are no services within walking distance. An industrial area has many attractive
nuisances that may pose dangers to any resident children. This project does not fit
Scottsdale's image. It looks awesome but is not right for this location. He urged the
Commission not to change the zoning.

Mr. Andrew Cleary, who owns a business in this area, said this is a great project. This area is
family oriented as people come to use the fitness facilities. The Ice Den is open late for adult
hockey. He said there is a great market for this project and will enhance the existing
business.

Mr. Berry said this project only exists at this location and cannot be replicated anywhere else,
because it is close to WestWorld, the McDowell Mountains, and has such good freeway
access. The market study determined that there is demand for this development. To obtain
the additional height and density, the developer will contribute $868,000 towards
improvements at WestWorld. The maximum height of the live work units will be 42 feet. One
building is planned to be 65 feet high. The main traffic concern is from the Scottsdale
Preparatory Academy next door. As a result of chronic traffic concerns and the current
application, the school has now staggered class times to reduce the morning and afternoon
congestion. City staff acknowledges that this has greatly improved the situation.

Commissioner Kush he hoped a stipulation could be added that the developer be required to
notify homeowners of the permitted industrial uses so that people are aware of the
implications when deciding whether to buy. He feels this is a nice project and that the use is
acceptable.
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Mr. Tim Curtis said that can be added to the disclosures regarding the proximity of the Airport
and WestWorld. Mr. Berry noted that stipulation 5 requires the developer to submit their
CC&Rs to staff. They are required to make these disclosures and provide the public report to
buyers. The developer would commit to ensuring that the deed restrictions and other notices
includes disclosure of the proximity to the Airport and WestWorld and that the project is
located in an industrial area. The developer was already planning to do this and has no
objection to including this in the stipulations.

Commissioner Kush said it is important that homeowners understand the implications of the
disclosures, for example that proximity to WestWorld means traffic and noise from events.

CONMMISSIONER BRANTNER MADE A MOTION TO RECOMMEND THAT CITY COUNCIL
APPROVE CASE 6-GP-2014 AND 14-ZN-2014 PER THE STAFF RECOMMENDED
STIPULATIONS AND AFTER DETERMINING THAT THE PCD FINDINGS HAVE BEEN
MET AND THE PROPOSED ZONING MAP AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN ARE
CONSISTENT AND CONFORM WITH THE ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN, WITH THE
ADDED STIPULATION THAT A DISCLOSURE BE GIVEN TO PURCHASERS REGARDING
THE PROXIMITY OF WESTWORLD AND THAT THE SITE IS LOCATED IN AN
INDUSTRIAL PARK, WITH DETAILS OF THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH LIVING IN THAT
PROJECT. COMMISSIONER KUSH SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED BY A
VOTE OF FIVE (5) TO ZERO (0). CHAIRMAN GRANT LEFT EARLY AND
COMMISSIONER FAKIH WAS ABSENT.

10. ADJOURNMENT

With no further business to conduct, Vice Chair Edwards adjourned the regular meeting at
7:42 p.m.

SUBMITTED BY:

A/ Tronics, Inc. DBA AVTranz.

*Note: These are summary action meeting minutes only. A complete copy of the audio/video
recording is available at http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/boards/PC
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Case Fact Sheet

* Existing Use:
* Proposed Use:
* Parcel Size:

* Building Height Allowed:

* Building Height Proposed:

* NAOS Required:
 NAOS Provided:
* Density Allowed:

* Density Proposed:

Vacant Lands (various parcels)

443-lot subdivision

462+/- acres (composed of 40 parcels)
24 feet

24 feet

179.9 acres (39% of subject site)
229.6 acres (50% of subject site)

0.31 dwelling units per acre

0.96 dwelling units per acre



Key Considerations

Benefits of Master Planning - Proposed 462+/- acre site

* Infrastructure, Circulation, Proposed on-and off-site improvements

2001 General Plan — Maintains Rural Neighborhoods/Open Space
2001 General Plan — Densities are at highest end of range

2000 Dynamite Foothills — Recommends existing densities
Multiple Land Ownership

Proposed Master Plan Limited in Level of Detail

Proposed Area of Development includes areas of Steeper Slopes

McDowell Sonoran Preserve Adjacency — Proposed 150’ buffer
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environmental features and
constraints, the vision for
this area is that of a Rural
Desert Character.”

[T
e o0

TS

oot

es—




Dynamite Foothills

DYNAMITE === Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan
FOOTHILLS &erer
CHARACTER

AREA MAP

N

i

13-ZN-2014

Dynamite Pl

(.’Ilaracer Areg Plan

Harch 21, 2000

v Glnss_ary

. {oals and Strategies

* . Biecutive Sunmary

o et

ik

DYNAMITE FOOTHILLS CHARACTER AREA PLAN

13-ZN-2014




Dpnanie
(mplementation Progran: |

i Biwwhctian Plau B

Harch 21, 2000

'J‘ Design and Performance Guidelines

" i &ll’m«rmme Guielnes Hatra

* i |
i nnc@ -

DYNAMITE FOOTHILLS IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 13-ZN-2014

Existing Zoning
Categories within
the

Dynamite Foothills
Character Area

Reserve

Atalon

Supniit

==== Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan

—= City Boundary
988 McDowell Sonoran Preserve RSB
Sereno | | HE O H RI1-190
{ Canyon | H PCC Hl R1-35
o | i, |

e Foothilis Character Area Plan
ndary

4}% mras
+i Sonoran Preserve RSB

il : < e 13-ZN-2014




CLOSE UP AERIAL 13-ZN-2014




NAC
A

%

VES

ZONING MAP  13-ZN-12014

a2 R i

LEGEND

| 'P-c/ESL Comparable Zoning:
(CORI-1BESL (1519 AC.. 33%)
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Standard

R1-130/ ESL

Zoning per Acre

NAOS R1-130/ESL
179.9 acres (39%)

Building Height 24 feet

R1-130/ESL (462 acres)

Density R1-130/ESL
143 du /462 ac
0.31 du/ac

Proposed PCD/ESL with
Comparable Zoning

PCD/ESL with comparable:

R1-18/ESL (152 Acres)
R1-35/ESL (138 Acres)
R1-43/ESL (162 Acres)
R1-70/ESL (10 Acres)

PCD/ESL w/comparable zoning:

443 du / 462 ac

0.96 du/ac
PCD/ESL w/comparable zoning

229.6 acres (50%)

24 feet

Proposed PCD/ESL with
Comparable Zoning
Straight Ordinance

PCD/ESL with comparable:

R1-18/ESL (152 Acres)
R1-35/ESL (138 Acres)
R1-43/ESL (162 Acres)
R1-70/ESL (10 Acres)

PCD/ESL (straight ordinance)

R1-18/ESL (152 acres)
(1.87 du/ac) 284 units;
R1-35/ESL (138 acres)
(1.04 du/ac) 143 units;
R1-43/ESL (162 acres)
(0.83 du/ac) 134 units;
R1-35/ESL (10 acres)
(0.55 du/ac) 5 units;
Total: 565 units

1.22 du/ac
PCD/ESL w/comparable

179.9 acres (39%)

24 feet

E. Ranch‘Gate-RgagL_ |

5
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LEGEND

NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE
PROVIDED: 229.6 ACRES (50%)

4y==== WILDLIFE CORRIDOR

[EEAE] SCENIC CORRIDOR

—* WASH CORRIDOR

CLUSTERED DEVELOPMENT/GENERAL

CONSTRUCTION ENVELOPE AREA

NAOS REQUIRED: 179.9 ac (39%)

NAOS PROVIDED: 229 ac (50%)

NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE
PROVIDLD: 220.4 ACRLS (50%)
4o a WILDLFE CORRIDOR

[ SCENIC CORRIDOR
1ASH CORRIDOR

CLUSTERED DEVELOPMENT/GENERAL
CONSTRUCTION ENVELOPE AREA

Conceptual NAOS Plan

LEGEND

() PROJECT PHASE 1
(__) PROJECT PHASE 2

() PROJECT PHASE 3

LEGEND
() raourcTpHase 1
JD PROJECT PHASE 2

]D PROJECT PHASE 3

Conceptual Phasing Plan
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[ MINOR COLLECTOR (80° ROW)
~ W/ 100’ SCENIC CORRIDOR

e MINOR COLLECTOR (60" ROW)

~ LOCAL COLLECTOR (50° ROW)
LOCAL RESIDENTIAL (40’ ROW)
====== CONCEPTUAL TRAIL NETWORK
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e )
73

Gl ASAAUGH) Conceptual Circulation Plan
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SLOPE
CATEGORY (%)

L12-5
Es-10

10-15
Wi15-25

Slope Plan

13-ZN-2014
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Case Fact Sheet

e Existing Use: Vacant Lands (various parcels)
° Proposed Use: 443-|ot subdivision
* Parcel Size: 462+/- acres (composed of 40 parcels)

e Building Height Allowed: 24 feet
e Building Height Proposed: 24 feet

° NAOS Required: 179.9 acres (39% of subject site)
° NAOS Provided: 229.6 acres (50% of subject site)
° Density Allowed: 0.31 dwelling units per acre
° Density Proposed: 0.96 dwelling units per acre

Key Considerations

* Benefits of Master Planning - Proposed 462+/- acre site

* Infrastructure, Circulation, Proposed on-and off-site improvements
e 2001 General Plan — Maintains Rural Neighborhoods/Open Space
e 2001 General Plan — Densities are at highest end of range
° 2000 Dynamite Foothills — Recommends existing densities
°  Multiple Land Ownership
° Proposed Master Plan Limited in Level of Detail
° Proposed Area of Development includes areas of Steeper Slopes

¢ McDowell Sonoran Preserve Adjacency — Proposed 150’ buffer

11
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| 'P-CIESL Comparable Zoning:
(CORI-1BESL 151.9 AC., 33%)

(CORI-35ESL (1168 AC., 25%)
(C_RI-43 ESL (183.4 AC.. 40%)

(CORI-70 ESL (9.9 AC., 2%)

INITY DISTRICT:

%) (RT3 ESL (434

McDowell Sonoran
Preserve

Site

e I P - #: Paved - # of existing lanes U - #: Unpaved - # of existing lanes
D it M - #: Millings - # of existing lanes
STREET IMPROVEMENTS MAP 13-ZN-2014
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MJA - #: Major arterial - # of future lanes
MA - #: Minor arterial - # of future lanes
MJC - #: Major collector - # of future lanes

MC - #: Minor collector (# of future lanes)
LC - #: Local collector (# of future lanes)
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Major General Plan Amendment Criteria

¢ An amendment to Scottsdale’s General Plan is defined as a
major amendment if it meets any one of the following
criteria:

1. Land Use Category - a change in the land use category on the
land use plan

2. Area of Change - a change in land use designation that
includes certain acreages

3. Character Area Criteria - if a proposal to change the land use
category has not been clearly demonstrated to comply with a
character plan

4. Water/ Wastewater Infrastructure - if a proposal to change
the planned land use category results in the premature increase

in the size of master planned water or sewer facilities
27

o

y ql!!lllgl!"_“‘

RuralRural Desert Character
Suburban/Suburban Desert Character
Recreational Corridor @ Activity Center

O00annancn visually Important
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mang
¥ " "4 Recommended Study Boundary (RS8) of the McDowell Sonoran Prosrve i |
= = =City Boundary .

2001 General Plan Character Type Map (The Dynamite Foothills Character Area)
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Rural Neighborhoods Land Use Definition

‘and services essential to balanced residential areas. Special care should
‘e taken 1o provide adequate transitions befween ses that have different
intensines of development

In the past. many master wese ved and built in
Scottsdale. Master-planned developuients include 2 variety of residential
densities or dwelling fypes. but the overall density is comparable o 3 gross.
acreage basis 1o the destes sbown o the Land Use wiap. Indoadual ot
Sty oy dwellings
feauses, In the furuse.
nmlo;uwm in newer pans of the caty will tend to become less focused
on master-planned conununities. since most lasger parcels wall already be
commutted. Assembling of swmaller propertes 1o accommodate 3 Jarges master
planaed commuaity is still possible. however, infill development will become
more significant, and redevelopment will become a major focus of activity in
the comuunity in the funwe.

RURAL NEIGHBORHOODS: This category includes areas of relatively
fasge fot single-famuly neighborhoods. Densities in Rural Neighborhoods ase
uswally one house per one acre (of more) of lnd. Native desert vegetation

y areas and special care aea’s
open desen charactes and enviromnents] feanures Much of the tevsia inchides
gentle opes and olling growd. edby vl washes

Grading care in areas lopes. Clustering is

encouraged 1o preserve desert vegetation. washes, and nanral feanures, Some.
of these areas were developed with one-acre Jots tnder Manicopa Couary
standards prios to annexation by Scontsdale. Equesrian uses and p:muge.
may exsst n the flaner areas as many lots are Jarge enough for borse:

several existing developimeats pemt horse coral. South of the C U Cana

surrounding areas that have spialles, subluban fots o

SUBURBAN “This category sediuen fo
small-lot single-fanily neighborhoods or subdivisions. Densities ia Suburban

are usually more per acre. bur less thao
eight houses per acre. This category also inchides some townbouses aad
can also be used for smalf ot single-Samily bomes. such 3 patio homes. T
can be incorporated into neighborhoods near the Downtown area and in of
adjacent to other non-residential achviry centers. These uses may be used 35
2 transition between less untense residential aseas and pon-residential areas,
such as offices or retal ceaters. The tenvain should be relatively fiat, of gently
sloping. 1 this density. features
(pamiculasly

This category includes areas of relatively large lot
single-family neighborhoods. Densities in Rural
Neighborhoods are usually one house per one acre
(or more) of land. Native desert vegetation
predominates many areas and special care is
required to preserve the area’s open desert
character and environmental features. Much of the
terrain includes gentle to moderate slopes and
rolling ground, intersected by several washes.
Grading often requires extra care in areas with
moderate slopes. Clustering is encouraged to
preserve desert vegetation, washes, and natural
features. Some of these areas were developed with
one-acre lots under Maricopa County

standards prior to annexation by Scottsdale.
Equestrian uses and privileges may exist in the
flatter areas as many lots are large enough for
horses and several existing developments permit
horse corrals. South of the C.A.P. Canal, these
neighborhoods take on a rural, equestrian character
when compared to surrounding areas that have
smaller, suburban lots.

Natural Open Space Land Use Definition

impact develapmont. The Iocations for these activities ars nferspersed within
rastdential and non-residential arcas.

In some cases, ths city doss not control the location of special uses, such as
schools or major sransmission lines, and the state and foderal government
can proempt local land use authority. Howaver, tha city can work with other
Jjurisdictions and agencies on decisions reganding land use. Every qffort will
‘be made to mifigate negattve impact, including visual impacs.

NATURAL OPEN SPACE: The aatural open space category applies
o locations whee significant environmental ameaities or bazards tuy
exist. Inmost e these areas represent mouAtainows tesvain. s:mmv

features. ﬂwﬂhmdmn Tosh desest vegetation, bedkock: & wess. mmmnm

Vegetation, migention routes, nnd hictoric water Sows. 1 ntended that luads
in the namsal open space category remain as pesmanent opes space. This
classification is often the sesull of rezoning actions where developer have
lyud to leave past of a pmpmyml ‘natural conditio in setvm for placing

. Efforts to

ke, o i o
should continve. A variety of methods can be used (0 preserve eavironmentally
sensitive mess, iocluding density tagsfers, easements, dedications f0 3
conservancy o public agency. and fand acquisitica. Low impact recreationsl

equestriag, of mougtai trails. The o ive Laods
Ordivance (ESLO) includes detailed provisions for Natucal Ares Opea Space
(NAOS), deasity trass fer. and for protection of eaviroameatally sessitive
lands.

THE McDOWELL SONORAN PRESERVE: The McDowell Sovoran
Preserve consists of mountain 20d devest land incinded in tbe city's Preserve.
‘This land generally possesses outs

sceaic valoe; valable wildlife habitat aod
‘ugration routes; ush desert vegetstion;
significant enviroumental conditious, such 13
sensitive washes, 1iparing areas and movatrin
‘peaks and valley: archaeological and bitoric
ites; and opportuaities for appropriate passive
recreation in desigated aveas. Preserve

1a0d will reauni a5 penmagent opea spce
with limited permanent improvements.

The recommieadsd sfudy boundasy of the
McDowell Soaoran Preserve includes
‘monatain asd desert lawd designated by the
City Couaeil as switable for preservation aod
some laads preserved by zoniog actioa 83
NAOS

The natural open space category applies to
locations where significant environmental
amenities or hazards may exist. In most cases
these areas represent mountainous terrain.
Significant environmental conditions includes
steep slopes, unstable soils, boulder features,
flood hazard areas. Lush desert vegetation,
bedrock areas, mountain peaks and ridges,
natural drainage channels needed to maintain
riparian vegetation, migration routes, and
historic water flows. Itis intended that lands in
the natural opens space category remain as
permanent open space. This classification is
often the result of rezoning actions where
developers have agreed to leave part of a
property in a natural condition in return for
placing an agreed-upon intensity in aless
environmentally sensitive area. Efforts to
preserve mountainous areas, washes and areas
with native desert vegetation should continue.
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Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan: Goals

Goal 1:

Preserve the existing Rural Desert
Character for the Dynamite Foothills which
will result in a unique desert community
distinguished from other parts of
Scottsdale and the Valley.

Goal 2:

Recognize the topographic diversity of the
Dynamite Foothills area and provide
guidelines for balancing the relationship of
different types of development to the
unique environmental nature of the area.

Goal 3:

Promote open space in accordance with
the CityShape 2020 Guiding Principles and
the recommendations of the Desert
Preservation Task Force, and support the
efforts of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve
Commission to provide open space.

Key Considerations

No major General Plan amendment required — maintains
existing Rural Neighborhoods & Natural Open Space General
Plan categories

Project development densities proposed are at the highest
end of the density range allowed under the Rural
Neighborhoods land use category

Dynamite Foothills Character Area Plan & Implementation
Program recommends existing densities under current
zoning and General Plan designations — the proposal is a
request to change the current zoning densities, current
General Plan categories are maintained

16



Policy Implications

* Changing existing allowable densities under current zoning
and General Plan designations is a departure from the policy
direction established in the Dynamite Foothills Character
Area Plan adopted in 2000

e Other policy implications to be added by Jesus...

LEGEND

C‘_’)RHS ESL [151.9 AC.. 33%)

(CORI1-35ESL (1168 AC., 25%)
(C_RI-43 ESL (183.4 AC., 40%)

(CORI-70ESL (9.9 AC., 2%)

| __ ' P-C/ESL Comparable Zoning:

(OPOSED NAGE 2394 AC. 1577
CET/PROP, 120 5. 5C21C
opoON 168
Pritn
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See. 5.2100. Planned Community (P-C).*
(Ord. No. 4005, § 1(Res. No. 8947, Exh. A, § 105),
4-3-12)

Sec. 5.2101. Purpose.

This is a zoning district that may be developed
A only in accordance with a specific development
2100 Pagued Commanity 712 ] L 1 plan. The approved development plan is an inte-
gral part of this zoning district and all develop-
ment shall comply with said plan. The planned
community district is designed and intended to
enable and encourage the development of large
tracts of land which are under unified ownership
or control, or lands which by reason of existing or
planned land uses are appropriate for develop-
feiod  ment under this section, so as to achieve land
development patterns which will maintain and
enhance the physical, social and economic values
of an area.

. parks, ahvonls

e e 5032

o j RURAL

- - — NEIGHBORHOODS
1 +/-462 ACRES +/- 442 ACRES

(NO CHANGE)

TOTAL NATURAL'}
—-——OPEN SPACE
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TOTAL NATURAL
@ OPEN SPACE
+/- 29 ACRES

TOURISM
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TEM 46

Wyant, Erica

From: nicetang@cox.net

Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 4:11 PM

To: Agenda Item Comment

Subject: Agenda Item Comment for 12/02/14 - Item 46 - Cavalliere Ranch Rezoning

Meeting Date: 12/02/14
Item Number: 46 - Cavalliere Ranch Rezoning

Contact Information (if blank, user did not provide):
Name: Michael Mayer
Address: 11157 E Greenway Road
C/S/Z: Scottsdale, Az 85255
Phone:

Comment for 12/02/14 Item 46 - Cavalliere Ranch Rezoning:

City Council,

A 4 lane expansion of Happy Valley Road is in this agenda item.

Councilmember Korte knows the City Staff presentation to widen Happy Valley Road was literally laughed off the agenda

during public hearings of the defeated Bond Package....Mr Ecton terminated the presentation as a waste of the panels
time.

Any vote to approve rezoning higher density construction next to the Preserve is a Gruberism...calling American's stupid.
The transcripts are on record.

Council members Robbins, Klapp, Milhaven and Lane, any vote to approve this infrastructure, shortening the life of the
Preserve and burden Scottsdale taxpayers with debt that was laughed at 2 years ago...will go public.

Councilmember Korte was there (as | was speaking against the Desert Disneyland Center)





